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It is the intention that Hillingdon will lodge a petition against the Additional Provisions, 

and this response to the Supplementary Environmental Statement is without prejudice 

to anything that may be said in the petition.  Hillingdon also fully reserves its right to 

raise any additional points in relation to the Supplementary Environmental Statement 

in the petition and indeed at other stages of the HS2 process as it deems appropriate. 
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1. Position 

1.1. Introduction 

1.1.1. The Council remains fundamentally opposed to the current HS2 proposals.  The 

original position set out in the Hybrid Bill Environmental Statement consultation has 

only been strengthened by what it regards are substantial failings of HS2 Ltd to solve 

the many significant problems that were identified in the Council's original response.   

1.1.2. In the subsequent 2 years HS2 Ltd has failed to grasp the significance of the impacts in 

the London Borough of Hillingdon and to find solutions.  Even on prompting by the 

Select Committee, HS2 Ltd has still failed to address any of the concerns.  

Consequently, the project presented remains largely undeliverable in a practical 

context let alone given the extreme levels of environmental and social harm that HS2 

Ltd has not taken adequate responsibility for.   

1.2. Business Case 

1.2.1. It is widely accepted that the business case for HS2 is at the very best no more than 

'borderline beneficial' whilst the majority of experts consider it to be a poor 

investment.   

1.2.2. For that reason the Council is surprised that the cumulative total of APs 2, 3 and 4 add 

a further £1.3billion to the cost of Phase 1, yet the project is still being advanced.   

1.2.3. The Council reiterates its position set out in the response to AP2 which is shared by 

the House of Lords Economic Committee which concluded recently: 

The Government’s two declared objectives for the project are to increase 

capacity on the railway to meet long-term demand and to rebalance the 

economy by stimulating growth in the north of England. But the scale of the 

alleged capacity problem is unclear and the Government has not demonstrated 

that HS2 is the most effective way of achieving the desired rebalancing of the 

economy.  

1.2.4. This conclusion was reached before the additional £1.3bn for APs 2, 3, and 4 was 

identified.  As the cost has spiralled, the Council would have expected a further cost 

benefit analysis to have been undertaken and made public.   

1.2.5. This is of particular concern for Hillingdon, because many of the previously identified 

problems, including those relating to traffic, remain unsolved.   
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Decision Making Process 

1.2.6. Aside from the lack of justification for the scheme, the Council has grave doubts about 

the decision making process and how individuals and communities are being 

protected from harm.   

1.2.7. The original ES consultation led to thousands of comments being submitted.  These 

were then outlined into a poorly presented and highly biased 'summary report'.  The 

effort and concerns of residents, Councils and other interested parties deserve far 

greater treatment than simply being diluted and poorly presented into a superficial 

report.   

1.2.8. Ultimately, communities and the environment will be the ones who suffer greatly as a 

project with no merit bypasses the normal checks and balances.  

1.2.9. For those overriding reasons the Council remains opposed to both the scheme and the 

process by which it is being administered.   
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2. Supplementary Environmental Statement 3: General Comments 

2.1. Objections and Concerns 

2.1.1. The Council has reviewed the third supplementary environmental statement (SES3) 

and associated additional provision 4 (AP4) which it understands is an attempt to 

correct past errors, revise statements in light of new information, and provide new 

assessments of changes and amendments to the scheme.   

Responsibility for Changes 

2.1.2. The Council does not therefore agree that many of the changes in AP4 are a result of 

requests by landowners or interested parties as suggested in the Bills of Expense.  In 

fact, the Council considers the changes to be a reflection of a failure to undertake a 

proper assessment in the first instance by HS2 Ltd or as a result of a substandard 

approach to mitigation.  The changes are therefore necessary to attempt to deliver an 

acceptable project, not simply because landowners have made requests.   The 

associated rise in costs is solely a result of HS2 Ltd failings, and not as suggested, the 

actions of other interested parties.   

