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Dear Sir / Madam, 
 

RESPONSE TO: 

“HIGH SPEED TWO: SAFEGUARDING FOR LONDON - WEST MIDLANDS CONSULTATION”  
 

With regard to your consultation, this response contains views expressed by “other key stakeholders 

and other interested parties” within the Ruislip and wider Hillingdon communities. We acknowledge 
that your consultation is primarily aimed at Local Planning Authorities who will be aware of relevant 

planning issues, but we also agree with you that others (such as us) may have useful contributions to 

make, or a specific interest in safeguarding.  
 

We have also replied separately to the proposed Property and Compensation consultation, although it 

is worth noting there are some overlapping issues. 

 

This response represents the views of thousands of residents likely to be affected by safeguarding 
proposals in Hillingdon. We are not able to quantify the exact numbers of people represented by this 

response, but can confirm that the interest in this has been considerable. 

 
These views have been gathered from thousands of residents through regular dialogue and meetings 

with community groups, including Ickenham and Ruislip Residents Associations; the Ruislip Chamber of 

Commerce; governors of local schools; and through a special consultation event held in Ruislip in 
December 2012 (the same day as HS2 Ltd appeared in Ruislip to engage the community).  

 

Our consultation response from the groups “Hillingdon Against HS2” and “Ruislip Against HS2” now 
follows. 

 

Yours sincerely, 
 

Keri Brennan on behalf of ‘Hillingdon Against HS2’ and ‘Ruislip Against HS2’ groups 
 



QUESTION 1: DO YOU AGREE WITH THE PROPOSAL TO SAFEGUARD, AND THE CONTENT OF THE PROPOSED 

SAFEGUARDING DIRECTIONS (ANNEX A)? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY. 

 
1. The proposed zone: 

 

1.1 Annex A Paragraph 2(b) states that the proposed Direction order from the Secretary of State 
relates to development within the zone specified in Paragraph 3 - which then clarifies the zone as that 

shown on published maps. This zone is, with some variations, 60 metres to both sides of the proposed 

railway for surface constructions, and about half that distance for tunnelled sections (where sub-soil 
only would be safeguarded). 

 

1.2 The choice of this size of safeguarding zone appears to be based on previous projects with no 
special consideration given to this unique project.  

 

1.3 For all areas (tunnelled or at the surface) this area appears to be excessively wide, especially 
given that HS2 Ltd and the Department for Transport have previously stated the width of the proposed 

railway in the urban areas of West London would not exceed 16 metres. They have also previously and 
persistently stated an intention to limit the rail corridor in order to allay concerns and associated blight.  

 

1.4 It should be reasonably expected that by now, home-owners and businesses would have better 
assurance that their properties would or would not be at risk - especially given the ‘assurances’ 

routinely given during the 2011 primary consultation about HS2, and persistently since then.  

 
1.5 However, what the proposed safeguarding zones are now likely to do is confuse and upset 

people who thought, based on previous ‘assurances’, that their properties were safe when in fact they 

may not be. Whilst some property owners may find comfort in some of the proposed compensation & 
purchase schemes, others may not - particularly those above or very close to tunnelled sections that 

appear not to qualify for any purchase scheme. This is not acceptable. 

 
1.6 For that reason, we do not agree with the safeguarding proposal as defined by 

Annex A Paragraph 3 and ask that safeguarding areas be reduced and more consistent 

with the assurances given during the primary HS2 consultation of 2011. Narrower 

safeguarding zones would reduce generalised blight and give property owners more assurance whether 

their properties are safe from compulsory purchase or at risk of damage from tunnelling. Given that 
the government also proposes a wider Voluntary Purchase Zone, it would be expected that any 

property owners who then fall outside of a narrower safeguarding area would still be able to have their 

property purchased, if they want to. (We have commented further on compensation in a response to 
that separate consultation and this includes a request for a consistent width for a VPZ along the whole 

surface route, above tunnels, and for areas already blighted by the Secretary of State’s original ill-

considered route proposals). 
  

2.  Development rights 

 
2.1 With regard to future planning applications, Annex A Paragraph 4 goes on to describe 

exemptions to the proposed safeguarding direction. Paragraph 4(a) describes areas above tunnelled 

sections to be exempt because they are not “shaded” areas in the published maps. However this 
exemption then seems to be undermined by the subsequent Paragraph 4(c) which states (with our 

emphasis): 
 



“and,   (c) does not involve, or is not likely to involve, any construction, engineering or 
other operations below existing ground level.” 

