
Keri Brennan and Lottie Jones,
‘Hillingdon Against HS2’ and
‘Ruislip Against HS2’ Groups,
Ruislip,
Middlesex,
HA4 6EA
info@hillingdon-against-hs2.com

FREEPOST RTEC-AJUT-GGHH,
Draft Environmental Statement Consultation,
PO Box 70178,
London.
WC1A 9HS
HS2draftES@dialoguebydesign.com

July 10th 2013

RESPONSE TO: HIGH SPEED TWO (HS2) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

Dear Sir / Madam,

This response represents the views of many residents within Community Forum Areas 5, 6 and 7 who are likely
to be affected by both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of High Speed Two (HS2).

We are not able to quantify the exact numbers of people represented by this response, but we can confirm that
interest in this latest consultation has been considerable. Over 900 hundred people attended our two
information events on June 17th 2013 at Ruislip Golf Course and July 4th 2013 at Harefield Library. Thousands of
local residents have also signed up for our regular mailing list updates, and we have collected around 4,000
paper signatures against the HS2 project.

Our two information events were held primarily because HS2 Ltd failed to notify many local residents about an
official event, whilst also deciding to hold that event several miles away from where most environmental
impacts would occur within Community Forum Areas 6 and 7.

For HS2 Ltd to then re-run the official event even further away in Perivale, Ealing was unsatisfactory and unfair.
Another unsatisfactory failure is the fact that HS2 Ltd opted to inform Harefield Library of several official events
- but failed to list the one event relevant to Harefield, the event for Colne Valley Community Forum Area 7. A
multitude of similar frustrating errors have been raised formally with HS2 Ltd.

This bizarre behaviour is illogical, incompetent and ill-considered. Together with the paucity of detail in the
Draft ES, it does seem as if HS2 Ltd and the Department for Transport are making it as hard as possible to
participate fairly in this process. It is difficult to understand how such actions respect the provisions or spirit of
the Aarhus Convention which enables ‘public participation in environmental decision-making’.

The views expressed in this response have been gathered through regular dialogue with residents; through
community action meetings; and through community groups including the Ickenham, Ruislip, South Ruislip,
Ruislip Gardens, and Harefield resident associations (IRA,RRA,SRRA,RGRA,and HTRA).

Yours sincerely,

Keri Brennan and Lottie Jones



1. Sensible environmental mitigation: tunnels

1.1 We have not responded separately to your parallel Design Refinement consultation. However if HS2 is
to proceed, your belated Design Refinement proposal for an extended tunnel within Community Forum Area 5
(Northolt Corridor) is sensible. That proposed tunnel extension from South Ruislip to Old Oak Common will
quite obviously avoid many (but not all) local environment impacts. Furthermore it is now clear that the
financial cost of tunnel mitigation is broadly cost neutral or even cheaper, as we have persistently
argued from the outset. This is evident in a statement from HS2 Ltd:

South Ruislip to Old Oak Common tunnel

http://www.hs2.org.uk/press/hs2-ltd-recommends-tunnel-under-ealing-and-northolt

"A study has recommended a tunnel as the best option for this specific section of the route
because a surface route would have caused more disruption to traffic, cost as much or more
than a tunnel, and would have taken longer to build."

1.2 This further establishes the fact that tunneling through environmentally sensitive areas is both
environmentally and economically sensible, having already been apparent from the earlier proposal to tunnel
from South Ruislip to West Ruislip. Documents from HS2 Ltd confirmed this at the time:

South Ruislip to West Ruislip tunnel

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/3658/hs2-
review-of-possible-route-refinements.doc

"5.2.8 When we considered a tunnelled option in 2010 we estimated that it would cost
significantly more than a surface route. We have looked closely at this again, in particular the
extensive remodelling of Northolt Junction that a surface route would require. Our study
indicates that we previously underestimated the challenges this would present, making it both
expensive and disruptive to the Chiltern Line and the West London Waste Transfer Site.
Tunnelling would avoid this and the associated high compensation costs. Our study indicates
that the additional cost of a tunnelled route in this area would be around £40 million
to £50 million, much smaller than previously estimated."

