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REPAôs response to the Property Consultation, 2014  

1. Introduction 

The Residentsô Environmental Protection Association (REPA) is an organisation founded in 2013 to 

maintain, preserve and protect the local environment for the enjoyment of its residents and visitors.  It 

lies wholly within the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).   

REPA has responded to previous consultations on the Environmental Statement (both the Draft and 

Final versions).  It has also petitioned against the HS2 Hybrid Bill, with the purpose of obtaining better 

and more appropriate environmental mitigation from HS2.  It has developed the design and promoted 

the case for extending HS2 Ltdôs planned Chiltern Tunnel by 4.1kms from Mantles Wood (near Hyde 

Heath) to Leather Lane (beyond South Heath and Potter Row) to help mitigate the extensive 

construction disruption and operational impacts of HS2 on this area.   

REPA represents both community based groups and individuals who live mainly in the South 

Heath/Hyde Heath area of the AONB and who are directly affected by HS2ôs proposals.  REPA 

represents over 800 individuals, including the members of its twelve local organisations: 

¶ South Heath: Ballinger Road Residentsô Association; Lappetts Lane Neighbourhood 

Watch Scheme; Marriots Avenue Group; Sibleyôs Rise Residentsô Group; South Heath 

Action Group; Wood Lane Residentsô Association. 

¶ Potter Row: Potter Row Neighbourhood Watch Scheme 

¶ Hyde Heath/Hyde End: Hyde Heath Village Society; Hyde End Residentsô Group 

¶ Others: Barn Management UK (2) Ltd (Cudsdens Court); Grimms Dyke (Liberty) Estates 

Ltd; and The Chesham Society  

The majority of residents in the area that REPA represent are severely affected by property blight 

resulting from the plan to implement HS2, and have suffered its effects since March 2010.  Over 500 

properties lie within 1km of the line in this 4km section alone, which is extensively rural and contains 

some of the most tranquil parts of the AONB.  There are over 1,800 properties within 1 mile, and even 

more will be severely affected by the construction plans for HS2, which will last over 7 years. The 

inadequacy of the planned compensation arrangements is a matter of great concern to REPAôs 

members. 

This consultation response outlines our concerns about the latest proposals and expresses support 

for a property bond, but also for the removal of unreasonably restrictive conditions in the planned 

hardship/Need to Sell Scheme. 

Ballinger Road Residentsô Association 
Barn Management UK (2) Ltd (Cudsdens Court) 

Chesham Society 
Hyde End Residentsô Group 

Hyde Heath Village Society (HHVS) 
Grimms Dyke (Liberty) Estates Ltd 

Lappetts Lane Neighbourhood Watch Scheme 
Marriots Avenue Group 

Potter Row Neighbourhood Watch Scheme 
Sibleyôs Rise Residentsô Group 

South Heath Action Group 
Wood Lane Residents Association 
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2. Overall compensation package 

2.1. The package of measures 

The overall package of compensation is grossly inadequate.  The proposed new schemes do nothing 

material to bridge the gap between previous proposals and adequate compensation.  They do nothing 

to help people who actually want to move but cannot, or to redress the source of the problem ï the 

impact of blight on property prices and sales volumes in the area.   

The proposed compensation arrangements are as summarised in the diagram below, with the 

numbers of properties that are estimated to be eligible throughout the whole of the Phase 1 route.   

Table 1: Overall Package of Measures (the two subject to this consultation are in red). 

 

Because this package is inadequate for most people suffering the effects of generalised property 

blight, what is needed is a new approach to compensation that recognises the enormous and 

devastating effect that infrastructure projects such as HS2 have on communities.  A solution would be 

to adopt the HS2AA Property Bond, which would:  

¶ Act as an insurance policy, providing full compensation to those who wish to move 

¶ Give reassurance to those who wish to stay, and  

¶ Reduce the impact of blight on the local property market.   

Further, the Need to Sell Scheme should have its means testing/hardship rules and other restrictions 

removed, such as the requirement of óno prior knowledgeô and the locational criterion.  Qualification 

should solely depend on suffering blight.  These matters are developed in our response at section 4. 
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2.2. Blight form HS2 is extensive and severe 

Blight caused by HS2 is known to be extensive.  However it is plain that the Government are unwilling 

to admit the extent and severity of blight, and have released the information that they hold only when 

they are put under serious pressure to do so.  This is unreasonable given that the evidence 

undermines their statements about the generosity of their provisions, and their promise that no one 

should suffer serious loss
1
, when the reality is that by far the greater part of the cost of blight is 

uncompensated and left for individuals with properties near to line to bear. 

