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I am responding as the Member of Parliament for Ruislip Northwood and Pinner. My constituency 
encompasses both CFA 6 - South Ruislip to Ickenham and CFA 7 - Colne Valley. 
 
If HS2 should go ahead, the three wards that will be most directly affected are Ickenham, West 
Ruislip and Harefield. However, as I have consistently represented, there is significant concern 
outside those wards about both the local impact and the case for the national benefit of HS2. 
 
I will not seek to replicate all the points made in a number of very detailed responses from the 
area, not least from the London Borough of Hillingdon and the relevant Resident Associations. I will, 
however, focus on a number of very substantial concerns which are reflected in those responses. 
 
First of all it is important to summarise the sheer scale of the proposed disruption to an area 
where people choose to live because of the relative tranquillity and semi-rural nature.   
 
 
Headline Impacts of HS2 on the area 
 
The Environmental Statement is a grim read for many of my constituents. 

The centre of Ickenham will have to endure a major construction site for 7 years1 to build and 
service the West Ruislip Tunnel Portal. In addition there will be another major construction site – 
the so called Northolt Tunnel and Earthworks main compound - on the edge of the village for 10 
years2.  Residents in Harefield also face years of disruption associated with construction sites 
planned for the viaduct across the Colne Valley. 

The traffic consequences are deeply worrying, not least given the current traffic levels on 
important artery roads. Major adverse effects will be felt on Swakeleys Road, Breakspear Road 
South and key roundabouts and junctions that lead on to the A40. Residents will face significant 
traffic impacts for 18 months3 on the already busy Ickenham Road as materials will be required to 
be transported onto the site for the construction of the tunnel portal. In addition residents will 
endure up to 1,000 HGV movements a day on Harvil Road4 for a year. Although this activity will 
peak in 2017 there will be significant impact on Harvil Road for an estimated 10 years5. There 
continues to be some uncertainty about anticipated HGV movements on key West Ruislip routes 
such as Ladygate Lane and Ruislip High Street. In Harefield, Moorhall Road becomes a major 
construction route despite being the location of a business park, Widewater Place, where many 
employees rely on cars . 

                                                 
1London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 
South Ruislip to Ickenham. Table 20 page 208. 
2London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 
South Ruislip to Ickenham. Table 20 page 208. 
3London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 
South Ruislip to Ickenham. Table 20 page 208. 
4London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 
South Ruislip to Ickenham. Table 20 page 208. 
5
London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 

South Ruislip to Ickenham. Table 20 page 208. 
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30 properties6 in The Greenway, Ickenham will be affected by night time construction noise for up 
to 24 months. Around 80 properties in Ickenham will be affected by daytime construction noise for 
the same period. 50 properties7 in Harvil Road and Breakspear Road South will be affected by “in-
combination effects”. 

Once the line is in its operational phase approximately 200 dwellings in the vicinity of The 
Greenway, Hoylake Crescent, Pynchester Close, Bushey Road and Copthall Road West will be 
affected by noise8 from the projected 18 (at full capacity9) trains per hour despite the mitigation 
measures. The Environmental Statement refers to this blight as “likely to cause a moderate adverse 
effect on the acoustic character of the area around the closest properties.” I believe this provides 
little reassurance to the residents in these roads. 

Traffic and noise are not the only impacts. The area is set to suffer a significant loss of amenity. The 
views over the Colne Valley are treasured and many residents are angry at the prospect of them 
being permanently spoiled by the proposed viaduct. Residents of Hillside in South Harefield, 
currently facing open fields, will have a large electricity compound imposed on them with no 
current plans for screening. There is no visibility of the future for the Hillingdon Outdoor Activities 
Centre (HOAC)10 or the West Ruislip Golf Club11 and Ruislip Rifle Club12. 

The current HS2 plan is to include areas for the “sustainable placement” of excavated materials. It 
is proposed that almost 2.8 million tonnes13 of excavated soil from the Brackenbury and Copthall 
cuttings will be placed in currently open fields on three sites on the edge Ickenham and West 
Ruislip and a further site in south-east of South Harefield. These sites will cause significant and 
lasting change to the land profile, raising it by 3 metres14. 

