
27th July 2011

Dear Sir/Madam

High Speed Rail Consultation Response – Hillingdon Against HS2 

This cover letter forms part of our official response to the consultation, please treat the
content accordingly.

Hillingdon Against HS2 (HAHS2) consists of numerous action groups, community groups
and residents associations from all over the borough. The borough has a population of
around 260,000 and our group represents thousands of those residents.

This response is written by HAHS2 on behalf of the communities that we believe are the
most affected by the HS2 proposal in the whole country. The communities of the London
Borough of Hillingdon, who stand to be affected by both stage one of HS2 in the north of

the borough and then again by stage two in the south of the borough. No other area faces
such  devastation  and  degeneration  by  the  massive  infrastructure  project  currently
proposed. 

We truly believe the DfT has chosen not to recognise the magnitude of the effect of HS2
on our  densely  populated urban community.  Consistently  referring  to  our  area  as  an
“existing rail corridor” rather than towns (Ruislip and Ickenham) full of homes, schools
and businesses. Additionally they have chosen not to recognise the effects on Harefield

village, and fail to even mention it by name anywhere in the consultation. 

Additionally there is no benefit to any resident (by virtue of being a Hillingdon resident) of
the HS2 proposal. Residents already have train, tube and motorway links readily available

and there will be no regeneration or station in the area. There are however, many losses;
to home-owners in value of their property, to schools (5 of which are in close proximity to
the  line).  There  will  also  be  losses  for  the  wider  community,  ranging from losses  of
facilities,  green  spaces,  scout  hut,  school  playing  fields,  Hillingdon  Outdoor  Activities

Centre and the change to the general environment we live in with unsightly infrastructure,
the loss of thousands of trees, noise, dust, vibration and construction chaos.  

Residents of Hillingdon fall into 2 camps:

1. Those in the south of the borough who have been failed terribly by this consultation

as no maps or details for stage 2 are yet available. Therefore many people who will
be  most  affected  by  HS2  are  not  engaged  in  the  consultation  at  all.  As  the
government have decided to consult on stage 2 without providing details of the
route, these residents are not able to respond in an informed way and many are

not aware of the risk to their communities as nothing is yet definite. 
2. Those in the north of the borough who have been able to see maps of the route and

some were provided with a roadshow by the DfT (only Ruislip and Ickenham, not
Harefield). However, sadly the maps, the consultation and the roadshow all failed to

provide  residents  with  the  information  and  reassurance  that  is  so  desperately
needed.



The maps used in the consultation and at the roadshow are woefully inadequate:
• out of date maps were used so new schools, care homes and houses were not on

them
• for residents to know how their properties may be affected by the construction of

the line. 
• Engineers at the roadshow did not even know that the trains here already run on

an  embankment  and  insisted  to  people  that  they  were  incorrect.  People  were
actually leaving the roadshow to take pictures of the Ruislip section of the tracks

and returning with them to show the engineers. 

Philip  Hammond has stated he has visited every section of  the route,  but we do not
believe he or any of the HS2 engineers has ever visited Ruislip. 

It is therefore difficult to believe that construction impacts and costs have been accurately
calculated.

The DfT has provided visualisations of HS2. However, the only pictures available for the
whole of Hillingdon (where so many people are affected) are of the Colne Valley viaduct
and the lock keepers cottage (in Harefield, which has otherwise not been acknowledged at
all). There has not been a single image made available of trains running within or along

gardens in densely populated towns. There is not a single picture of Ruislip or Ickenham,
despite repeated requests. On the day the consultation launched there were 5 pictures
available of the whole route, 4 of which (80%) showed tunnels, despite only around 10&
of the route being tunnelled. We believe this gave a misleading view of the impacts of

HS2.

Information provided at the roadshow was reported to us as inconsistent, given by ill-
prepared staff and lacking in any further insight to the consultation documents. There was

a distinct lack of compassion and understanding from staff.

The soundbooths were widely derided, the fact that they showed 2 freight trains within a
couple of  minutes,  as the current normal,  when only a couple of  freight trains a day

actually run, the fact the location names on the images were incorrect and actually from
another  borough  showed  the  absolute  lack  of  understanding  of  our  area  and  our
communities. Residents generally believed that the sound simulation was inaccurate and
did not represent current noise or HS2 noise accurately. As so much is simulated we can

only agree, it cannot be said to be accurate. 

Following a visit to the ARUP soundlab, HAHS2 continues to be shocked at the lack of
understanding of the noise issues facing residents here. HS2's claims that it will be quieter

here with 576 high speed trains a day, within many peoples current property boundaries,
with only a 3m high noise barrier. Flippant responses about HS1's proximity to properties
in Kent have only reinforced our view that  the government intend to make individual
families bear the brunt of the scheme rather than mitigate and compensate properly and

fairly. 

Despite  promising  to  take  personal  responsibility  for  mitigation  (and  claiming  he has
visited every area on the route),  Philip  Hammond has done nothing to reassure local

residents that the right thing will be done. He has disregarded HS2 Ltd's recommendation
for a tunnel through the most densely populated urban areas of the route whilst approving
tunnels  in  countryside (“to  limit  effects”)  and for  Hammersmith  and Fulham (so HS2
“would  not  disturb  people  and affect  their  quiet  enjoyment  of  their  homes”).  He has

grasped headlines with comments about compensating residents with more than has been
done before,  but  then published a consultation  that  clearly  states  one option  for  the
government is “to do nothing” and that another is to not enable people to move from
unsellable homes at any point, but to compensate them in 16 years time for any loss of



value to their home.

He has insulted concerned innocent residents by calling them NIMBYs, but why should
local people not protect their own interests and their own homes. The case for HS2 must
be absolutely robust  and unquestionable for  people  to believe it  is  worth losing their

homes or quality of life for. It is clear that the case for HS2 is yet to be proven and experts
all over the country have expressed similar concerns.

If Mr Hammond had ever visited and spent time with local families understanding the

difficulties and frustrations they are already facing, he may have inspired some trust in
local communities. Instead he has added to the difficulties they face by dismissing all their
arguments as “selfish”. At the same time he seems to have had unlimited time to attend
receptions  with  northern  business  leaders  and  associate  with  the  Yes  to  HSR  and

Campaign for HSR lobbyists. All of those with a vested interest in HS2, or those that have
no cost or risk involved and stand to benefit from new stations etc being built for them for
free at the tax-payers expense. Meanwhile local residents have had to wait up to 5 months
for an inadequate written response from Philip Hammond to queries submitted via their

MP before the consultation even started. On a similar note, residents have also had a real
problem  with  getting  meaningful  and  timely  responses  to  Freedom  of  Information
requests.