There is no doubt that the Government have been aware of the true extent of blight from an early 

stage (CBRE did a study for HS2 Ltd in 2010), and have always been aware that their proposals fail 

to address the greater part of blight.   

Table 2 summarises key sources and numerical estimates on extent, severity and cost of HS2 blight.   

Table 2: Summary of available evidence:  

Studies Blight extent (distance) Blight severity (loss) Gross 
cost  

Notes 

1. Government advisors/commissioned work (and HS2 Ltd own data) 

CBRE Blight 
Study (2010) 

(Sales data) 

 

Used Postcode sectors, but 
ignored the ócontrolô in giving 
headline results

2
.  

Results equate to average 1km 
outer limit, for 19.5% loss 
compared to the ócontrolô 

Results equate to 
average19.5% loss overall  
out to 1 km (in rural and 
urban areas)  

Blight effects 2.5 times 
greater in rural than urban 

Deduced 
from 
report at 
£5bn+  

Obtained by 
HS2AA after 
repeated 
requests to HS2 
Ltd in 2013 

 

PwC cost of 
property 
bond report 
(2014)  

(modelling)  

Blight out to 500m (rural) 
estimated.  

(Blight to 1km was also 

considered but no figures shown). 

NB:  Blight extent & losses at 
current level will last to 2023, but 
permanent blight is material 

Avge 40% out to 120m 
Avge 30% out to 300m 
Avge 20% out to 500m 
(27% between 120-300m) 
(15% between 300-500m) 

Average value of phase 1 
blighted property = £641k  
(£775k south, £425k north)  

£0.72bn 
for rural 
only to 
500m  

FOI, July 2014.  

A very detailed 
report for DfT, 
using experts. 

Found HS1  not 
an appropriate 
model  for HS2 

CBRE (2012) 

Spreadsheet 

(modelling) 

(Rural results 
overtaken by 
PwC report) 

Estimates blight out to 500m 
(urban and rural separately) 

Also gives figures for blight over 
bored tunnels  

Blight average 35% (rural out 
to 120m); and 15% (urban 
out to 120m) 

Less loss further out to 500m 
in urban and rural areas 

Over tunnels - 10% rural 

£1.25bn 
out to 
500m 
and 30m 
from 
bored 
tunnel 

FOI, July 2014.  

Spreadsheets 
give detailed 
options, costs, 
on 3 bases. No 
text 

EHS data 
(Phase 1) 

(Actual cases) 

Maximum believed to be 1.1km
3
; 

(800m is last figure from HS2 Ltd 
ïupdate requested). 

73% of all cases had no 
offers received at all.  

Must be a greater than15% 

 Covers tiny % of 
blighted (a 
fraction of 1%) 

                                                      
1
 Philip Hammond Secretary of State for Transport, 20 Dec. 2010 in House of Commons: ñIt is right and proper 

that individuals who suffer serious financial loss in the national interest should be compensatedò. Prime Minister 
to Cheryl Gillan MP in July 2013 ññwe are committed to a very generous and fair compensation schemeéò. 
2
 This study uses postcodes touching the line that average 2.29km in size, but in rural areas go out to 12.5kms ï 

which will include swathes of unblighted property diluting the average level of blight.  If all the blight identified 
(which amounts to an average 8.5% loss when the ñcontrolò is taken into account) is concentrated within an 
average of 1km from HS2 then the findings equate to average loss of 19.5%overall  (27.7% in rural, 11.3% in 
urban). 
3
 The Helstrip application was accepted at 1.1km, and this post-dated the furthest previous case of 800m 

(released as a result of the appeal to the Information commissioner).. 
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Studies Blight extent (distance) Blight severity (loss) Gross 
cost  

Notes 

Average distance for successful 
cases between 200-300m

4
 

loss to qualify. 

2. Other studies 

Estate 
Agents  

Incl. 
Northants, 
Camden 
surveys 

Out to 500m; or 1km; or 1 to 3 
miles in some rural areas  

Greater distances apply for:  
(a) rural compared to urban; 
(b) more expensive property 

Whole villages can be blighted 

Typically 20% + losses 
reported,  even up to 40% 
(phase 1). 