1.3 So your Draft Environmental Statement for the west side of Community Forum Area 6 (South Ruislip to
Ickenham), and for Community Forum Area 7 (Colne Valley) 6, is totally inadequate and shows reckless
disregard for the environment by continuing to ignore an extended tunnel. Having already established that
tunneling through environmentally sensitive areas can be roughly cost neutral, it is further evident from official
documents that the cost of twin-bore tunneling has decreased by almost 50% "dependent on
length". An extract from one of HS2 Ltd's documents confirms this1:

1

http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/inserts/hs2%20cost%20and%20risk%20model_january%202012_fo
rpublication.pdf

http://www.hs2.org.uk/press/hs2-ltd-recommends-tunnel-under-ealing-and-northolt
http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/inserts/hs2%20cost%20and%20risk%20model_january%202012_forpublication.pdf


1.4 Therefore it must be logical that a longer tunnel extending westward through Ickenham
and Harefield would gain significantly from economies of scale, particularly as tunnel boring
equipment would already be underground in close proximity. We believe it is very likely that the
provision of an even longer tunnel would avoid many of the following environmental impacts
which are now evident from your Draft ES:

 Surface construction activity of road, footpath and utility diversions for a period of 9 years from 2017 to
2025 - excluding future work on spur railways to Heathrow Airport.

(From CFA Report 6 page 28 figure 3)

 Around 5,4000 Heavy Goods Vehicle movements every day for up to 7 of those years* on a local road
system that is already busy, particularly at peak times. This includes Breakspear Road South, Harvil
Road, Swakeleys Road, Ickenham Road, Mandeville Road, Eastcote Lane, Field End Road and Victoria
Road. Furthermore local council officers are of the experienced opinion that many other routes not
specified within your Draft ES will become used as alternative routes for HGV traffic. Moreover, this
number of traffic movements apparently excludes tunneling spoil and additional traffic from
construction workers so is understated.

(* From CFA Report 6 page 85 table 13, whereby the term "typical daily number of two-way trips" has
now been clarified to mean the published figures accumulating to over 2,700 traffic movements should
be doubled. This confirmation was given by Mr. Sebastian Jew and Mr. Andy Robson during a visit to
the Draft ES roadshow event at Stoke Mandeville)

 Noise and air pollution including particulates from the HGV diesel traffic and from construction dust,
which could cause health problems, particularly for vulnerable young children or elderly residents. The
health effects of HGV vehicles in particular is of serious concern with recent academic research
suggesting that diesel engine exhaust emissions are carcinogenic2 and that HGV emissions cost the EU
€45bn, millions of lost working days and hundreds of thousands of premature deaths.3 Furthermore the
contribution of transport noise (HGVs have significant audible noise and inaudible low frequency noise)
to health problems has been well documented in recent years by Babisch et al 4.

 Congestion and delays during the construction period (7 to 9 years) for residents, businesses, and
commuters from Ickenham, Ruislip, Eastcote, Harefield, Northwood, Pinner, and Harrow traveling daily
to and from work, schools, and shops in the area. This is also likely to have knock-on impacts around
Uxbridge and southern Hillingdon, the M40 and M25. There is also likely to be an increased frequency
of road traffic accidents associated with increased traffic flows. It is doubted whether the financial
impact of these factors have been considered anywhere within the HS2 business case - we believe this
should be included in the formal ES and represented in the business case for HS2.

 Road closures and diversions at Breakspear Road South and Harvil Road. This will also add to journey
times for local people and cause traffic impacts on alternative routes. It is not apparent where all of
this additional environmental damage from longer journey times (more noxious exhaust emissions and
CO2 emissions) has been considered in the Draft ES. This is unsatisfactory and we want this to be
much clearer in the formal ES.

 No consideration given to how emergency services (fire, ambulance and police) will be affected by
increased congestion and diversions, in particular emergency response times. In particular Ruislip Fire
Station is very close to proposed construction traffic routes.

2 http://www.iarc.fr/en/media-centre/pr/2012/pdfs/pr213_E.pdf

3 http://www.eea.europa.eu/pressroom/newsreleases/reducing-the-20ac-45-billion

4 http://tinyurl.com/Babisch-et-al-studies

http://www.iarc.fr/en/media-centre/pr/2012/pdfs/pr213_E.pdf
http://www.eea.europa.eu/pressroom/newsreleases/reducing-the-20ac-45-billion
http://tinyurl.com/Babisch-et-al-studies


 No consideration of how increased congestion and diversions will affect access to local hospitals
(Harefield and Mount Vernon), the crematorium, and schools. Proposed construction traffic routes will
affect users of Breakspear Crematorium and Whiteheath Infant and Junior Schools in Ruislip.

 Potential 24-hourly construction - i.e. your proposed 8am to 6pm basic work timetable also suggests
the likelihood of several "site-specific variations" with potential round-the-clock 7-day working. We
request that your Draft Code of Construction Practice becomes far more specific; far more restrictive on
unsocial working hours; and far more receptive to local concerns. It is apparent in health literature that
late night noise could affect sleeping patterns and cause unwelcome health effects.

 Longer pedestrian routes around parts of Ickenham and West Ruislip, with deviations of up to 2.3
kilometres. These longer pedestrian routes will potential discourage a green travel alternative of
walking.