Another very unfair element of the consultation process is to have a national consultation
about compensation that will affect relatively few people (millions could respond but only
thousands  will  be  affected),  whilst  delaying  introducing  blight  provision  even  further.
Residents in Hillingdon have been blighted since March 2010 and it will be well into 2012

before there is any blight provision available – this is unreasonable and unfair.

Our simplest argument against HS2 is that although the business case does not stack up
in  any  way  and  is  fundamentally  flawed  (as  we will  outline  in  our  answer  to  the  7

questions), it is clear to anyone that the time saved by faster journey times will generally
be used by people to stay longer in bed in the morning, and to get home earlier in the
evening. There is no way that the government can assume that those saved minutes will
translate into business time.  

We believe the government plans to sacrifice Hillingdon on the HS2 pyre. To make this
even worse, they plan to not compensate those most affected in a reasonable way and
have dismissed residents' valid concerns as selfish nimbyism instead of recognising that

thousands  of  families  now  have  unsellable  homes,  cannot  plan  for  their  retirement,
children's education, or just make simple life choices regarding moving that should be
every British citizens' right. Individual families cannot afford to bear any cost of HS2 just
as the British tax-payer cannot bear the cost of this ill thought through vanity project. In

the past 15 months the DfT has done absolutely nothing to inspire confidence in residents,
this has only exacerbated the stress and distress that innocent, hard working families are
suffering.  This  is  unnecessary and we believe this  shows the DfT and HS2's  absolute
disregard for  peoples'  lives.  Trust and credibility in  government has been significantly

eroded.  As  yet,  there  is  no  reason  for  us  to  believe  this  will  not  continue  through
construction and operation of the line.

Please find attached our response to the 7 questions.



QUESTION 1: DO YOU AGREE THAT THERE IS A STRONG CASE 
FOR ENHANCING THE CAPACITY AND PERFORMANCE OF 
BRITAIN'S INTER-CITY RAIL NETWORK TO SUPPORT ECONOMIC 
GROWTH OVER THE COMING DECADES? 
 
 
NO. We disagree with this statement because the case for enhancing the capacity of 
inter-city rail is not as strong as claimed, and any links between enhanced rail 
capacity and economic growth are uncertain.  We believe that the HS2 passenger 
forecasts should be independently audited and approved by an independent 
statistical body such as the Office for National Statistics or the Royal Statistical 
Society. 
 
 
CAPACITY 
 
1. Any need for more capacity depends on forecast passenger demand. A wide range of people have 
expressed doubts over predicted passenger numbers and there is a strong historical record of 
exaggeration. In evidence to a 2009 Transport Committee inquiry into rail investment1 Dr. Andreas 
Hamprecht of Deutsche Bahn revealed: 
 
“There is an incentivisation in funding these types of projects to overestimate the benefits and to 
underestimate the costs. That is naturally because it is always really difficult to get the funding for 
such a huge investment. So yes, we have seen overestimations in passenger forecasts and we have 
also seen underestimations of costs….” 
 
2. A 2006 Danish peer reviewed study2 looked at passenger forecasts from 210 different projects 
across 14 countries, and concluded that: 
 
"The study shows with very high statistical significance that forecasters generally do a poor job of 
estimating the demand for transportation infrastructure projects……For nine out of ten rail projects, 
passenger forecasts are overestimated; average overestimation is 106%.....Rail forecasts are 
systematically and significantly overestimated to a degree that indicates foul play on the part of rail 
forecasters and promoters". 
 
3. For the UK, exaggeration has already been seen in the passenger forecasts for the Channel 
Tunnel Rail Link (High Speed 1). These were overestimated several times, and are still less than half 
of what was predicted. Looking into this, the parliamentary Public Accounts Committee3 reported that: 
 
"Over optimistic forecasts of Eurostar's passenger numbers and revenues were produced when the 
project was first planned by British Rail and SNCF. Inaccurate forecasts were also produced ahead of 
the restructuring of the project in 1998 and, in 2001 and 2004", 
 
4. It’s not just transport forecasts that are exaggerated either. When the UK bid for the 2012 Olympics 
people were told to expect a huge surge in visitors and subsequent economic benefits. With only a 
year to go to that event, reports are now surfacing that visitor numbers are actually likely to fall, and 
that this should have been noticed from previous events. For example, the European Tour Operators 
Association reported4 that: 
 
“What this report reveals is that the numbers of Olympic attendees are usually exaggerated. No city 
has yet predicted with any accuracy the number of people who attend." 
 
5. For rail, it should be obvious that future passenger numbers will be affected by the demographics 
of the UK. According to the 2010 National Rail Travel Survey the vast majority of rail travellers are 
                                                 
1 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmtran/38/09111102.htm 
2 Flyvbjerg et al (2006) “Inaccuracy in Transport Forecasts”, Transport Reviews. Vol. 26, No. 1, pp.1–24 
3 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200506/cmselect/cmpubacc/727/72705.htm 
4 http://www.etoa.org/research 
 



aged 20-59, as shown in the extract below: 
  

 
 
So it’s reasonable to look at the official population projections for this age band from the Office for 
National Statistics (ONS). What becomes evident is that:  
 
(a) The principal projection from the ONS predicts that by 2033, the age band 20-59 will grow by only 
3% in the HS2 regions of the West Midlands, North West, and Yorkshire & Humber.5 
 
(b) Alternative ONS projections look at the effect of reduced international migration (which is this 
government’s stated objective). These show there could be millions fewer 20-59 year olds than 
compared to the principal projection, and with balanced migration it could even result in fewer 20-59 
year olds than there are at present.6 There appears to be no consideration given to these important 
demographic factors in the HS2 passenger forecasts, nor in any of their demand sensitivity tests. 
 