 

 Confirms blight 
out to 1km and 
beyond  

Over bored 
tunnels too 

 

CBRE Greater losses for more expensive homes (HS1 evidence) 
This confirms evidence from the airport consultation in early 2000 

 FOI July 2014 
FOI 2005 

Hamptons 
(2014) 

(1) Survey 
(2) Analysis 

(1) Survey of agents: 
To 0.5 mile, 1-3mile in places 

(2) Data analysis of all sales: 
Out to 500m, and further ( a mile 
in Bucks)  

(1) Survey of agents 
5/10% to 25% discounts (if 
view affected) out to 0.5mile.  

(2) Data analysis of all sales 
Equates to 18% out to 500m 

 Covers Bucks, 
Northants, Wrks 
(so mainly rural) 

Data will exclude 
worst cases 

HS2AA blight 
study (2010) 

Out to1 to 1.5 miles either side 
(depends on topography) 

15 - 30% discounts £6bn Significant blight 
beyond 500m  

 

What can clearly be concluded from the evidence is that: 

1. Expert opinion (in consultation with DfT/HS2 Ltd ) was brought to bear on the rural blight issue to 

assist in PwCôs decision on the assumptions they used in their 2014 report (to cost the Bond).  

While the peak blight zone (40% out to 120m) has been covered by the Voluntary Purchase 

Scheme (VPS) for rural areas, the losses that lie beyond 120m are also substantial ie between 

120m and 300m averaging 27% loss (over £200k/home) and between 300m and 500m averaging 

15% loss (over £100k/home). These are effectively not compensated (the new Homeowners 

Payment Scheme has sums of £7.5k to £22.5k which are far too low to be adequate 

compensation). 

2. Actual sales data studies eg from CBRE and Hamptons (that will underestimate the impacts, see 

section 2.2.1) endorse the above findings. 

3. Urban blight exists, especially when combined with large scale and lengthy construction, and the 

high loss blight zone outside the safeguarded area is not covered by any purchase scheme 

4. Blight over bored tunnels exists, yet is excluded from all schemes, even the óNeed to Sellô scheme  

5. The circumstances of HS1 were sufficiently different that it is not an appropriate model of blight 

for HS2 

6. Blight will remain severe and extensive until construction is complete in 2023, and so is not 

temporary.  The permanent blight that follows is material (eg 7 to 10% out to 500m (PwC)) 

7. The more expensive homes (over £1m) have proportionately larger losses, meaning that some 

property owners suffer far larger percentage and money losses than the average.  

Despite this, Governmentôs
5
 narrative on blight is that blight may be severe in places but  

                                                      
4
 An analysis of some rural cases only (from a 2012 dissertation) gives an average of about 330m.  NB this is 

nearly three times the distance from the line of the outer boundary for the rural support zone. 
5
 For example David Prout, DG of DfT (High Speed 2), presentation on compensation, June 2014 
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¶ It has a limited extent (and will often be co-extensive with the safeguarded area)  

¶ The óarea of influenceô (commonly interpreted as where the physical impacts will be felt) 

extends typically to 120m from the line and in rural areas only 

¶ HS1 provides the appropriate and established reference point for HS2 

¶ The blight will dissipate when either the uncertainty is over or the line is up and running. 

These contentions are inconsistent with the evidence, with which DfT are unquestionably conversant. 

2.2.1. Extent of blight (the distance it extends) 

The extent and severity of blight is not simply related to distance from the line, but reflects 

topography, type of landscape or townscape, and the physical form and speed planned for HS2 in 

that vicinity (eg line speed, viaduct, surface, tunnel, cutting etc).  It will clearly also be affected by the 

duration and extent of construction works. 

It is clear that HS2 adversely affects the value of some properties that are several kilometres from the 

line of route, while it may have no effect even at a hundred metres (once construction is complete), eg 

where it is in a tunnel.  

Agents
6
 report the main determinants of the extent of blight from a buyerôs perspective as:  

¶ Visual ï is the view from a property disrupted by HS2? 

¶ Audibility ï will HS2 be heard (which will depend on how tranquil the area currently is)? 

¶ Construction disruption ï how long, what impacts, how bad? 

Both the PwC and CBRE 2012 data were restricted to properties out to 500m.  This does not imply 

that either organisation think that 500m is the limit of distance from the line for blight: there is 

considerable evidence from other sources that it is not. 

While different sources give differing results, importantly no sources have a reason to exaggerate the 

effect.  The PwC report says that ñthe assumptions used were arrived at in consultation with officials 

at DfT and HS2 Ltd and were informed by discussions with industry bodiesò, which associates the 

Government with the assumptions used.  Yet all show blight is material well beyond the limits set for 

general compensation for HS2.  