Collectively, these impacts will affect the quality of life for a significant number of residents for a 
long period of time. Property Blight is already real and not adequately recognised in the current 
compensation proposals which favour rural areas over semi-rural/suburban for no adequate 
reason. 

It is important to recognise that there are no direct benefits to the area under the current 
proposals. 

                                                 
6
London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 

South Ruislip to Ickenham. Paragraph 5.4.6 page 78. 

7
London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 

South Ruislip to Ickenham. Paragraph 5.4.16 Page 80. 
8
London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 

South Ruislip to Ickenham. Table 18 page 199. 
9
London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 

South Ruislip to Ickenham. Paragraph 2.4.3 Page 37. 

10
London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA7 – 

Colne Valley. Table 2 Page 31. 
11

London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 
South Ruislip to Ickenham. Paragraph 5.4.24 Page 81. 

12
London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 

South Ruislip to Ickenham. Paragraph 5.4.24 Page 81. 
13

London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA7 – 
Colne Valley. Table 3 Page 37. 
14

London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 
South Ruislip to Ickenham. Paragraph 9.1.3 Page 143. 
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Under these circumstances, the anger and frustration of many constituents is quite 
understandable. Unfortunately things have been made even worse by this consultation process. 
There are some substantial macro concerns which I would like to now focus on. 

 

Major Concerns 

1. The process and timetable 

I recognise that we have had a draft and now a formal environmental assessment. However the 
strongly held and consistent local view is that we have not had either enough time or detail to 
make a proper assessment of what this major project is likely to do to our area. The Government 
was in effect required to extend this current consultation but even so it has felt too like a process 
that has been unduly rushed – not least given the complexity of the information spread across so 
many documents. Furthermore, the local experience of the community forum meetings has been 
consistently negative and inflammatory. I know from meetings held with other MPs that these 
concerns about process and timetable are widely held and indeed I have represented them directly 
to HS2 and the Department before. 

For those of us engaged with this process, there has for some time been a feeling that important 
work was being done too quickly and with insufficient rigour. The most significant evidence for this 
in our area has been the introduction of the idea to place large amounts of excavated soil in open 
fields between Ickenham and Harefield. This was not part of the original strategy which imagined 
all excavated soil being moved by road – resulting in unimaginable HGV movements (800 a day) on 
already busy roads for 7 years.  This original strategy had been developed with insufficient 
knowledge of the local roads and existing traffic conditions.  HS2 quickly came back with a new 
strategy to mitigate the traffic problem by placing soil in the area rather than moving it. However 
this very emotive new strategy of “soil dumps” has clearly been put together at short notice which 
raises a whole series of questions to which we have not had answers, and the community is 
entitled to feel that there has been insufficient consultation. 

This feeling of “rush” feeds into the second major concern: namely the quality of the assessment. 

 

 

2. The quality of this assessment 

I have to agree with the overall judgement made by London Borough of Hillingdon in their 
response. This latest impact assessment continues to feel incomplete and inadequate. 

 

Omissions and errors 

 

No information about the railhead system 

It is now planned that a conveyor system will take excavated material from the West Ruislip tunnel 
portal to a temporary railhead in Ickenham. However as the London Borough of Hillingdon’s 
response points out, there is very little information about the railhead which will operate 24 hours 
a day. If it is anything like the Royal Oak railhead, then it will have a significant presence. We have 
no information on which to make an assessment. In addition there is very little detail about the so 
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called Northolt Tunnel and Earthworks Main Compound which will be operational for 
approximately 10 years15!. 

 

Insufficient answers to questions about the proposed soil dumps 

As stated above, the areas for dumping excavated materials have only been recently identified and 
were not included in the land safeguarded at the end of 2013. Residents have been given no visual 
impressions of what they might look like. Valid concerns about the impact on flood risk have 
become more acute for obvious reasons. I have subsequently received assurance from HS2 that 
the impact on water resources and flood risk have been adequately assessed but doubts remain, 
given the speed at which this strategy had to be put together. Nor is there any detail on the powers 
of the community and the local authority to shape or regulate the design of the soil dumps. Given 
the impact on landscapes that have been open and valued for so long, this is not an acceptable 
situation. 

