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Dear Sirs 

 

The Government’s consultation on High Speed 2 Property and Compensation for 

London – West Midlands has provided an opportunity for constituents and 

parliamentary colleagues alike to air their views.  

 

As HS2 affects the London Borough of Hillingdon this response is sent on behalf of 

the three MPs representing that area. Rt Hon John Randall (Uxbridge and South 

Ruislip), Nick Hurd (Ruislip, Northwood and Pinner) and John McDonnell (Hayes and 

Harlington).  

 

There is disappointment that the Consultation rules out a Property Bond This is the 

approach which is endorsed by many professionals such as the Council of Mortgage 

Lenders, the British Bankers Association and the National Association of Estate 

Agents as well as many other groups both locally and nationally.  We share that 

disappointment. 

 

We welcome the principle that the proposals for compensation must go above and 

beyond statutory compensation for the reasons the Government has outlined.  

 

Although compensation in the area of land defined as the Safeguarded Area, would 

more advantageous under the Government’s proposals for some owners who do not 

need to be compulsorily purchased, those property owners beyond the Voluntary 

Purchase Zone, would be disadvantaged as the “hardship” criteria renders the 

Government’s proposal (the Long Term Hardship Scheme) less generous than a 

property bond scheme. 

 

It is therefore suggested that a dual scheme be employed and whichever is more 

advantageous to the property owned should be offered. 

 

I dispute that the untested argument of the Government against a property bond: is 

valid as an untested approach is from time to time necessary when responding to the 

exceptional situation as HS2. “It is very important to stress that these proposals are 

a response to the exceptional nature of HS2 and …” (p4, HS2 Property and 

Compensation Consultation).  

 

Similarly the argument that a property bond would leave no access to compensation 

until Royal Assent is unclear and muddled and certainly not explained.  

 

We would argue that a property bond scheme can co-exist with a constrained 

boundary. The Government is attempting to address only a particular property bond 

scheme, namely that put forward by HS2AA. 
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The case for greater explanation is all the more important when property bond 

schemes have featured so centrally in the opposition to HS2.  

 

We welcome the separate consultation on a small claims scheme in this year. 

However we urge the Government to publish the consultation as early as possible to 

address the uncertainty and concerns of constituents.   

 

Furthermore we are concerned that the intention to develop a separate set of 

compensation proposals for Phase 2 of HS2 has the potential to create unjustifiable 

variation and potential unfairness for our constituents whose compensation will be 

settled under Phase 1 proposals.  

 

We share the concern of Ruislip Residents’ Association on the timing of access to 

Part 1 compensation.  Part 1 compensation is only available after the railway has 

been open for one year. Residents should not have to suffer conspicuous noise, 

vibration or other adverse effects for a year before redress. We suggest that claims of 

this kind should be dealt with on their merits and that delay of a year before 

compensatory action should be the exception rather than the norm.  

 

In addition, no consideration has been given to the impacts of construction on the 

lives of those in the community. The explanatory notes accompanying the 

Consultation advise on the use of land as construction sites. The construction 

periods could carry on for a number of years, with the construction of Phase 1 

timetabled to take 8 years.  

 

There is also no consideration for the loss of certain facilities to make way for HS2. A 

number of amenities in the Hillingdon locality are threatened by the HS2 proposals. 

Local organizations of particular concern are: Hillingdon Outdoor Activities Centre, 

Ruislip Golf Club and Ruislip Rifle Club. We urge HS2 Ltd to engage in urgent 

discussions with Hillingdon Council and the local organization in question and to 

explore options for relocation. These should be funded by HS2. A fundamental 

complaint of local people is that there is no gain only pain and the least HS2 could 

do is to adequately and appropriately ensure that not only property owners are fully 

compensated but communities as well.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

John Randall 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