Process 

2.1.3. The Council is also disappointed by HS2 Ltd's failure to grasp the spirit of the requests 

of the Select Committee.  As a consequence, their work on the Uxbridge Golf Course 

Haul Road and West Ruislip Rail Depot has been undertaken without any transparency 

or independent oversight and has therefore unsurprisingly resulted in the answers 

HS2 Ltd wanted.  HS2 Ltd therefore appears to be protected from the normal rigours 

of development control.    

2.1.4. Whilst this approach may suit HS2 Ltd, it certainly ignores the ongoing concerns of the 

Council and its residents, undermines the purpose of the Select Committee and is 

likely to result in a waste of taxpayers' money.   

Compliance with EIA Directive 

2.1.5. Finally, the Council does not believe that the SES3 complies with the requirements of 

the EIA Regulations.  The Hybrid Bill process has removed the necessary scrutiny as to 

whether the EIA regulations have been applied correctly.  Consequently, HS2 Ltd has 

taken a perfunctory attitude to SES's that have accompanied the Additional Provisions. 
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2.1.6. Specifically, some of the evidence to support the SES3 conclusions was disclosed long 

after the publication of the consultation document, indeed some information remains 

undisclosed.  SES3 is therefore not based on appropriate evidence, and the description 

of effects is inappropriate, not least because they are plainly wrong in some 

circumstances.  In some instances, e.g. ecological impacts, HS2 Ltd has made little or 

no progress in assessing significant effects.  In other instances, their solutions to 

mitigate significant effects are not fit for purpose.   

2.1.7. The Council believes that if properly scrutinised by an independent examiner, SES3 

would fall short of what is required of the EIA Regulations. 

Summary 

2.1.8. AP4 and accompanying SES3 reflect a scheme and process that removes the necessary 

robust scrutiny to ensure the project is delivered to an appropriately high standard 

and without exposing taxpayers to unnecessary expenditure.   

2.1.9. Importantly, the Council does not believe that HS2 Ltd has entered into the spirit of 

the Select Committee's request regarding the important traffic issues in Hillingdon and 

this alone reflects the one sided nature of this project.   

2.1.10. As presented the scheme continues to fall short of the level of rigour required of any 

other developer and has allowed HS2 Ltd to ignore or pay token gestures to the 

significant concerns of the Council and residents. 

2.1.11. Notwithstanding the above, SES3 still identifies significant environmental effects in 

Hillingdon but sets out no proposals to mitigate or compensate.   
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3. Supplementary Environmental Statement 3: Specific Comments 

3.1. Traffic Problems and Haul Road 

3.1.1. The Council provided detailed comments to the original Hybrid Bill Environmental 

Statement Consultation in 2013.  It pointed out that the traffic impacts were being 

entirely underestimated and HS2 Ltd clearly misunderstood the transport network 

they would be using. 

3.1.2. It wasn't until the Select Committee appearance nearly a year and half after that 

consultation response was published that HS2 Ltd finally accepted that they had 

misunderstood the network and further work was necessary.   

3.1.3. However, it wasn't until the Select Committee had formally requested that HS2 Ltd 

find alternative measures that any action was taken.   

3.1.4. The result of the reassessment was a proposed haul road through Uxbridge Golf 

Course (as shown on the map overleaf). 

3.1.5. This haul road would result in a slight reduction in traffic on Harvil Road as HGVs 

would turn directly off the eastbound carriageway of the A40, on to the new haul road 

and then proceed to the relevant construction compounds.  This removes the need for 

many of the vehicles using Harvil Road from interfacing with Swakeleys Roundabout.  

Vehicles would then return along the haul road, but would have to enter the 

roundabout and then travel all the way around from the A40 eastbound junction to 

exit on to the A40 westbound carriageway to their as yet unstated destination.   