 
 

 

                                                 
5 http://www.statistics.gov.uk/statbase/Product.asp?vlnk=997 
6 http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_population/NPP2008/NatPopProj2008.pdf 



 
 
6. Even if a strong case for future rail demand could be made, current rail statistics show that over 
90% of rail journeys are not long distance trips anyway. In fact the current proportion is about 5% 
across the whole rail network (ATOC 2011)7 and only a small proportion of that is passengers from 
London to Birmingham. Clearly long distance rail travel is not as vital to economic growth as is 
claimed and therefore the clear investment priority should be for regional and urban networks, and 
improved local transport to support local economic growth. 
 
7. And even if long-distance rail travel could be demonstrated to be as vital as claimed, investment 
should be spread out over all of the strategic routes by, for example, electrifying the whole inter-city 
network. 
 
8. And even if just a few inter-city routes were chosen for such a large sum of investment, a wide 
range of experts disagree that it would bring the economic growth claimed by the government. Most 
recently such reports include one from Oxera (commissioned by the Transport Select Committee) and 
one from the Institute for Economic Affairs. 
 
 
TRANSPORT RELATED ECONOMIC GROWTH 
 
9. Professor Peter Mackie is an eminent transport economist and has been a key advisor to HS2 Ltd, 
sitting on their Analytical Challenge Panel. In his written evidence to the Transport Select Committee 
he stated: 
 
“For various reasons, HS2 is rather unlikely to make much difference to the North -South divide. A 
spatial analysis would probably show London to be the main benefitting region. … claims of ‘strategic 
value’ need to be capable of interrogation.” 
 
10. The consultants Steer-Davies-Gleave earlier this year produced a report8 for The Northern Way 
(the development partnership between northern cities). That report revealed that the top 3 "absolutely 
essential" factors for locating a business were: 
 

1. Availability of qualified staff – 60% 
2. Easy access to markets, customers or clients – 59% 
3. The quality of telecommunications – 54% 

 
11. Transport only came 4th. However the source of that information has since been updated and it 
now reveals that the gap between telecoms and transport has grown. This finding supports many 
people’s observations that the digital age is of increasing relevance over transport links. The updated 
report9 found (with our emphasis): 
 
"The top four factors remain some way ahead in terms of their importance. Easy access to markets, 
customers or clients remains the most essential factor for the second year running. Availability of 
quality staff is the second most essential factor, closely followed by Quality of 
telecommunications which edges further ahead of transport links with other cities and 
internationally." 
 
12. That Steer-Davies-Gleave report also referred to a survey by the UN Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD), its “World Investment Prospects Survey 2009-2015”. That survey identified 
the most important factors for locating businesses as being: 
 

1. Size of local market 17% 
2. Growth of market 16% 
3. Labour supply 14% (skilled labour 8% and cheap labour 6%) 
4. Presence of suppliers & partners (10%) 

 

                                                 
7 http://www.rail-reg.gov.uk/upload/pdf/nrt-yearbook-2010-11.pdf (Chart 1.2a) 
8 The Northern Way: The Importance of Improving International Air Connectivity for the North’s Economy - 
January 2011 
9 http://www.europeancitiesmonitor.eu/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/ECM-2010-Full-Version.pdf 



Transport factors such as "Access to international markets" and "Quality of Infrastructure" ranked 
much lower. 
 
13. They also referred to a report for the Department for Transport by NERA Economic Consulting. 
That report had investigated the extent to which domestic transport interventions may materially affect 
international business. The Steer-Davies-Gleave report admits:  
 
“That study found little empirical research to quantify the impacts of transport on international trade 
and foreign direct investment and concluded that further primary research was needed in this area. It 
also found it difficult to establish causal links that either transport infrastructure provides trade, or 
trade provides the need for more transport infrastructure." 
 
14. London already has fantastic transport links with several airports and rail links that are already 
considered to be high speed (just not as fast as some people would like). Some recent studies 
indicate that the UK already has a fast and frequent intercity service, bettering those between capital 
and principle cities in other major West European countries that already have high speed rail. London 
also has its world famous underground system and well connected bus services.  

 

15. But despite these apparent advantages, the latest ONS Labour Market Statistics show that 
unemployment in London (at 9%) is higher than the West Midlands (8.8%), and the North West 
(8.1%) and equivalent to Yorkshire (9%). In fact ONS statistics also show that since 2006, regional 
unemployment in the West Midlands, the North West, and Yorkshire (the proposed HS2 regions) has 
very often been lower than the London unemployment rate10. 

 
 
 

                                                 
10 http://www.statistics.gov.uk/lm-interactive-flash/graph.html 
 



QUESTION 2: DO YOU AGREE THAT THE NATIONAL HIGH SPEED 
RAIL NETWORK FROM LONDON TO BIRMINGHAM, LEEDS AND 
MANCHESTER (THE Y NETWORK) WOULD PROVIDE THE BEST 
VALUE FOR MONEY SOLUTION (BEST BALANCE OF COST 
BENEFITS) FOR ENHANCING RAIL CAPACITY AND 
PERFORMANCE? 
 
 
NO. We disagree with this statement because a strong case for enhancing inter-city 
capacity has to be made first. Even then… 
 
 
1. A wide range of experts have suggested that the costs of the ‘Y’ Network have not been correctly 
calculated. In particular the cost of some building work, road closures, disruption to existing rail 
services, movement of utility supplies, the effects on local businesses and civic amenities, have not 
been fully factored in. 
 
2. There is strong suspicion that many of the calculations used to derive the costs and benefits are 
flawed. For example, a series of corrections was issued late July, late into the consultation process. 
What those corrections did not reveal is that some calculations were over 1500% out. This degree of 
error does nothing for confidence in the calculations. 

 
3. A wide range of experts also argue that the benefits of the ‘Y’ Network are likely to have been 
grossly overstated. Apart from over-ambitious passenger forecasts, this includes benefits derived 
from assuming that travel time is wasted time.  Nearly half of the claimed £44bn of benefits for the ‘Y’ 
Network is dependent upon journey time savings equating to productivity benefits. But it is already 
evident on a daily basis that many business people make increasing use of technology for work when 
commuting (such as email by handheld phones or other devices). 
 
4. Simple logic suggests that in the early morning, if a journey time is reduced, people would set off 
later or stay in bed longer. There is no hard evidence to suggest that people would instead set off at 
the same time in order to do more work, which in many cases might be restricted by the Working 
Time Regulations (1998).  

 

5. Issues of potential capacity constraint could be addressed by encouraging flexible working hours to 
discourage travel during peak hours. Similarly, it could be addressed by encouraging local jobs for 
local people instead of encouraging even further commuting distances.  