 

Too many questions unanswered about traffic 

As I have made clear, concern about traffic is a common cause that unites people across different 
wards. 

It was clear that the plan set out in the draft Environmental Statement was drawn up with 
insufficient knowledge of the local area. HS2 admitted this by changing their plans so quickly in 
response to the local outcry. Given the speed with which the new plan for the formal 
Environmental Statement was put together, it is hard to imagine that it reflects a deeper 
understanding. 

The new plan to move more soil out by rail may as the London Borough of Hillingdon point out be 
in theory “a sensible approach”. However we are left with a very muddled picture of what it will 
mean for people using the key routes, and I fear that this muddle reflects the fact that HS2 
effectively ran out of time before having to table the Hybrid Bill. As I have pointed out in 
correspondence to HS2, the Environmental Statement makes it very hard for us to evaluate how 
the traffic situation will be improved by the change in strategy. Again as I have pointed out 
elsewhere, residents of West Ruislip needed clearer information on what HGV movements can 
reasonably be expected on very important routes, such as Ladygate Lane (two schools) and the 
High Street (major shopping centre). That has now been supplied through correspondence which 
explains that these roads will only be used as an alternative route if HGVs are not able to pass 
under the bridge on Breakspear Road South. This should have been clearer in the Environmental 
Statement. It would also be preferable to shut down any option of using these West Ruislip roads 
through the Construction Code. 

What we can see is that 8 out of the 12 main road locations in Ickenham show a “major adverse 
effect” and Harvil Road, a major artery linking Harefield to Ickenham and beyond, will be clogged 
for at least a year. Out in Harefield, I am not clear that there has been sufficient attention paid to 
the risk of serious congestion and air pollution at the important junction of Harvil Road and 
Moorhall Road, which is complicated by a slope.Nor does there seem to have been any serious 

                                                 
15

London West Midlands Environmental Statement November 2013 Volume 2 - Community Forum Area report CFA6 - 
South Ruislip to Ickenham. Table 20 Page 208. 
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assessment done of the impact of Harvil Road congestion on key bus routes such as the U9 and 
U331. 

Even more worryingly, there remains considerable doubt about the quality of the traffic 
methodology used by HS2. London Borough of Hillingdon have regular experience of traffic 
assessments in response to planning applications. They know how the roads are used. For them to 
say that they are “hugely concerned” by the way in which HS2 have assessed evening and morning 
peak periods should be a wake up call. They also make it clear that they “do not consider the use 
of the WELHAM modelling to be appropriate to Hillingdon”, not least because it “fails to represent 
existing congestion at key junctions, for example at Long Lane, Ickenham High Road, and Swakeleys 
Road”.  Ickenham Residents Association also argue strongly that the assessments are based on 
flawed and outdated information”. Recent London Borough of Hillingdon traffic surveys appear not 
to have been modelled. Given the importance of the issue, it is disappointing that data is not made 
available from the manual counts of journey time so that the assessment could be more easily 
challenged. The common concern is that the assessment significantly understates the impact of 
HS2 construction traffic, especially at peak times. It is also important to note that no assessment 
has been made on the impact of congestion on the local economy. 

Ickenham Residents Association have also raised very serious concerns about what this means in 
terms of air pollution. They have used information from the Road Haulage Association to model 
emissions generated from the proposed HGV traffic. The conclusions on page 10 of their 
submission are very worrying, particularly as these are roads where EU emissions may already be 
exceeded. I will be writing separately to HS2 to get a proper response to both this specific concern 
and the wider problem of the credibility surrounding the traffic assumptions made. 

 

Noise 

For a number of households, noise is the major issue. However, as far as I know they have received 
no information about eligibility for noise insulation. Their persistent irritation is how hard it is to 
get access to the information that people really want which is “How loud will it be at the loudest 
point?”. The experience of myself and residents is that HS2 consistently duck this point and point 
to “average noise” which seems a redundant statistic for someone worried about the impact on 
their lives. Despite this point being made on a regular basis, HS2 again choose not to be upfront in 
this formal Environmental Statement with no information on “peak noise” that is readily accessible, 
at least in Volume 2.   