 Significant train noise or vibration - but no detailed figures have been made available yet*.
Provisionally, the Draft ES does confirm that some areas will experience high levels of noise day and
night with peaks of more than 70db averaged over the day. However the maximum figures are not
given, including the maximum pass by noise of each train, with and without proposed mitigation.

(* It is unacceptable that more detailed noise and vibration data has been withheld during this
consultation. It has been confirmed that more detailed information is available - that data from current
HS1 trains, as well as simulations, is held or accessible by HS2 Ltd was confirmed in discussion with Mr.
Richard Greer during a visit to the Draft ES roadshow event at Stoke Mandeville. It is equally
unacceptable that sound monitoring locations for baseline assessments have been withheld, despite
being promised to community forums).

 Significant ecological impacts including loss of woodland and wildlife habitat.

 Impacts at cultural sites such as archaeological remains and the moated site at Brackenbury House (a
registered scheduled monument).

 Potential closure of local amenities such as the Hillingdon Outdoor Activity Centre (HOAC), used by
thousands of London schoolchildren, with HS2 making this valuable and highly regarded local amenity
unusable for several years and therefore potentially unviable.

 Loss of other popular local amenities including Ruislip Golf Club and Ruislip Rifle Club.

 An expensive, unsightly, and disruptive viaduct construction, affecting local businesses and local
amenities for approximately 3 years.

 Potential local job losses (which do not appear to have been assessed in detail yet). The formal ES
should set this out in more detail, together with any secondary (knock-on) job losses and the wider
economic disbenefit to this community.

2. Baseline assessments

2.1 As well as insufficient detail about noise, vibration, and socio-economic impacts, your Draft ES uses out
of date (2009) traffic assessments It is also clear from discussions with HS2 Ltd staff that local baseline
assessments are incomplete. Your Draft ES therefore fails to satisfy this community that several damaging and
potentially hazardous impacts have been properly assessed and will be appropriately mitigated. This is
unacceptable at this stage. We will expect that the formal ES will be based on up to date and thorough baseline
data from a range of suitable locations.

2.2 With regard to noise and vibration impacts we will expect that local baseline data used in the formal ES
will include field measurements from a range of appropriate locations and receptors (such as school
playgrounds, and the Compass Theatre in Ickenham) in order that all acoustic characteristics are properly
explored and mitigated.



2.3 With regard to a particular acoustic phenomena at high speed called Rayleigh Waves, we have been
told by both Mr. Dani Fiumicelli of HS2 Ltd and Mr. Richard Greer that this phenomena is quite well understood
but that detailed work on potential effects in our areas have not yet been undertaken. We therefore demand
that this acoustic phenomena be fully explored in the formal ES, including full baseline assessments of local
ground and geological conditions - in particular the behaviour of Lambeth Group, London Clay and chalk.

3. Misrepresentation

3.1 We are particularly alarmed and concerned that you present the contents of your Draft ES as having
already been through a consultative process with the local Community Forums. This is not the case and much
of the information revealed is new and shocking; requests through Forums for further information and
assistance were routinely ignored or mis-handled; and community suggestions for full and appropriate
mitigation (such as an extended tunnel referred to above) were given no serious consideration. This appears to
be because of future Heathrow Airport Spur connections that is not part of this consultation, and which leaves a
large part of this community in limbo - affected now by a Phase 2 proposal that they can’t comment on.

3.2 In fact, it appears that major decisions affecting this community have been made without properly
assessing local impacts; without properly considering local views; and without properly considering alternatives.
In our opinion, your handling of local Community Forums have not respected the provisions (or spirit) of the
Aarhus Convention which enables ‘public participation in environmental decision-making’. None of our
comments have been taken into account in your decision-making, and the reasons given for some decisions
appear to change with the seasons. Reasons given for not extending a tunnel have included costs (which now
seems unlikely), and the difficulty of tunneling under a lake (despite an adjacent lake being subject to
proposals for future tunneling for a Phase 2 spur to Heathrow, and despite engineering success at tunneling
under the sea and Thames).

4. Carbon

4.1 Among many major omissions in the Draft ES (such as noise data), little or nothing is said about the
carbon impacts from construction work or HS2’s operation. Carbon impacts are a very important environmental
consideration and a major issue of current public policy. HS2 Ltd’s claims of beneficial effects and DfT’s
assertion of carbon neutrality are already widely disputed so it is a major failing of the Draft ES that it does not
provide for scrutiny any proper analysis of the carbon effects of HS2. This deficiency further calls into question
the validity of the Draft ES as a basis for public participation, and again we refer to the principles and spirit of
the Aarhus Convention.