2.2.2. Severity of Blight (ie the size of the loss) 

There are difficulties in estimating how severe blight is: 

¶ Calculating the estimated loss from the unblighted value, either requires expert judgment (eg 

many agentsô surveys; PwC and CBRE models for DfT); or doing a statistical analysis of 

transaction sales with a ócontrolô group of sales unaffected by HS2 (as they are further away 

from the line) eg CBRE 2010 Study, Hamptons 2014 work 

¶ Properties that have lost a high proportion of their value will not have sold on the open 

market, and so be excluded from transaction surveys, as owners will be unprepared or unable 

to withstand the loss.  Agents say people will not normally accept a loss of more than 30/35%. 

                                                      
6
 Eg Hamptons Blight Survey, Linking Housing Markets: The effect of transport infrastructure on housing. 2014 
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¶ Some properties that are most heavily blighted have been sold to HS2 Ltd under the hardship 

scheme (over 150 on phase 1) but they will be reported with unblighted sale prices in the 

statistics, causing losses in value to be underestimated. 

This suggests that estate agents judgements may be more accurate than those derived from sales 

statistics. 

Taking the evidence overall suggests that discounts, and hence losses in value of between 20% and 

40% may be occurring, and can be expected to last until construction is complete ie 2023, another 13 

years at the earliest.  

Some agents
7
 including those operating in the REPA area now charge owners of blighted properties 

an up-front fee on the basis that they would otherwise be unlikely to recover the costs of marketing 

the property (as they know it is unlikely to sell).     

2.3. The particular position of REPAôs members 

Residents represented by REPA are poorly served by the package of measures that are proposed 

and particularly those that address generalised blight, ie properties blighted but which are not 

included in the land/property that HS2 Ltd will compulsorily purchase in order to build HS2.  

In REPAôs area there is a unique combination of outstanding landscape, access to London, severe 

damage to the environment from HS2, and a high proportion of retired people.  This results in high 

property values and the compensation provisions being particularly unsuited to address residentsô 

needs. 

This has significant implications for REPA members and the compensation being offered:  

The Safeguarded zone (out to approx. 60m): There are 8 homes, 23 outbuildings and 3 

commercial properties that will be demolished in the REPA area to build HS2.  These are 

substantial numbers for the communities concerned.  The losses will include the local 

restaurant (which has now closed) and the gym.  While compensation is offered to the owners 

in the Safeguarded Zone ï it is essentially the statutory provisions, with arrangements to 

speed up the process.  No improvement to the monetary compensation is being offered.  For 

example the home-loss payments remain capped at their statutory limits (£47k).  

Rural Support Zone (out to 120m): some 25 homes in the REPA area fall wholly in this 

zone (the total number qualifying as inside this zone is unclear as it depends on how the rules 

operate).  Owners of such properties do have the opportunity to sell to HS2 Ltd and receive 

full compensation (though not the additional home-loss payments), and are now being offered 

an alternative cash offer if they wish to stay.  The terms of the alternative cash offer are not 

attractive and our response to the proposals is at 3 below.  This zone should be much wider 

Beyond 120m: over 500 properties in the REPA area lie within 1km of the line.  Some 1,800 

are within 1.5km (roughly a mile), about 125 of which are between 120m and 300m from the 

line.  For those within 300m what is now being offered is a Home-owners payment but these 

are tiny compared to the large losses in value that have been caused by HS2.  Our views are 

at section 3. 

                                                      
7
 Daily Telegraph press report of April 2013 
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The only scheme that is potentially available to REPA members that would compensate for the losses 

incurred is therefore the Need to Sell scheme.  But many will find themselves excluded on the basis of 

the hardship rules that persist.  

A high proportion of residents are retired and elderly in South Heath area, eg for Potter Row the 

average age of homeowners is 65.  The current arrangements are age-discriminatory, as retired 

people with savings are unlikely to be eligible under the Need to Sell proposals (or the EHS), whereas 

younger people may potentially qualify because they have an expanding family, or want to move job.  

Older people often wish to downsize, move nearer to family or to the coast, and release capital so 

they can live in retirement as they had planned, but cannot qualify unless remaining in their current 

property produces financial hardship. We believe the hardship rules should therefore be changed, and 

discuss this further at section 4. 

Many REPA members whose property is blighted (and who can demonstrate it has fallen in value) will 

also fail to qualify because of the location rules. They must prove their property will be physically 

affected by HS2 (eg from noise), as well as proving it is blighted by HS2.  Typically this has been 

interpreted by HS2 Ltd as being within 200-300m of the line, although cases out to 1km have 

succeeded.  . 