 

2.2 This appears to be excessively restrictive to property owners above tunnels. Many property 

owners may want, or need, to rebuild garages or build home extensions and so on, which are likely to 
require some shallow foundation work. We would consider any Direction that affects property owners’ 

rights to applying for a Permitted Development above tunnelled sections to be ultra-vires and 

challengeable, given that the sub-soil area likely to be safeguarded would be in excess of 20 metres 
below ground level. In other words, you are proposing restrictions on land that would not be 

safeguarded. 

 
2.3 It appears likely that HS2 sub-soil safeguarding zones would be of similar size and depth to that 

used for Crossrail. The illustration below (taken from a Crossrail document) suggest how deep and 

wide the likely sub-soil zone would be. From this it appears very unlikely that any normal Permitted 
Development would pose any risk or additional cost to the construction of HS2.  

 

 
Source: www.crossrail.co.uk/assets/download/863 

 

2.4 It might be reasonable to assume that any planning application requiring foundations would 

pose no risks to HS2 and that all the risk is borne by the property owner/developer. This might be 

because any structure added to enhance a property might be at risk of damage from tunnelling, or 
affected by property blight. However both of these scenarios are persistently stated as unlikely by HS2 

Ltd and the Department for Transport over tunnelled sections. 

 
2.5   For the above reasons, we do not agree with the safeguarding exemptions as 

defined by Annex A Paragraph 4(c) and ask that this be amended to ensure that normal Permitted 
Development applications, including any with shallow foundations, should not require the additional 



costly and bureaucratic scrutiny of HS2 Ltd and their potential refusal. We propose the following 

amendment: 

 
“and  (c) does not involve, or is not likely to involve, any construction, engineering 
or other operations exceeding 5 metres below existing ground level.”  

 

2.6  Finally in this section, the safeguarding directions that apply to parts of Harefield and 

Ickenham, with regard to how Phase 2 might also have an impact, remains unclear and despite our 
protests remains unresolved. This is wholly unsatisfactory and ought to have been given better 

consideration. We will expect your final safeguarding proposals to make better consideration of how 

Harefield and Ickenham – likely to be affected by both Phase 1 and Phase 2 – will receive clearer and 
speedier safeguarding information. 

 

 
 

QUESTION 2:  DO YOU AGREE WITH THE CONTENT OF THE GUIDANCE FOR LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITIES 

ON THE DIRECTIONS (ANNEX B)? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY. 
 

1. Blight and Purchase Notices 
 

1.1 We believe that this section of Annex B ought to contain clarification of further steps, should 

there be any dispute with the Local Planning Authority if a purchase notice is served. We do not 
believe it is satisfactory for Annex B to simply state “Further details can be obtained from the 

Safeguarding Team at the above address”. 

 
1.2 Therefore we ask that this section could also contain reference to existing mechanisms to 

resolve such disputes, such as that described on the governmental planning portal website:  

 
http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/uploads/pins/purchase_notice_guidance.pdf 

 

 
 

QUESTION 3: DO YOU AGREE WITH THE GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE OF THE LAND TO BE SAFEGUARDED 

(SEE PLANS AND EXPLANATORY NOTES ON THE HS2 LTD CONSULTATION WEBSITE AT: 

HTTP://HIGHSPEEDRAIL.DFT.GOV.UK/CONSULTATIONS/SAFEGUARDING)? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY. 

 

1. Geographical coverage 

 

1.1   As stated in response to Question 1, this area appears to be excessively wide, especially given 
that HS2 Ltd and the Department for Transport have previously stated the width of the proposed 

railway in the urban areas of West London would not exceed 16 metres. They have also previously 

stated an intention to limit the rail corridor in order to allay concerns and associated blight. By now, 
the corridor ought to be sufficiently well known by engineers and designers to allow safeguarded areas 

to be reduced to a minimum.  

 
1.2 Page 8 of your consultation document states that: 

 
“Owner-occupiers of homes, small businesses and farms within the safeguarded area 
identified as surface interest (grey shading) may be able to serve a Blight Notice, requiring 
the Government to consider purchasing their property.” 