 
6. Other investment possibilities, such as Rail Package Two, appear to have dismissed too quickly 
without fair comparison with the proposed ‘Y’ Network using the same methods and assumptions to 
derive costs and benefits.  
 
7. Compared to private sector proposals to create a new freight line – which could release capacity 
off the West Coast Main Line and take lots of freight off roads – the proposed ‘Y’ Network offers very 
poor value. For instance, the Central Railway proposed freight line1 would have cost the taxpayer 
nothing, and cost the private sector less than £10 billion; and it could have had pretty much the same 
outcome as is proposed by HS2 advocates – additional overall network capacity for freight and 
passengers. (Of course as with any proposed infrastructure, this would have to be closely scrutinised 
for the potential impact on communities and environment). 
 
8. Even if a strong case could be made for more capacity, and even if this was the best route, even 

                                                 
1 http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/SN00688.pdf 
 



then some rail industry experts argue that potential capacity problems might occur several years 
before the ‘Y’ Network proposal could even be delivered. 
 
9. The government’s suggested solution to a problem that might not even exist would require a £17bn 
subsidy, partly justified by encouraging additional travel that would be environmentally damaging. The 
income group of people benefiting most from this subsidy are those who least need a subsidy (the 
affluent who are currently the main users of long distance rail travel). 

10. If necessary, there are better, faster, and cheaper alternatives to increase rail capacity and 
upgrade existing services. The HS2 Action Alliance and other groups, with professional input from rail 
experts, have clearly demonstrated better alternatives. These are routinely dismissed because of the 
recent cost of upgrading the West Coast Main Line, and because it may be disruptive to rail users of 
routes to be upgraded. In response to that: 

(a) Jim Steer (Greengauge 21) reported to a 2009 Transport Committee inquiry2 that 70% of the costs 
of the West Coast Main Line upgrade were for renewals – a factor that any railway, even a new high 
speed one, has to face at some point in time.  

(b) Any disruption to rail passengers would be at least equalled by disruption to other rail and road 
users through building work, road closures, bridge upgrades and replacements and so on when 
building HS2 – factors which have not been fully costed. 

11. Finally, over 90% or rail trips are on urban connections or short commuter trips. Simple logic 
suggests that improving those will give better value for money and better outcomes for regional and 
local economic growth, rather than faster long-distance connections to London for a minority of 
people. 

                                                 
2 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmtran/38/09111102.htm 
 



QUESTION 3: DO YOU AGREE WITH THE GOVERNMENT'S 
PROPOSALS FOR A PHASED ROLL-OUT OF A NATIONAL HIGH 
SPEED NETWORK AND FOR LINKS TO HEATHROW AND THE HIGH 
SPEED 1 LINE TO THE CHANNEL TUNNEL? 
 
 
NO. We disagree with this statement because a strong case for a national high speed 
network has not been made first. Even if it was, Heathrow Airport is already well 
served by transport. 
 
 
1. If a strong case could be made, and if the government was serious about a national high-speed 
network helping to reduce the North-South divide, it should either begin the project in the North or 
build it all one go. But as that isn’t the government’s proposal, any claims of the proposals helping fix 
the North-South divide should be dismissed. 
 
2. If the government changed its mind and decided to build the ‘Y’ Network in one go, the costs would 
be much larger and more unaffordable. 
 
3. The preferred route through West London is dictated by the proximity of Heathrow Airport. 
However, the Heathrow Express, Crossrail and (potentially) Airtrack will provide excellent services 
between Central London and Heathrow.  
 
4. There appears to be insufficient demand – even within the exaggerated forecasts - to justify the 
additional cost (including environmental) of links to Heathrow or a High Speed 1 Link.  Since the HS2 
proposals were first announced in March 2010, no substantial further evidence has emerged to justify 
the demand for such links.  
 
5. It is claimed that such links would help reduce the demand for air travel. Amongst the many people 
dismissing that argument are Sir David Rowlands1, the former Chairman of HS2 Ltd: 
 
"A link to Heathrow does little for the high-speed network and the network doesn't do much either for 
Heathrow. This isn't simply just another of those inconvenient facts. What is a fact is that it is a total 
nonsense to suggest that building a high-speed network means there is no need for more runway 
capacity in the south-east." 

 
6. There may be political or strategic reasons (not economic reasons) to connect to High Speed 1 and 
onto Europe. On that basis, there seems no logic in choosing a route that does not enter London from 
the north and connects directly into London St. Pancras.  

                                                 
1 http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/jan/25/ex-hs2-boss-attacks-tory-rail-link-plans 
 



QUESTION 4: DO YOU AGREE WITH THE PRINCIPLES AND 
SPECIFICATION USED BY HS2 LTD TO UNDERPIN ITS 
PROPOSALS FOR HIGH SPEED RAIL LINES AND THE ROUTE 
SELECTION PROCESS HS2 LTD UNDERTOOK? 
 
 
NO. We very strongly disagree with this statement because (if a strong case 
for the project can be made) the wrong route has been chosen, some 
principles and specifications ignored and inadequate mitigation proposed. 
 
 
1. Consulting on only one route is undemocratic and unfair. It implies that no other options will now be 
considered, which is undemocratic and unfair. Improving rail infrastructure should be part of a national 
transport policy subject to wide open consultation and participation. 
 
2.  The chosen route has been done so as a desktop exercise with no consideration of the full impact 
on local communities. Other routes and options (such as tunnels) have been considered and ruled 
out behind closed doors without public scrutiny and without explicit reasons. For the Northolt-Ruislip-
Ickenham section of route, clear and specific recommendations for a tunnel were made and 
overruled. For the Ickenham-Harefield section of route, little (if any) consideration has been given to 
the effect on road closures and on tranquil areas. For the potential spur or loop to Heathrow, residents 
in the south of Hillingdon have been given virtually no information at all with which to make fully 
informed responses. 
 
3. A primary reason for the preferred route is because it is the least expensive – but it is the least 
expensive because no appropriate mitigation solution has been adopted. This is disgraceful, not least 
because a mitigation solution was presented to the Secretary of State in November 2010 in a report 
of mitigation options1 which said: 
 
"The tunnel option from Northolt to West Ruislip presents a major mitigation opportunity for the new 
railway. Adverse noise effects could be avoided at approximately 400 dwellings as a result and land 
take would be reduced from residential and commercial properties." 
 