A new sound wall is proposed to mitigate noise for Ickenham residents who will be directly 
affected by the noise of trains but this will impact their view and no visual representation of this 
has been shown. 

For many of the questions that HS2 cannot answer about noise and light pollution associated with 
construction, refuge is taken in the Construction Code. However there is no information about the 
enforcement powers that go with the code or the resources to be made available to Local 
Authorities to monitor and enforce breaches. 

Harefield Residents Association have expressed concerns to me that their analysis of the 
methodology used by HS2 to measure noise impacts in one area (Widewater Lock) shows errors 
and inconsistencies that raise serious doubts about the quality of the conclusions drawn both 
there and elsewhere In relation to the noise barriers on the proposed viaduct, they also wanted a 
detailed explanation of why there is to be a 3m barrier on the Denham side but only 1.4m on the 
Harefield side, where sound will arguably carry further over the open water towards nearby 
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properties. They were not satisfied with HS2 Ltd's simple assertion that they consider this to be 
adequate – they wanted to see the evidence on which to base this conclusion. More information 
had to be dragged out by correspondence but still without much evidence to support assertion by 
HS2. 

 

Not enough consideration given to loss of amenity and cultural heritage 

Under the current proposal, the local area will suffer considerable loss of amenity. Highly valued 
community assets such as HOAC; Ruislip Golf Club and the Ruislip Rifle Club face uncertain futures 
at best. 

The proposed loss of woodland, some of it ancient, and hedgerows on the scale set out in the 
Environmental Statement is very upsetting for many residents who quite rightly place a high value 
on biodiversity and our natural assets.  I am also concerned to read the submission of the 
Woodland Trust which argues that two woodlands that they consider to be ancient – Newyears 
Green Covert and Copthall Covert – should have been included in the Ancient Woodland Inventory 
(AWI). I also note their concern that the published figures for woodland loss vary from section to 
section. This does not inspire confidence. 

 Landscapes that have given pleasure and shaped a sense of place for years will be changed forever. 
In particular, the residents of Harefield are dismayed by the impact of a viaduct on what Colne 
Valley Park call “the unity of the landscape” across the beautiful Colne Valley. 

This does not seem to be sufficiently appreciated. Take the example of the Hillingdon Outdoors 
Activity Centre which operates on one of the lakes in the valley. This wonderful place provides very 
valuable experiences for over 20,000 young people a year. For some time, HS2 continued to insist 
that it could continue on the current site despite a viaduct going straight through it!  Due to 
persistent campaigning by the manager, supported by myself and Sir John Randall MP, we have 
persuaded HS2 to explore some options on relocation. However the process has been too hard and 
too slow to get this far, and HOAC trustees needs to take decisions about the future. 

I am struck also by the language in the response of Colne Valley Park who say that they find the 
statement “there will not be a significant impact on the Colne Valley Regional Park” to be 
“unbelievable... in fact the impact will be huge”. 

In similar vein, I am in regular contact with the owners of Brackenbury House: a Grade II listed 
manor house situated in Breakspear Road South, which is also the site of the Brackenbury Moat 
scheduled ancient monument.  There are few homeowners in the area who face more disruption, 
given their proximity to a proposed construction compound that will be operating 24/7 for at least 
eight years.  HS2 describe this magnificent property as having “moderate” value. In fact I have seen 
correspondence from English Heritage which confirms that they consider it to have “ high value” 
and are very concerned about the re contouring of nearby land, not least because of the impact on 
potential archaeology value. 

This series of examples just reinforces the strong feeling that HS2 have not shown sufficient 
appreciation for the value of assets that contribute so much to the reason why people choose to 
live in the area. 