3.1.6. As a result, the haul road removes only a small amount of traffic from Swakeleys 

Roundabout.  Principally, all Harvil Road returning vehicles, all Breakspear Road and 

Ickenham High Road traffic, and all traffic required to construct and demolish the haul 

road would still use the problematic Swakeleys Roundabout and add to the existing 

significant levels of congestion in the area.   
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  HS2 Ltd's Proposed Haul Road 

Site of Special 
scientific Interest 
(SSSi) 
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Practicalities of Haul Road Operation 

3.1.7. SES3 effectively concludes that the haul road could be delivered and operated 

successfully.  Unfortunately, these conclusions are based on evidence that was not 

available at the time of writing this response or when the SES was published.  HS2 Ltd 

was requested to work with the Council and TFL in developing the haul road solution 

but much of the detailed work and assumptions had not been shared at the time of 

writing.   

3.1.8. The transport model assessment (VISSIM) was not provided to the Council or 

Transport for London (TfL) until 10 November, long after the publication of SES3.  

Unfortunately that assessment (undertaken by Mott MacDonald) was only a summary 

report and the Council and TfL are awaiting considerable amount of detailed 

information in order to respond to it.  At the time of writing, the Council is unable to 

confirm whether the proposals in AP4 are feasible and the assessment of the haul 

road in SES3 is premature.   

3.1.9. The Council has a fundamental concern that the information that has been drip fed 

through to the Council after SES3 was published does not support the conclusions 

reached.  There is still a lack of the important information required to determine 

whether the haul road can practically operate with Swakeleys Roundabout as 

proposed.  HS2 Ltd were premature in reaching their conclusions, evident from the 

fact their detailed work had not yet been completed.   

3.1.10. The significant absence of information relates to the following: 

 Wider traffic modelling data for the entire impacted road network 

 The ability to operate safe interface between the roundabout and the haul 

road 

 The wider impacts of proposed signalisation of the roundabout on the wider 

road network 

 Whether the intention to convert the roundabout into three lanes is 

practically possible whilst maintaining safe lane widths 

 The displacement/residual amount of traffic and timings on the wider road 

network 

3.1.11. With little supporting information, the Council does not understand how HS2 Ltd was 

able to reach the conclusions they have.  For obvious reasons, the Council cannot 

support the SES3 conclusions and therefore the haul road as presented does not 

provide an appropriate or acceptable solution.  
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3.1.12. Further discussions are ongoing, but it is not normal for an Environmental Statement 

to be written and published whilst the principle mitigation measures have only been 

partly developed and remain uncertain of delivery. 

Haul Road and Environmental Issues 

3.1.13. In addition to the lack of information regarding the transport implication, there is no 

information on the wider ecological, social, visual or water resources related impacts 

of the haul road.   

3.1.14. The route of the haul road takes in a site of special scientific interest (SSSi).  This SSSi 

covers land and water based ecological features.  The haul road will have a direct 

impact on land based features, and an indirect impact on the water based features 

through unassessed changes to the water management regime.  Aside from the SSSi, 

the golf course is known to be home to a considerable range of important species and 

habitats, including protected badgers, bats, water voles and great crested newts. 

3.1.15. The construction of the haul road also includes the importation of more material from 

outside the borough (despite the project producing excess excavation material within 

the borough).  The haul road will be an embanked and raised structure thus severing 

the links between the wider golf course and the SSSi.   

3.1.16. The haul road is also to be located in an area known to regularly flood and thus will 

have a fundamental change to the water management regime that remains 

unassessed.   

3.1.17. The haul road is close to housing.  The noise implications have not been assessed.   

3.1.18. Finally, no restoration proposals have been set out, nor commitments made as to 

what happens when the haul road is no longer required.  The removal of the haul road 

will inevitably involve significant HGV traffic movements and further extensive 

engineering works, increasing the adverse environmental impacts yet again. 

Haul Road and Golf Course 

3.1.19. The haul road will also result in the closure of Uxbridge Golf Course for at least two 

years.  HS2 Ltd has tentatively suggested that the course could be reconfigured to 

provide a 9 hole course within the boundary haul road and would take two years to 

complete and establish.  However, no substantive evidence has been provided or firm 

commitments that this would be the case. 
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3.1.20. Moreover, there is no certainty that once the course closes for 2 years that there 

would be a sufficient demand for a 9 hole in this location.  Similarly, no cumulative 

assessment has been provided to outline the impacts on the market with the closure 

of both Uxbridge and Ruislip golf course which will close concurrently as result of HS2.   