Conclusion…We have developed two options …. The surface option would be lower cost but would 
perform worse in environmental terms than the published (and now no longer feasible) route, while 
the tunnelled option would perform significantly better than the published route, albeit at a significant 
cost." 
 
4. A Freedom of Information response about this claims that a reason for ruling out the tunnel 
included the fact that it made links to Heathrow Airport less technically challenging. This implies that a 
decision on making spur links to Heathrow Airport has already been taken.  
 
5.  If preferred Route 3 had included the recommended tunnel, it is likely that this route would 
become at least as expensive as Route 1.5 (a route which would directly meet the declared strategic 
goal of linking with Heathrow Airport).  This conclusion is arrived at after reviewing a report by ARUP 2 
in late 2010. That report included preliminary cost estimations for links to Heathrow, and it indicates 
that the cost of Route 1.5 was only £0.4bn more expensive than the preferred route – a similar cost to 
the ruled out tunnel.  
 
6. But since HS2 Ltd have alluded to surface connectivity being less technically challenging, we can 
easily presume that accommodating a Heathrow spur with sub-surface connections would cost far 
more than just the £0.4 billion for an initial tunnel through Northolt and Ruislip.  
 

                                                 
1http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/pi/highspeedrail/proposedroute/route
mitigation02/pdf/routemitigation02.pdf 
2 http://assets.dft.gov.uk/hs2-heathrow.pdf 



7. With appropriate mitigation and with a Heathrow spur, the preferred route would prove more 
expensive than Route 1.5.  It is our belief that in order to give Route 3 an unfair cost advantage over 
Route 1.5, the appropriate mitigation solutions were over ruled to the detriment of residents in 
Hillingdon. 
 
8. But even then, there is not enough transparency about why final shortlisted routes (including 
alternative Route 1.5) are only ones that involve links to Heathrow Airport at all. The strategic goals of 
linking with Heathrow Airport would already be well served by the Heathrow Express and Crossrail 
(and possibly Airtrack) so there is no need for the proposed railway to head 10 miles west before 
heading north.  A chosen route that heads 10 miles west out of London before turning north appears 
to be illogical when speed and straight line distance are routinely claimed to be the basic principles of 
high-speed rail connections. 
 
9. If HS2 could even be justified at all, it is our contention that any route should not involve 
Heathrow Airport and should instead head more north of London, and completely in tunnel to 
avoid affecting any communities.  
 
10. Any suggestion of time-penalties for more northerly routes should also be completely re-
assessed, because the preferred route has been given an unfair advantage by having inappropriate 
mitigation whilst other routes appear to have been slowed down by tunnels. In fact there is 
widespread scepticism over the time penalty of +12 minutes placed on a northerly route. We 
understand from comments written by Jeremy Wright MP3 (extract below) that a time-penalty for a 
more northerly route would be more likely to be about +5 minutes. Even then, it is likely that this time-
penalty arises because that alternative has been assessed as being predominantly in-tunnel whilst 
Route 3 is not: 
 
“In the consultation document of February 2011, it was claimed that a route following the M1 and M6 
would mean a journey time between London and Birmingham of around 12 minutes longer than that 
possible on the preferred route. On 8 April 2011 however, HS2 Ltd’s Chairman wrote to me to confirm 
that a route following the M1 had been modelled and would be 5 minutes slower than the preferred 
route.” 
 
11. The principle of using existing rail corridors and limiting property take has been grossly distorted 
to the effect that the preferred route is a new corridor alongside an existing one, and is far too close to 
family homes and gardens. The terrible train crash in China on July 23rd is an unfortunate reminder 
that unexpected accidents can happen, and homes and gardens should not be so close to the 
proposed line.  
 
12. HS2 Ltd state they are in favour of creating sustainable communities – but in fact the chosen 
route will degenerate parts of Ruislip, Ickenham, Harefield and many other areas along the route. 
 
13. Finally but importantly, it appears that some engineering recommendations made by experienced 
consultants (who are engaged by HS2 Ltd) have been ignored. This could have potentially serious 
consequences. In 2009, the specialist rail consultants SYSTRA and MVA Consultancy provided a 
detailed report4 to Greengauge 21. That report recommended against building a new railway 
embankment up against an existing embankment. Advice from that report is shown as an extract 
below. However, the proposed route would ignore this expert advice, apparently because HS2 Ltd 
wants to minimise the land-take in the urban areas of Northolt, Ruislip Gardens and West Ruislip. 
 
14. So either HS2 Ltd are not being truthful with the proposed land-take - or they are prepared 
to take risks with safety of passengers and local residents by ignoring the recommendations 
of experts in this field.   

                                                 
3 http://www.jeremywrightmp.co.uk/issues.php 
4 http://www.greengauge21.net/wp-content/uploads/Final-Report-Appendices-B-J.pdf 
 



 



QUESTION 5: DO YOU AGREE THAT THE GOVERNMENT'S 
PROPOSED ROUTE, INCLUDING THE APPROACH PROPOSED FOR 
MITIGATING ITS IMPACTS, IS THE BEST OPTION FOR A NEW HIGH 
SPEED RAIL LINE BETWEEN LONDON AND THE WEST 
MIDLANDS? 
  
 
NO. We strongly disagree with this statement because the previous four questions 
have already given the opportunity to state that the case for a new inter-city network 
is not strong, and that the chosen route is the wrong route. We very strongly disagree 
that the approach for mitigating impacts is the best option, because: 
 
 
Impacts on Hillingdon 
 
1. Far too little consideration has been given to how the proposed route would have a significant 
adverse impact on the lives and livelihoods of thousands of Hillingdon residents, and on wildlife and 
bio-diversity within Hillingdon. 
 
2. In the south of Hillingdon borough, residents already face serious issues of blight because of past 
Heathrow Airport expansion proposals. The route of any proposed spur or loop through the south of 
the borough has not been made clear during this consultation, leaving thousands of residents in the 
dark. Therefore the unspecified proposals could affect people living in any part of Hayes, West 
Drayton, Yiewsley, Harlington, Harmondsworth and Heathrow Villages - yet these residents have not 
been given any clear information with which to respond. 
 