The construction works alone will ruin the environment for over 7 years.  South Heath was singled out 

in the Environmental Statement (ES)
8 
as the only place in Buckinghamshire to suffer significant 

community-wide adverse effects.  There will be 6 construction sites within the 4kms to service the 

works, all the roads through the South Heath village are construction routes, one will be closed for 2 

years, another for a year, and the main connecting roads (the Chesham B485 and A413) on which the 

communities depend will have the worst impact lasting more than 3 years.  There is no compensation 

being offered for this disruption, despite the disruption to people lives. 

Major losses in value are suffered by residents of the REPA, for example the table in Appendix 1 

shows the estimated losses for all the properties in Potter Row.  The table shows a loss in value to 

2023 of nearly £19m, and a permanent loss of value of over £11m. 

Were the uncompensated losses included in HS2ôs assessment, the case for extending the bored 

Chilterns Tunnel would be even stronger.  As it stands, HS2 Ltd include only £10m for the purchase of 

land and property to build HS2 in the 4km stretch covered by REPA.  Yet they have agreed to spend 

more than that in acquiring just three of the properties affected. 

3. Responses to consultation questions: 

3.1. Question 1: What are your views on our proposals for the alternative cash offer (ACO)? 

This option is for the owner occupiers in the Rural Support Zone (between 60m and 120m from the 

line), who, instead of selling to HS2 Ltd under the Voluntary Purchase Scheme (VPS) can opt to stay 

and be compensated.  The cash compensation is 10% of the propertyôs value (with a minimum of 

£30k & maximum of £100k). The compensation must be repaid if the property owner later sells to HS2 

Ltd under the óNeed to Sellô scheme, but not if they sell privately. The VPS/ACO scheme operates 

until 2027. 

It is presumed that the 10% figure is of the unblighted property value, although this is not stated. 

                                                      
8
 Non-Technical Summary, p.44, section 7.4 (Community). 
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3.1.1. Responding to concerns raised  

HS2 Ltd/DfT claim
9
 that this alternative cash offer is in response to concerns expressed in the last 

(2013) consultation.  They say 

ñMany of those who responded to the 2013 consultation argued that there should be a means 

of providing redress to property owners that did not compel them to sell their property to the 

Government.ò  

But, just 37 of the 17,780 responses to the 2013 consultation suggested that there should be 

alternative proposals to support people staying in their homes within the Rural Support Zone, instead 

of selling to the Government
10

.  

In contrast over 13,500 respondents requested a property bond, but the Government have declined to 

offer such an arrangement. 

While options are in principle welcomed, the proposed terms of the ACO are not attractive when the 

alternative is being bought out at the full unblighted price by HS2 Ltd.  Taking the cash option is a 

once-and-for-all decision, forfeiting the opportunity for a subsequent sale under the Voluntary 

Purchase arrangements.  As proposed this has potential to harm eligible property owners rather than 

assist them. 

3.1.2. The size of the cash offer 

The cash offer is clearly intended as compensation for the blight and it should therefore reflect the 

size of the estimated loss in value caused by the blight incurred.  Anyone accepting the ACO will be 

enduring both the period of construction and the lasting impacts on the area when HS2 is built and 

operating. For properties within 120m of the line these will be substantial.   

As the consultation document admits there is no precedent for determining the size of the cash offer. 

It is surprizing therefore that the alternative cash offer (10%of the properties value and capped), does 

not match the losses in value that PwC estimated for DfT/HS2 Ltd in 2014 in their model, discussed 

above at section 2: 

¶ The loss in this 120m Zone can be expected to average 40% (ie on average £310k per 

property in Country South, based on the average valuation of £775k)  

¶ The 10% and the £30k minimum and the £100k cap are therefore all too low. 

The 10% cash offer is in line with the permanent blight loss that PwC estimate when HS2 is built ï 

which implies zero compensation for the suffering that is endured until 2027 by opting to stay, rather 

than sell to HS2 Ltd. This is unreasonable. 

A cap is also totally unjustified. The actual loss is not capped in the property market.  Further, the HS1 

evidence from CBRE and airport evidence shows more expensive properties lose more, so a cap is 

doubly unfair.  South Heath/Potter Row, prior to HS2, was in a highly desirable location in the 

Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, with a good train service to London available from 

nearby Great Missenden.  Many properties were ómore expensiveô. 