In this context, the proposed mitigation strategies are inadequate and lack vision. Yes, there are 
proposals to do a lot of replanting but it will be at least 20 years before the benefit is really seen. 
Even then, very little thought seems to have been given to how the replanting schemes hang 
together into some coherent landscape strategy for the future. No thought seems to have been 
given to the need to put some resource into shorter term mitigation strategies that local agencies, 
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such as the London Borough of Hillingdon and Colne Valley Park, could implement in order to 
compensate for loss. No thought seems to have been given to the opportunity to deliver some 
visible, tangible community benefit from this massive disruption. Cross Rail helped give birth to 
new nature reserves. In the past, disused gravel pits have been reborn in lots of creative ways. No 
such vision has been displayed by HS2. Even when it comes down to the hugely important question 
of designing the crucial viaduct, HS2 have missed so far the opportunity to present a positive 
picture of how a beautifully designed viaduct could become an asset in the future, not least in 
attracting tourists.  I support the London Borough of Hillingdon’s call for HS2 to make a much more 
ambitious and positive commitment to ensure that any viaduct is as beautiful as possible- 
preferably with as much input from the communities as possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion and way forward 

I hope it is clear that my concerns are not just about the very damaging local impacts of HS2 and 
the lack of an effective mitigation strategy. I am also very frustrated by how this process has been 
conducted and the sense that big decisions have been taken in a rush. In key areas such as traffic, 
there is real concern that the impacts on congestion and pollution have been understated.  The 
community can see no benefit from the soil dump strategy and reject it. Serious mitigation options 
have been put forward by the community and rejected, with inadequate explanation. There 
continues to be key information gaps in important areas such as peak noise. The result is a 
complete breakdown of trust between community and HS2. 

 

The way forward 

1. Tunnel extensions 

The most effective way of avoiding these very damaging impacts is to extend the proposed tunnel. 
The preferred option is to extend to the other side of the Colne Valley. I have requested serious 
consideration of this in a joint letter with local MPs. It is the solution favoured by the London 
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Borough of Hillingdon in their submission. It is even recommended in the submission from the 
London Assembly. The response that I received was full of technical difficulties about the length of 
tunnel and the clear suggestion was that it had not been looked at seriously. However as many 
residents have pointed out, we managed to overcome much bigger challenges with the Channel 
Tunnel. The fact is that almost everything is possible from an engineering point of view if there is 
the will and the budget. Even if this ambitious option is not possible, we should have a detailed 
explanation of why not. More serious consideration appears to have been given to the option of a 
shorter and cheaper extension that would protect Ickenham from much of the damage. However it 
too has been dismissed up to this point, which is disappointing. 

In this context, I have written to the Chairman of HS2 asking him to review the decision to include 
the Heathrow Spur in the Phase 2 of HS2. This letter was co signed by local MPs who agree that no 
business case has ever been made and there is a strong case for discarding the option now. This 
would free the wider area from a second phase of blight and disruption. It would free up 
significant budget over the life of the project and it would reduce the complexity and cost 
associated with the tunnel extension that we will continue to seek. 

 

2. Accelerate work on mitigating loss of amenity 

People who use and manage community assets at risk need to know where they stand. In 
particular, I would urge an acceleration of the work to explore the feasibility of relocating HOAC. 

I would urge HS2 to work with the London Borough of Hillingdon and other agencies to consider a 
mitigation strategy for loss of landscape and habitat that is more coherent and provides some 
solutions that will have an impact over shorter time frames. This should include high levels of 
ambition around the quality of design for the viaduct.  It should also include the screening of new 
compounds and substations. 

 

 

 

3. Re- examine the soil placement and traffic strategy 

Given that this strategy was put together in a hurry and the information is incomplete, I would 
urge HS2 to cooperate fully with the community to explain assumptions in more detail and be 
challenged on them. I would also urge a more comprehensive and transparent review of options in 
relation to the disposal of excavated soil. 

 

4.  A more generous approach to compensation 

Finally I cannot talk about the need for more effective mitigation without returning to the need for 
a fairer compensation offer for homeowners suffering property blight in areas that are not 
currently being considered for a property bond. The arguments are set out in my response to the 
compensation consultation. 
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