3. Blight is now severely affecting the north of the borough - especially the South Ruislip, Ruislip 
Gardens, West Ruislip, Ickenham, and Harefield areas. These affected areas are well established 
residential areas with a high proportion of families. The long-term likelihood is that families will move 
away and properties will become rented out, resulting in a total change to local communities - 
repeating the issues already imposed on parts of the south of the borough. 
 
4. Harefield could become more isolated with an important link road (Breakspear Road South) being 
seriously affected. Significant long-duration road closures may be required during construction, 
imposing substantial additional pressure onto the local network, with traffic being forced onto other 
routes. For many residents in Harefield (already disenfranchised by a low level of public transport 
provision, and no access at all to London’s rail services) any effect on local roads will be especially 
disruptive and adverse. Since value of time has been such an important consideration for the HS2 
business case, so should the value (cost) of lost time to the thousands of residents in Harefield, 
Ruislip, Ickenham and the wider areas that would normally expect to use these routes. 
 
5. Hillingdon Outdoor Activity Centre (HOAC) would be seriously affected. This is an important 
community facility for water sports and educational activities, used widely by schools and voluntary 
groups from across north-west London. It averages 40,000 visitors a year, and is an educational and 
recreational facility reliant upon its unique setting, tranquillity and open space of land and water. This 
facility would not be viable either during or after HS2 has been constructed because it would be 
crossed by HS2 on a viaduct directly over the main building and would require significant land take. 
There are very few alternative and suitable sites that this hugely valued community facility could 
relocate to, and certainly none within Hillingdon or the local area.  
 
6. The proposed route impacts negatively on the Mid Colne Valley, which is a Regional Park; a site of 
Metropolitan Importance for nature conservation; and which contains a number of Special Sites of 
Scientific Interest (SSSI).  
 
7. Eight public rights of way could be adversely affected along with links to two important trails across 
Hillingdon (the Celandine Route and the Ickenham Marsh Trail) 
 



8. A number of Hillingdon businesses will be directly affected by HS2, including some that will have to 
relocate, and some farms whose land holdings will be severed. Businesses include the Days Hotel in 
South Ruislip, Shering-Plough in Harefield, Blenheim Care Centre, the Victoria Road Waste Transfer 
Station and Park Lodge Farm. Whilst it may be feasible to relocate some of these businesses, others 
may find it impossible to do so. Some businesses might not need to be demolished but would be so 
adversely affected that they may become economically unviable due to the proximity of the line. This 
could seriously affect the economic wellbeing of the borough, and potentially increase local 
unemployment. Such impacts have not been taken into account in the HS2 business case. 
 
9. HS2 will impact across the whole of Hillingdon, both in terms of the major construction impacts and 
the longer term operation impacts. These impacts have been totally underestimated. The information 
regarding mitigation is inadequate, misleading and unsatisfactory.  
 
10. Information about mitigation and compensation for construction work in particular has been hard 
to find, despite continued and repeated efforts. 
 
11. We agree with Hillingdon Council's separate and thorough assessment of the full potential impact 
of HS2 in Hillingdon. This includes adverse impacts on 
 

o Homes and gardens 
o Community facilities 
o Noise and vibration 
o Landscape 
o Biodiversity 
o Air quality 
o Local roads 
o Bus routes 
o London Underground connections (Central Line) 
o Chiltern Line train services 
o Local businesses and employment 
o Rights of Way 
o Heritage 
o Water resources 
o Waste resources 
 

 
The main preferred route 
 
12. If a strong case is made for the proposals to proceed, the best and only option for Northolt, 
Ruislip and Ickenham would be a tunnel – and only then after appraisal of the vibration effects on 
nearby homes. This option was recommended by officials in November 2010, stating that it offered 
major mitigation opportunities for hundreds of homes.  
 
13. However the tunnel option was ruled out and did not appear in the current consultation 
documents. Therefore “the best option” has clearly been ignored. And even then, that proposal 
would do nothing to ease concerns of residents further west in Ickenham and Harefield. 
 
14. The government’s approach has been to consult on specific proposals with no 
options/alternatives – this has been a mistake. Any possibility in future that a tunnel might be provided 
through Northolt, Ruislip and Ickenham is unfair and undemocratic because residents have not yet 
been allowed to consider that option or investigate the likely effects of tunnel in comparison to a 
surface option. 
 
15. For the proposed surface route, the approach for mitigating impacts is seriously flawed with 
regard to the assessment of noise. Officials have failed to produce the necessary peer reviewed 
studies and research to substantiate claims that noise levels will be mitigated to the levels claimed 
(around 50 decibels). On the contrary, a large collection of international peer reviewed literature 
demonstrates that some noise sources have been downplayed whilst the mitigating effects of noise 
barriers have been overstated. Some evidence of this is attached to this answer as Appendix 1.  



 
16. The Appraisal of Sustainability was heralded to be a “full Appraisal”. In fact it is neither full nor 
sustainable because it omitted the throughput of the full ‘Y’ Network (up to 576 trains per day) 
impacting upon the London to Birmingham section.  
 
17. Considering the above, it is likely that an accurate assessment of compensation, environmental 
costs, or alternative mitigation costs, are being grossly underestimated at this point. 
 
18. Even if appropriate mitigation was proposed for urban areas, the proposals are un-necessarily 
damaging to the climate and local environment including spoiling Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty and tranquil countryside. Environmental impacts should be correctly and fully assessed, 
independently scrutinised and verified, and appropriate mitigation solutions offered, before making 
any further decision to proceed with this project. 

19. As already stated in our preceding answers, the case for HS2 is not as strong as claimed, and 
even if it was, the wrong route has been chosen having been influenced by the proximity to Heathrow 
Airport. If high-speed rail is needed or wanted, it should not encourage any more air travel the only 
satisfactory alternative would be a tunnelled route north out of London because Heathrow Airport will 
already be well served by existing and future rail links and we do not wish to see this airport receive 
further demand.  

20. Any northerly route leaving London should avoid residential areas, avoid areas of outstanding 
natural beauty, and should be fully and appropriately mitigated at no further loss to communities or 
individuals. Whilst this might make for a more expensive route, if the fanciful forecasts and benefits 
suggested by the government and HS2 Ltd have any substance then full and appropriate mitigation 
would be affordable in each and every circumstance. 

 

.  
 



HS2 Ltd's methods 
 
Clearly HS2 Ltd's noise advisors have based noise assessments for Ruislip on the following assumptions:- 
 
Assumption 1: Train noise from anywhere except the wheels and tracks is insignificant.  
 