                                                      
9
 Property consultation 2014, For the London-West Midlands HS2 route Consultation document July 2014 

HS2Clause 2.1.2 
10

 Dialogue by Design Response Summary, Table A.3.3 (page 160), ñProposals ï Support remaining in homesò, 
response to Question 6 (Voluntary Purchase Scheme).  Not the DbD comment in 10.3.7 refers to a figure of 76, 
rather than 37. 
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The consultation says that the ACO sum is pitched to give ñan incentive for people to try to sell their 

home privatelyò, and so is not to be recovered from anyone who later sells privately.  An incentive 

would be provided only if the property might be sold on the open market for more than 90% of the 

unblighted value. But it is unrealistic to expect private sales at more than 90% of the unblighted price 

in this 120m zone.  As PwC stated in their report
11

  

ñthe peak blight is 40% in the 120m pessimistic scenario which is at the upper level of what has 

traditionally been experienced for individual properties in other [infrastructure] schemes but 

reflects a prudent view  that blight could be more severe as a result of HS2 than other recent 

transport schemes;ò 

HS2 Ltd do not even require properties to be first privately marketed to qualify for Voluntary Purchase 

in this Zone, recognising the improbability of any such sale. It is not realistic to expect a property so 

near the line to fetch 90% of its unblighted price.  

The ACO should be a realistic compensation figure (uncapped) based on the best estimates of blight 

in this zone. The much higher estimated losses for blight in the PwC report (at 40%)  which were 

agreed between DfT, CBRE, PwC and professional experts, hence provide a more realistic starting 

point. 

3.1.3. The boundary of the alternative cash offer (ACO) 

The VPS and ACO option should not be restricted to the current rural area only ie the 120m of the 

Rural Support Zone, but should go much wider.  

The justification for the extension is the overwhelming evidence discussed at section 2 above that 

blight, and serious blight, exists well beyond the boundary of this scheme.  The time period before the 

blight even begins to abate (2023 on PwCôs estimate) is too long for people to wait before moving. 

The Government should stand by the promises they gave in the House of Commons about the 

compensation schemes, including to our MP, Cheryl Gillan, that the schemes would be ñfairò, ñvery 

generousò and no one would suffer significant ñserious financial lossesò
12

. 

It is no answer to defend the 120m from the line boundary on the basis it was what HS1 had, 

particularly as Government argued HS1 was NOT an exceptional scheme
13

, while HS2 is
14

, and PwC 

has dismissed HS1 as an appropriate comparator:  HS1 had neither the same train frequency, noise 

implications (given its lower speed), nor environmental destruction.  

3.1.4. Why a once-and-for-all choice? 

The proposed rules for the ACO prevent a home-owner from electing for the cash option and then 

subsequently ie before 2027, electing for Voluntary Purchase (under the VPS).  They do however 

allow that someone might later apply and qualify (before 2027) under the Need to Sell Scheme, but if 

they do they should pay the cash sum back. 

                                                      
11

 Page 18 HS2 Property Bond Cost Report, PwC, March 2014, released under FOI in July 2014. The 
ópessimistic scenarioò assumes the property bond would do little to reduce the local market effects. Given the 
Bond is not currently proposed by DfT this will represent the current expected outcome that people will suffer. 
12

 Philip Hammond Secretary of State for Transport, 20 Dec. 2010 in House of Commons: ñIt is right and proper 

that individuals who suffer serious financial loss in the national interest should be compensatedò. Prime Minister 
to Cheryl Gillan MP in July 2013 ññwe are committed to a very generous and fair compensation schemeéò. 
13

 Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration Fifth Report ï session 1994-95. The CTRL and Blight: 
Investigation of complaints against the Department of Transport. Paragraph 31, page 22 
14

 para 2.3.6, para 1.1.4 of Property Consultation  2014, DfT/HS2 Ltd July 2014 
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REPA believe that because peopleôs circumstances change over such a long time period (from 2014 

to 2027) that owners taking the cash offer should not be debarred from later asking to sell to HS2 Ltd 

under Voluntary Purchase, provided that they agree to pay the cash compensation received back.  

Paying the money back on a subsequent sale to HS2 Ltd is already envisaged under the Need to Sell 

Scheme, and exactly the same rules could apply to sales under the VPS.  Otherwise if a person fails 

to qualify under the Need to Sell (as the majority of cases do) they will be left worse off having taken 

the ACO rather than keeping open their option to sell to HS2 Ltd.  This is neither fair nor right 

By not permitting someone who has taken the ACO to later apply under the VPS, this rule works 

against the principle of community cohesion that it is claimed this option was introduced to encourage.  