3.1.21. There are jobs and livelihoods associated with the golf courses and the lack of detailed 

assessment shows HS2 Ltd to be removed of responsibility for their impacts.   

Haul Road and Rights of Way 

3.1.22. A right of way (footpath U50) will be severed as a consequence of the haul road.  This 

footpath provides access through the pleasant Uxbridge golf course environment and 

then down into the Colne Valley.  This footpath will be hindered in use by the crossing 

of a large scale road taking hundreds of HGVs.  The amenity of the footpath and wider 

area will be significantly reduced through the construction and operation of the haul 

road.   

3.1.23. No evidence has been presented showing a safe interface between right of way and 

haul road.   

Haul Road and Construction 

3.1.24. SES3 also fails to provide clear evidence of the construction impacts of the haul road.  

As stated above, there will be a substantial amount more material imported to the 

borough to construct the haul road thus resulting in an increase in traffic prior to the 

main construction works of HS2.  The removal of the haul road once HS2 is operational 

will also generate significant HGV movements. 

3.1.25. Invariably, this traffic associated with construction and removal of the haul road will 

result in impacts the haul road would ultimately be trying to solve.   

Haul Road and SES3 Conclusion 

3.1.26. Despite the lack of information pertaining to various environmental and social factors 

or the lack of evidence demonstrating the haul road can actually operate safely, HS2 

Ltd has still reached the conclusion it is viable in the SES.  However, they do 

acknowledge: 

There is a major adverse significant residual effect in relation to congestion and 

delays at the A40/Swakeleys Roundabout (moderate reported in the main ES 

and Part 1 of the SES and AP2 ES) and a moderate adverse effect at the 

Swakeleys Road/Woodstock Drive junction (minor adverse reported in the main 

ES and Part 1 of the SES and AP2 ES). Detailed design of the A40/Swakeleys 
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Road signalisation and optimisation of the traffic signals timings would be 

likely to further mitigate these adverse impacts. (SES3, CFA6 Report, 5.4.96 - 

shown on map TR-03-009) 

3.1.27. In other words, despite attempting to solve the traffic problems associated with HS2, 

the haul road, even if it did work as hoped, would still have significant adverse effects.   

Summary 

3.1.28. The Council is in no position to support the haul road proposal.  There is a 

fundamental lack of information covering a number of engineering, environmental 

and social factors that makes it impossible for HS2 Ltd to present this as an 

appropriate option. 

3.1.29. Notwithstanding that, the haul road, by HS2's own acknowledgement would still not 

solve the extensive traffic problems as a result of HS2.   

3.2. Soil Dumping (including Soil Conditions) 

3.2.1. The general requests from the Select Committee following the June 2015 hearings 

were effectively to reduce the significant impacts in Hillingdon in lieu of a tunnel 

extension.  It is therefore concerning that the harm from dumping of material has in 

actual fact increased while the only hard engineering structure designed to reduce the 

impacts has now been removed from the scheme (see map overleaf). 

3.2.2. The Council is also concerned that the removal of the Copthall retained structure will 

require additional land for earthworks at the 'Research Facility'.  SES3 acknowledges 

that the amendments in AP4 will result in the demolition of 4 additional buildings (12 

buildings to be demolished in the Hybrid Bill scheme).  This amendment will result in 

the loss of 46 jobs in addition to those already previously identified.  The Council is 

concerned that SES3 dismisses this as being 'relatively minor' in the context of 186,000 

total jobs in the borough.  
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Retaining structure included in 
original scheme (1) but 
removed from AP4 (2) 
resulting in an increase in area 
to be excavated (3) 

1 

2 

3 
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Reduction in Harm 

3.2.3. The amendments have resulted in some positive changes.  The New Years Green Lane 

landfill site and the West London Composting site are no longer being directly dumped 

on.   