Assumption 2: Total train noise can therefore be modelled as a single source at track level (0 metres high). 
 
Assumption 3: A 3 metre high noise barrier can mitigate that single noise source of 0 metres high. 
 
The result of their assumptions is this: daily average noise from these trains will be brought down from 
about 75 decibels (their unmitigated estimate) to about 50 decibels (their mitigated estimate) - a huge 
reduction of about 25 decibels. 
 
(Note: Department of Environment, Food, & Rural Affairs noise maps indicate local noise levels for homes 
near the existing Chiltern Line to already be around 50 decibels. This has been confirmed recently with 
independent measurements. So, effectively HS2 Ltd claim there will be no noise increase from over 430 
daily high speed trains; running at over twice the speed of motorway traffic; on a new raised embankment 
much closer to homes; and within 25 metres of many of those homes.) 
 
Our investigations 
 
From a wide body of peer reviewed research and studies - including some that HS2 Ltd's own advisors 
participated in - there is clear evidence to show that:-  
 
 Noise from upper parts of high speed trains begin to contribute to overall noise from just 200kmh. 

These noise sources are separate and independent from wheels and tracks. In fact HS2 Ltd's noise 
advisors participated in a European Commission programme which demonstrates this. 

 
 Total train noise should have been modelled at various source heights to more accurately reflect the 

contributions from different parts of trains. In fact HS2 Ltd's noise advisors advised the European 
Commission on using different heights for train noise - advice not used for HS2. 

 
 Noise barriers are less effective at reducing noise from high speed trains because of the height of some 

noise sources. This is an unavoidable fact acknowledged in HS2 Ltd's Appraisal of Sustainability - but 
not evident in the results. In fact not only are noise barriers less effective in the real world, it can 
be demonstrated how their effectiveness can be grossly overstated in computer models - by 
using wrong noise height. 

 
Our conclusions 
 
This would be a long paper if it included all of the research that has been studied. Instead, a quick rebuttal 
of HS2 Ltd's principal assumptions follows. But first it's worth beginning with how high speed train noise 
should be measured. This is important because many people along the proposed route are concerned that 
average daily noise indicators will not properly reflect the impacts likely to be felt, because sudden noise 
from each passing train would be masked by quieter periods when using an average.  
 
HS2 Ltd officials have routinely addressed this concern by stating that the average daily noise indicator over 
18 hours (LAeq) is an international standard and that this is appropriate for high speed trains.  
 
No. In fact the most famous high speed train in the world - the Japanese Shinkansen bullet train - has had 
its own specific measurement criteria since 1976 because of concerns over noise. The Japanese 
Environmental Standard for the Shinkansen type trains does not use a daily average, but a maximum pass-
by noise limit instead. 
 
http://www.env.go.jp/en/standards/ 
http://www.jarts.or.jp/jpt/sec01.html  
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THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION'S 'IMAGINE' PROJECT 
A PROJECT PARTICIPATED IN BY DR. RICHARD JONES AND BRIAN HEMSWORTH, ACOUSTIC ADVISORS TO HS2 Ltd. 
 
 

 

        
 

Look - the light blue line shows 
aerodynamic noise gets louder 

with speed and is nearly as 
loud as rolling noise  

at 250 kmh 

Look - acknowledgement 
that aerodynamic noise is 
"relevant at speeds above 

200 kmh" 

APPENDIX 1 (in response to Question 5)



VICTOR V. KRYLOV: "NOISE AND VIBRATION FROM HIGH-SPEED TRAINS" PAGES 96-97 
YET ANOTHER REFERENCE SOURCE GIVEN BY HS2 Ltd - AND YET AGAIN ILLUSTRATING SIGNIFICANT NOISE 
SOURCES SEPARATE FROM WHEELS & RAILS 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Look - train roof and 
pantograph noise at 

250 kmh 

APPENDIX 1 (in response to Question 5)



NOW CONSIDER WHAT A HIGH SPEED TRAIN MIGHT SOUND LIKE IF THERE WAS NO ROLLING NOISE AT ALL…..SUCH 
AS WITH A MAGLEV TYPE TRAIN 
 
LOOK: EVEN THIS QUIETER TYPE OF HIGH SPEED TRAIN HAS PASS-BY NOISE OF 73-80 DECIBELS AT THE SPEEDS 
PROPOSED FOR RUISLIP AND FROM WEST RUISLIP……….. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
……… AND THESE TYPES OF TRAINS DO NOT EVEN HAVE STEEL WHEELS, TRACKS, OR PANTOGRAPHS 
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THE REAL WORLD MEASURED EFFECTIVENESS OF NOISE BARRIERS FOR HIGH SPEED TRAINS: 
"THE NEW GERMAN PREDICTION MODEL FOR RAILWAY NOISE" by U. Moehler, M. Liepert et al 
 
• The bold line represents German high speed trains. The vertical axis illustrates the effectiveness of noise barriers at 

240 kmh. The horizontal axis is the distance from the trains.  
 
• The barrier effectiveness is a reduction of only -7 or -8 decibels at close range. This finding simply confirms many 

other studies that noise barriers are not very effective against high speed train noise. 
 

 
 

"From figure 5 it can be deduced that the reducing effect of sound insulation walls is significantly higher for 
freight trains compared to high speed ICE trains. This effect can essentially be put down to the reduced 
effect on high positioned noise sources as aerodynamically caused noises by the pantographs." 
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THE EFFECT OF CHOOSING THE WRONG NOISE HEIGHT IN MODELS: (M. Ausejo et al 2008).  
 
• The dark blue columns show the predicted effect of noise barriers using a single low source of 0 metres - just as HS2 

Ltd have done.  
 
• The light blue columns show the measured results from Eurostar trains. 
 
• Results: By not using various source heights the result is to overestimate noise barrier effectiveness by 12.8 to 15.8 

decibels.  
 
 

 
 

Look - see how the 
simulated noise (dark 
blue) is reduced by far 

too much because 
various noise heights 
noise were not used 
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CONLCUSIONS: 
 
• HS2 Ltd has deliberately understated the significance of noise from upper parts of high speed trains.  
 
• HS2 Ltd has deliberately chosen an inappropriate noise source height (zero metres) in order to produce the largest 

mitigation results. 
 