 

However, we believe that narrower safeguarding zones would reduce generalised blight and give 

property owners more assurance that their properties are safe from compulsory purchase or damage 
from tunnelling. Given that the government also proposes a wider Voluntary Purchase Zone, it would 

be expected that any property owners who then fall outside of a narrower safeguarding area (a revised 

grey area) would still be able to have their property purchased by the Government, if they want to - so 
would suffer no detriment from a narrower zone. (We have commented further on compensation in a 

response to that separate consultation). 

 

1.3 For that reason, we do not agree with the proposed geographical coverage of land to be 

safeguarded and ask that safeguarding areas be reduced and more consistent with the assurances 

given during the primary HS2 consultation of 2011. To repeat earlier comments, given that the 
government also proposes a wider Voluntary Purchase Zone, it would be expected that any property 

owners who then fall outside of a narrower safeguarding area would still be able to have their property 

purchased, if they want to. 
 

 

 

QUESTION 4:  DO YOU CONSIDER THAT THE DRAFT IMPACT ASSESSMENT (ANNEX C) IS A FAIR 

REFLECTION OF THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE SAFEGUARDING PROPOSALS ON THE OPERATION AND 

OUTCOMES OF THE PLANNING APPLICATION PROCESS? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY. 

 

1. Administration costs 
 

1.1 From our perspective, your estimation of administration costs to Local Planning Authorities 

appears based on an annual salary of a competent official of just £20,000 per annum. This appears to 
be low, particularly for London, and therefore it is likely that the estimated administration costs in 

Annex C are too low. It would be interesting to find out whether HS2 Ltd has any officials employed on 

a salary of £20,000. If not, we would recommend you review your estimates and base it on the London 
average salary for a competent planning official. 

 

2. Maintenance costs 

 

2.1 Your estimation of the costs of holding and maintaining properties likely to be purchased 
through safeguarding compensation schemes is quite revealing. Your estimation of just a few £ million 

makes a mockery of the Government’s claims that more extensive purchase schemes would be a 

“burden on the taxpayer’. But furthermore your consultation also states (on page 29) that: 
 

“Note that to ensure good value for money we would aim to recoup the totality (or as 
close as possible to) of the maintenance costs through renting the properties out“ 

 

2.2 So clearly the Government has an expectation that the costs of holding and maintaining 
properties purchased as a result of safeguarding HS2 would be zero. It is worth repeating, this makes 

a mockery of the Government’s claims that more extensive purchase schemes would be a ‘burden on 

the taxpayer’. (We have commented further on this in our response to the separate compensation 
consultation). 

 
2.3 Moreover, given the historical upward trend in house prices, it is extremely likely (if not certain) 

that the Government would be left holding appreciating assets once properties had been purchased. 

The only scenario envisaged where those properties would lose value would be if they were affected by 



blight or damage from construction. Apart from those properties that would be demolished for 

construction of HS2, the government has repeatedly stated this scenario is unlikely – i.e. that wider 

blight (and any damage from tunnelling) will be avoided. Therefore in answer to this question:  
 

(a) Annex C does not appear to be a fair reflection of the administration costs for LPAs 

because there seems to be of an underestimate of salary costs. 
 

(b) Annex C could be a fair reflection of the costs & benefits of maintaining properties 

purchased following safeguarding proposals. If so, there appears to be no net cost or 
burden for the taxpayer. Therefore the Government has no justification for not widening 

the proposed compensation and purchase proposals, which in effect provide similar 

protection to property owners as safeguarding does anyway.  
 

(We have commented further on this in our response to the separate compensation consultation. A 

wider compensation scheme, as you point out on page 30 of your consultation:  
 

“...will allow such property owners to organise their affairs, move house and get on 
with their lives more effectively rather than having to wait for their property to be 
compulsory purchased at the time that the property is required for construction”. ) 
 
 

 

The points of view expressed above have been gathered from thousands of residents 

through regular dialogue and meetings with community groups including Ickenham and 
Ruislip Residents Associations; the Ruislip Chamber of Commerce; governors of local 

schools; and through a special consultation event held in Ruislip in December 2012. 

  
Yours sincerely, 

 

The ‘Hillingdon Against HS2’ and ‘Ruislip Against HS2’ Groups. 
January 31st 2013 

 

 
 

 