People may simply not be prepared to take the risk over such a long timescale, and so will elect to 

sell to HS2 Ltd to avoid the construction when they might have taken the cash and tried to stay had 

the option for purchase under VPS remained open. 

REPA asks that this rule is reconsidered. 

3.1.5. Other cash sums 

Currently home-loss payments and other costs are not to be paid for those eligible under the VPS. 

But these properties in close proximity to the line will become very difficult to occupy, particularly while 

HS2 is constructed.  Compensation should therefore include the home-loss payments and moving 

costs (including stamp duty) as it does for those in the Safeguarded Zone.  

These additional payments were part of the HS1 package
15

 which Government say is the basis for 

this scheme.  It is unclear why a worse package should be offered 20 years later for HS2, particularly 

as HS2 is now recognised as an óexceptional schemeô, while HS1 two decades ago was defended as 

not exceptional (to the same Parliamentary Commission for Administration). 

REPA asks that these additional sums be included as part of the package of benefits that apply in the 

Rural Support Zone 

3.1.6. Eligible property owners 

The rules currently confine the scheme to owner occupiers only. Business owners, and second home 

owners will suffer too and should be eligible on the same basis.  

3.2. Question 2: What are your views on our proposals for the homeowner payments?  

The Homeowner Payments are said to be to share the benefits of HS2. They are only for the owner-

occupiers in rural areas 120 to 300m from the line. The sums range by distance from the line: £22.5k 

(120-180m); £15k (180-240m); £7.5k (240-300m). It must be repaid if the property is later sold to HS2 

Ltd under the Need to Sell scheme, but not if it is sold privately.  

A new scheme that recognises that there are enormous impacts to other property owners (besides 

those covered by the previous existing package of measures) is welcome.  But the terms need to 

reflect the scale and breadth of the impacts of HS2, which the current proposals simply do not. 
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3.2.1. Size and basis of payment 

The proposed payments of £7.5k to £22.5k are derisory compared to the expected losses. They 

amount to 1% to 3% of average property values for properties within 500m of HS2 (based on the PwC 

average property price of £775k for Country South). This is a fraction of the estimated losses that will 

be suffered. 

The Government say that the payments are to ñshare early in the future economic benefitsò.  The 

issue is not the need for an early share of benefits, but to be relieved of a disproportionate share of 

the costs.  By accident of location, no one should have the value of personal assets stripped from 

them without compensation.  

If the Government truly wanted to give an early share of the benefits, they would provide it in addition 

to compensation for losses. The benefits for Buckinghamshire are in any event non existent, and the 

Government were eventually forced to admit this in the work done for it by KPMG.  

The sum to be paid to homeowners is nowhere near enough to offset the expected losses in value.  

According to PwC the losses are estimated to be very significant: 

¶ In the 120-300m
16

 zone losses average 27% (or £207k per property in Country South) until 

2023 ï see Table 2 above 

¶ The market is not even expected to entirely recover by 2027 when HS2 is running, with 

eventual losses estimated at averaging about 7% (or £52k per home in Country South). 

So the sums being offered are (on average) under one tenth of the blight that is estimated for the next 

decade and even well below the final level of blight.  Fair compensation requires considerably larger 

payments. 

The evidence on blight also supports extending the boundary further: 

¶ In the rural band (300 - 500m) the PwC report says blight is also material (averaging 15% and 

£113,000 per property in Country South).  

¶ Material blight is also relevant over tunnels and such properties should not be excluded from 

this scheme (with an average 10% in rural areas, according to CBRE estimates)  

The scheme is therefore currently far too restrictive, and the Government should honour its promise to 

ensure individuals do not suffer significant losses.  

Other studies in table 2 above have given different figures: the CBRE 2010 blight study figures were 

equivalent to 20% losses for all properties out to 1km. Survey evidence should also not be ignored in 

settling the parameters of the schemes.  

These losses are not temporary, as PwC predict the peak blight period to last until 2023.  
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3.2.2. Eligible property owners 

As with the ACO the Homeowners Scheme should not be restricted to owner occupiers only. Every 

property owner will suffer losses and should be eligible.  

3.2.3. Overlaps between schemes 

It is assumed that the same 25% rule will apply as in other Zones for determining the outer boundary 

ie that if 25% of the whole property lies within the 300m zone then they are eligible for the 

Homeowners Payment Scheme.  This is not currently clarified in the consultation document ï it simply 

refers to the relevant maps (which do not resolve the issue). 