• Those modelled mitigation results are not supported in any peer reviewed material and cannot be achieved in the real 

world.  
 
• Quite simply, this can be understood by the fact that high speed trains & their equipment are much taller than a 3 

metre high noise barrier. This is not rocket science……… 
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QUESTION 6: DO YOU WISH THE COMMENT ON THE APPRAISAL 
OF SUSTAINABILITY OF THE GOVERNMENT'S PROPOSED ROUTE 
BETWEEN LONDON AND THE WEST MIDLANDS THAT HAS BEEN 
PUBLISHED TO INFORM THIS CONSULTATION? 
 
 
YES WE DO. The Appraisal of Sustainability is very poor and inadequate for such an 
important consultation process. In particular there is widespread scepticism over the 
claims for noise levels and mitigation, claims which have not been substantiated with 
peer reviewed literature and studies.  A full Environmental Impact Assessment, 
subject to open public scrutiny, should be undertaken before any further decisions 
are taken on this project.  
 
 
1. The Appraisal of Sustainability is not fit for purpose as it is misleading, contains factual errors and 
is therefore an unsound basis to obtain informed responses. 

2. It is misleading on carbon because far from being carbon neutral, HS2 will add to carbon 
emissions, as: 

 Freed-up runway spaces would not remain unused as HS2 Ltd’s assessment assumes. BAA are 
on record as saying that freed-up spaces at Heathrow Airport would be re-used for longer (and 
more polluting) flights.  

 Birmingham Airport are also on record as wanting HS2 to bring in additional air passengers to 
that airport. 

 The Northern Way (the regional development partnership between key northern cities) are on 
record as wanting high speed rail links and retention of domestic slots and increased runway 
capacity in the north and south-east.  

 Future electric and hydrogen fuelled cars may be greener and much earlier than HS2 – and 
viable models are already in production by most of the major car manufacturers.  

3. As an example, the Appraisal of Sustainability sets out the most optimistic scenario for HS2 
displacing air travel and reducing CO2 by 23.2 megatons over 60 years, based on the assumption 
that freed landing slots are not re-used. This optimistic scenario is then balanced by a scenario of 
those slots being re-used by international flights, whose emissions would be:  

"at least an order of magnitude greater than the reduction associated with substituted domestic 
flights" 

Clearly HS2 Ltd's final assumption of choosing "zero net change" as being the midpoint of these two 
carbon emission scenarios is absurd. 

4. The Appraisal of Sustainability is also unsatisfactory and misleading on noise, as already given by 
examples in Appendix 1 to the previous Question 5. Nobody believes that the addition of up to 576 
high speed trains per day, at closer distance to homes than existing trains, and much taller and longer 
than existing trains, will not produce any significant increase in noise for residents. Of particular 
concern is why noise sources at various heights – shown in countless international studies at speeds 
in excess of 200kmh – has been modelled at the lowest possible height, and contrary to advice given 
by the same advisors to the European Commission. 

5. The assessment particularly fails to adequately address potential local impacts across several 
Hillingdon communities, further afield through Denham and the Chilterns, and on such important 
environmental factors such as aquifers in the Chilterns.  

 



QUESTION 7: DO YOU AGREE WITH THE OPTIONS SET OUT TO 
ASSIST THOSE WHOSE PROPERTIES LOSE AND SIGNIFICANT 
AMOUNT OF VALUE AS A RESULT OF ANY NEW HIGH SPEED LINE? 
 
 
NO. Whilst discretionary measures are welcome, the presented options are very limited 
and do not go far enough. 
 
 
1. We particularly object to the inclusion of the statement that: “It would therefore be an option for 
Government to do nothing to supplement the existing statutory arrangements.”  
 
Why couldn’t this be balanced with a statement such as: “It would also be an option to do much more 
than the existing statutory arrangements, including compensation for upheaval, distress and 
complete moving costs”? 
 
2. We agree that people whose properties lose value because of HS2 should be compensated fully for 
their losses. But this should include an option to move home, compensation for upheaval, distress. And 
any compensation should cover moving costs including any taxes. 

3. We also agree that it is essential that people affected or potentially affected are given “reassurance” 
that they will be fully compensated. But the government has failed to do that and there is a clear issue 
about trust and credibility here.  

4. Communities were promised a compensation scheme, but we have only been offered limited options 
and a future consultation. That is not acceptable. None of the options that the government has presented 
go far enough in giving sufficient comfort and reassurance to affected families about if and when they 
would be treated fairly 

5.  The Government should therefore announce without delay that it will adopt an appropriate scheme 
with the objective of providing full compensation. Delaying consultation on any scheme until 2012 does 
not provide any reassurance.  

6. Of the limited options set out, the Hardship-based scheme and Bond-based scheme suggest and 
imply the potential avoidance of guaranteed purchase of properties, and neither suggests any additional 
compensation for upheaval and disruption of lives. The Compensation-bond scheme would not come into 
effect until one year after the railway was operating - so is considerably worse and wholly inappropriate. 

7. Comfort and reassurance will only come through: 
 
(a)  The guaranteed purchase of homes within the route vicinity;  
(b)  At fair, un-blighted market value;  
(c)  With additional compensation for upheaval and full moving costs, including stamp duty;  
(b) Beginning immediately and before the Secretary of State confirms whether the project will proceed, 

not several months later, and not after another consultation 
 
Anything less than this should offend everyone’ sense of natural justice. 
 
8. Some groups have suggested supporting the Property Bond option. This would be an absolutely 
minimum solution. But it should be announced now, and should apply to all whose properties lose value 
as a result of the Government proposals for HS2. Only the Property Bond could gain the backing of 
financial institutions and provide the necessary stability for the property market to operate normally. This 
was proved by Central Railways. The Property Bond has already been overwhelmingly supported once, 
in the 2010 consultation.  It is based on private sector best practice, and was identified as the best way to 
deal with blight.  

9. Finally, on the Government’s other considerations in this area,   

 We believe people should be able to stay or move i.e. as they would have in the absence of HS2. 
But people who want to move now should be allowed to move now at no financial loss.  

 We do not agree that Government acquiring properties should be a major negative factor that 
drives the choice of option. The government has created the problem, and the government can 
withstand potential losses and wait for market improvements more readily than individuals. 
Properties need not be left empty (but can be let or sold), and there is a waiting list for family sized 
homes. 