3.2.4. The Council welcomes these changes, although maintains that the selection of these 

sites in the first instance were entirely inappropriate and plainly an error of 

judgement.  Significant time and resources have been spent rectifying these errors 

which the Council considers could have been avoided with a simple level of 

investigation and communication with the relevant interested parties.  These errors 

have revealed the failings of HS2 Ltd in undertaking robust evidence gathering and 

instead developing the scheme 'behind closed doors'. 

Increase in Harm 

3.2.5. Notwithstanding the above positive changes, additional land has been identified west 

of Harvil Road and around the West London Composting site to accommodate the 

changes.  There is no reduction in material being excavated.   

3.2.6. SES3 goes into limited detail about the extent of harm on these new sites including the 

boundary with the Bayhurst Woods SSSi.  Consequently, it is once again unclear how 

robust the level of assessment has gone into selecting the proposed locations.   

Summary 

3.2.7. The Council is disappointed that HS2 Ltd has failed to: 

 Reduce the amount of material excavated 

 Retain an engineering structure that reduces the need for excavation 

 Not considered increasing the use of retaining structure to reduce the need 

for excavation 

 Reduce the extent of land being impacted 

 Provide any evidence to demonstrate their proposals are acceptable.   

3.2.8. AP4 has resulted in a net increase in harm to the borough.   

3.3. Tunnel Portal and Noise Barrier 

3.3.1. AP4 results in a considerable extension to the tunnel portal porous structure as shown 

on the following extract from SES3 [CFA6 Map Book]: 
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3.3.2. No information has been provided as to what this would mean for the hundred 

(approximate) houses that would overlook this new structure.  Nor has there been a 

cumulative assessment of it with the 5m noise barrier also proposed. 

3.3.3. The original photomontages (CGIs) from the Hybrid Bill ES were always 

misrepresentative of the scheme in operation due to the absence of the 5m barriers.  

No update has been made to these CGIs to reflect those concerns or the new 

information on the tunnel portal structure.   

3.4. Rights of Way 

3.4.1. The Council has continually requested that the rights of way diversions be shown on a 

borough wide scale as opposed to the disconnected maps presented in SES3.  This has 

not been done.  Consequently it is not possible to get an accurate understanding of 

the strategic network.  

3.4.2. What is clear from the maps provided is that there is still a substantial amount of 

information required to demonstrate that HS2 Ltd has responded to the Select 

Committee's request to improve the rights of way through the construction phase.   

Tunnel portal 
structure extension 
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3.4.3. The map extract above (taken from SES3 CFA6) illustrates an example of an unclear 

diversion and the poor quality of mapping.  The solid orange line (HS2 proposed 

diversion) connects to a stopped up right of way and seemingly abruptly ends in the 

middle of nowhere.  The sudden change in line around the underbridge adds to the 

uncertainty.   

3.4.4. In addition, Mr Mould QC advised the Select Committee in June that HS2 Ltd had 

undertaken an assessment of a segregated footway along Breakspear Road necessary 

to ensure that diversions during construction minimised impacts.  Unfortunately, HS2 

Ltd officers have so far been unable to demonstrate that Mr Mould QC was accurate 

in his assertion.   

3.4.5. The Council only received a Technical Note on 18 November 2015 with options for 

how the U47 footpath could be diverted along the busy Breakspear Road.  

Unfortunately the Technical Note fails to include any accurate measurements of the 

height and width of the railway bridge and therefore it is still unclear whether there is 

sufficient headroom for HGV's to pass under a low bridge alongside a safe and 

segregated footpath.  The Technical Note also fails to include any assessment of the 

options in terms of their impacts on traffic flows and congestion along Harvil Road.  