5. Noise

5.1 Without any detailed noise data to assess, we cannot provide full comments. However, it has been
suggested by Mr. Richard Greer that the formal ES will use several noise source heights from high speed trains
when making assessments. If so, this technique would be an improvement from the atrocious Appraisal of
Sustainability which attempted to mislead people by using only the rail noise and aerodynamic noise at very
high speed. Nevertheless there remains concern that aerodynamic noise is being assessed at only very high
speeds, and that future technologies are being presumed to bring noise levels down:

(a) We have previously stated, and do so again, that aerodynamic noise is significant at speeds lower
than 300kmh, and that this is evident in peer reviewed research. We have also previously stated, and do so
again, that aerodynamic noise is not just relevant to pantograph contacts but is relevant to the train
windscreen, roof and entire train length. This fact is also confirmed by peer review, and even Maglev-type
trains which have no pantograph contact make considerable aerodynamic noise. We therefore expect this
subject to be treated properly in the formal ES.

(b) With regard to future technologies, this factor must not be allowed to influence any measurements.
HS2 Ltd have not yet issued any design specifications for rolling stock, quite apart from such future
technologies being proven in the field. We demand that any noise measurements only consider known impacts



from current operational European gauge high speed train sets, and that HS2 Ltd propose mitigation solutions
around that level of knowledge. Any future advance in noise reductions at source would then only serve to
make those mitigation solutions even better - whilst the failure of future technologies to appear runs the risk of
HS2 Ltd having made inadequate assessment and mitigation.

5.2 The use of an 'average'* equivalent continuous noise measurement continues to be a concern. This
gives consultees a very misleading impression of the level of noise that to which those nearby the railway
would be exposed. This is because the noise from HS2 would not be continuous, but episodic – no noise when
no train is passing and intense noise when one does. Such loud and isolated noises attract attention. We have
previously stated, and do so again, that a maximum train pass-by noise be used, such as that used for the
Japanese Shinkansen high speed trains.

(*At a Community Forum Area 7 meeting we were dismayed to be loudly told by Mr. Dani
Fiumicelli that HS2 Ltd does not use average noise measurements and that there was no such
thing. For the record, when describing an equivalent continuous noise measurement as an
'average' we simply repeat the definition given by HS2 Ltd5, and frequently used by the Institute
of Acoustics6)

5.3 We believe that HS2 Ltd are not conforming - nor have any intention to conform - with current
standards of best-practice in environmental acoustics, such as guidelines recommended by the World Health
Organisation, and methodology developed for the European Union (e.g. CNOSSOS-EU 2012). It is difficult to
see how a major project of national and international importance, one routinely touted as world-class and
innovative, can ignore best-practice environmental guidance to the detriment of communities in order to save
money. We demand that best-practice guidance be followed - and it would be difficult to understand how
failure to meet this simple request would respect the provisions or spirit of the Aarhus Convention which
enables ‘public participation in environmental decision-making’.

6. Resident association comments

6.1 We agree and endorse all of the comments provided by the Ruislip Residents Association (RRA) and the
Ickenham Residents Association (IRA). It is expected that these separate comments have already been sent to
you, but these are also included as appendices to our response to ensure their proper consideration. The
comments from the RRA are attached as Appendix 1 to this letter, and the comments from the IRA are
attached as Appendix 2.

7. Other concerns

7.1 We have already expressed our dissatisfaction to our local MPs and to HS2 Ltd directly about the
conduct of this consultation. We have serious concerns about incompetence within HS2 Ltd which on this
occasion (and not for the first time) have left many local residents - some of whom are vulnerable - without
sufficient information nor access to information. It is only through the hard work of local volunteers that
important environmental information has been communicated to some residents of the London Borough of
Hillingdon.

7.2 It is our view that the management of this consultation and the attitude of some public servants leaves
a lot to be desired, and in our experience this has deteriorated from what was already a shoddy performance.
We cannot foresee how HS2 Ltd can establish any local trust if this style of management continues and we
therefore ask that you seriously consider some personnel changes.

5 http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/inserts/Noise%20Explanatory%20Note.pdf

6 For example:
http://www.ioa.org.uk/uploads/publication-documents/Acoustics%20Bulletin%20Mar-Apr%20009.pdf

http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/inserts/Noise%20Explanatory%20Note.pdf
http://www.ioa.org.uk/uploads/publication-documents/Acoustics%20Bulletin%20Mar-Apr%20009.pdf


7.3 We also support the concerns about the Draft ES consultation which were set out in a letter from the
HS2 Action Alliance to Alison Munro of HS2 Ltd on June 2nd 2013.

Yours sincerely,

Keri Brennan and Lottie Jones
The ‘Hillingdon Against HS2’ and ‘Ruislip Against HS2’ Groups.

July 10th 2013