Proposed diversion joins a stopped up 
right of way (1), takes an odd route 
across the River Pinn (2) and does not 
link up with the rights of way on the 
opposite side of HS2 (3) 

1 

2 

3 

Diversion 
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The Council is considering whether any of the options can be delivered and made safe, 

although it is clear that none of the options are attractive.   

3.4.6. Without the level of information required, the rights of way diversions through the 

construction phases remain inappropriate and the Council cannot support them. 

3.4.7. Similarly, the loss of rights of way usability throughout the construction phases has 

not resulted in any lasting positive replacements.  There will be a net loss in public 

rights of way quality and usage.  Given the loss of footpath links within the borough as 

a direct result of HS2, the Council have requested a link between the U32 and U34 

footpaths as this may provide some long term benefit for residents.   HS2 Ltd has 

failed to respond to this request. 

3.5. Ecology 

3.5.1. The Council notes that the ecology information required to determine the 

appropriateness of the AP4 has not been provided.   

3.5.2. An EIA should consider all the significant effects and cannot pick and chose.  There are 

likely significant effects to Bayhurst Woods and the surrounding area as well as 

throughout Uxbridge Golf Course and neighbouring land.   

3.5.3. No information of note has been provided.  These likely significant effects remain 

unassessed.   

3.6. Mitigation  

3.6.1. The Council notes that SES3 and AP4 provide no response to the Select Committee's 

request for HS2 Ltd to provide 'better mitigation than currently envisaged'.  There is 

no positive legacy and the community, social and environmental impacts are all 

significant yet not mitigated or properly compensated.  

3.7. Pylon Diversion (AP2) 

3.7.1. The Council notes that the pylon diversion south of Harefield and across Uxbridge Golf 

Course is the same in AP4 as that outlined in AP2.  The Council has petitioned against 

AP2 on this basis and our comments on the diversion route were set out in SES2 that 

accompanied AP2.    
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3.8. Air Quality (AP2) 

3.8.1. SES3 states that 'There are two new adverse residual significant effects on NO2 

concentrations for two assessed receptors (on Ickenham Road and High Road, 

Ickenham).  These are rather glibly dismissed by HS2 Ltd because they prefer to use 

outdated methodology for assessing the impacts rather than the up to date 

methodology published by the Institute of Air Quality Management and 

Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) in 2015.  This approach is flawed. 

3.8.2. The Council maintains that the proposals as submitted in SES3 will result in increases 

in emissions in areas already exceeding minimum EU limit values.  The Council will 

have significant concerns in supporting any future travel plans that adopt the 

approach set out in AP2 and AP3.   
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4. Conclusions 

4.1. Summary 

4.1.1. The Council has no option but to maintain its objection to the proposed scheme as 

presented in SES3 and AP4.   

4.1.2. HS2 Ltd has not responded positively to the requests of the Select Committee nor in 

the spirit.  In addition, too much information has been withheld and that which has 

been disclosed does not provide sufficient justification for the conclusions reached. 

4.1.3. Furthermore, AP4 presents no positive legacy for the London Borough of Hillingdon.  

There are no proposals which could even begin to make up for the harm and the 

impacted communities feel rightly there are disproportionate impacts in the area.     

4.2. Specific Issues 

4.2.1. Transport - A new haul is HS2 Ltd's primary solution for reducing the significant 

transport related harm of the project.  Based on the information presented in SES3 

and later submitted to the Council this proposed solution fails significantly.  The haul 

road: 

 Would not have a safe interface with Swakeleys Roundabout 

 Would not reduce traffic to an acceptable level 

 Could result in displacement of traffic on to the supporting network 

increasing the problems elsewhere. 

 Will have significant environmental impacts 

 Will cause social harm 

 Will not solve air quality problems associated with construction traffic 

4.2.2. In addition, AP4 and SES3: 

 Shows no positive legacy for Hillingdon, its communities and residents 

 Includes no positive legacy for the Environment 

 Does not solve the wider social and environmental harm 

 Increases the scope of harm, geographically and in terms of population 

 Further harms community facilities.   

4.2.3. There is nothing that the Council can support in these latest submissions.    