4. Other issues 

4.1. Hardship/Need to Sell Scheme  

For the vast majority of REPA property owners outside the 120m rural zone the Hardship/Need to Sell 

scheme is the only compensation scheme for those unable to move because of HS2.  However in 

practice it has provided little help. In the last 4 years less than 40 cases a year have qualified under 

the EHS (on which it is based) and for many it has taken repeated attempts to succeed. 

This scheme should be available to all who cannot sell their home due to HS2, and not incorporate 

what are effectively means testing financial requirements. 

The Hardship Scheme has been rebadged ñNeed to Sellò but the 5 qualifying criteria (from the EHS) 

remain largely unchanged.  If compensation is to be ñfull and fairò and to be for those ñmost directly 

affectedò then the inclusion of the hardship criteria is inappropriate ï and should be removed.  

4.1.1. Issues with hardship rules 

Hardship rules, now also re-labelled as ócompelling reasons to sellô: 

¶ Have nothing to do with the blight suffered, but concern a personôs circumstances. 

¶ Prevent people moving house or re-mortgaging as they normally would over 13yrs+. 

¶ Make property blight a tax on those who have saved and been careful and for whom HS2 

does not actually cause financial ruin. 

¶ Cause the scheme to be age-discriminatory as ódownsizingô is typically done by the elderly 

and it is not a qualifying basis (as a ócompelling reason for saleô) for the scheme unless 

accompanied by financial hardship eg having a reduced income in retirement making it 

necessary to sell ones home to release equity. The rule therefore acts as a means tested tax 

on the elderly that can only be avoided by not moving and dying there 

This last issue on downsizing is of particular concern because the Government on 21 July 2014 

appeared to mislead the HS2 Hybrid Bill Select Committee in suggesting that the scheme is no longer 

hardship based.  While REPA would like such a change it is not yet evident in the proposed rules. The 

relevant rule still currently states that there must be actual or prospective financial hardship ï eg that 

the owner cannot not afford the costs of residence and upkeep in retirement because of reduced 

income ï not that the unsuitability of the size or nature of the home by itself is an insufficient basis.  
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It is issues such as these that determine whether the scheme can be characterised as means tested 

or not.  REPA believes that the financial tests should be removed, as they have nothing to do with the 

blight which should be the purpose of the compensation scheme.  It is not a question of addressing 

the worst cases only because of limited public funds ï it is about the Government compensating 

those it is harming by its own actions through a project that the Government claims is in the national 

interest. 

4.1.2. Location criterion 

The location criteria test on the scheme should also be removed as it restricts eligibility to those 

properties that that the Compensation Panel think should be blighted ï not those that actually are.  

Blight is a market phenomenon quite beyond the control of the property owner, and the property 

market behaves as it does, not how the Government might wish it to.   

Penalising individuals because the market does not agree with DfT/HS2 Ltdôs judgement is simply 

unfair.  It is doubly unfair as DfT/HS2 Ltd provide the information that the market takes into account ï 

not the individual property owner.  If the property market does not believe the Government it is not the 

property ownerôs fault 

DfT have in past consultation documents defended its inclusion on the basis that it is to ñensure that 

the Government is not obliged to accept an application from an unreasonable distance awayò.  

But if a property is blighted, the market must not think that the property is unreasonably distant and 

the Government has not convinced it that it is. 

Significantly this was also the view of an independent court judgment in the Helstrip case
17

, where 

HS2 Ltd staff (the Head of EHS, Helen German) gave evidence about the EHS scheme.  The Judge 

concluded that the location criterion was being used as a means to control the extent of blight.  

In his decision on the case, he observed in his findings
18

 that this was inconsistent with the purpose of 

the EHS scheme which was to compensate those who found themselves blighted. This logic in our 

view applies equally to the Need to Sell scheme, and the criterion should be dropped. 

4.2. Construction disruption 

Construction activities will be lengthy and highly disruptive in the REPA area.  Some construction 

compounds will be operative for 7 years, and spoil excavated from the cutting for HS2 will be stored 

locally before eventual disposal at a new landfill site at the north of the area and actually within the 

AONB.  The main connecting routes (the A413 and the B485) will be construction routes, as will be 

Potter Row, Kings Lane, Frith Hill (South Heath Leg), Hyde Lane and Hyde Heath Road. 

It is disgraceful that the Government does not intend to provide any compensation for the massive 

disruption that construction will impose on the daily lives of residents. 

Maps that show the extent to which construction activity is outside the safeguarded or VPS areas are 

below. 
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South Heath  (7 years 9 months of works) 

 

 

HS2:  South Heath and Potter Row

Full ES: Vol2, Map Book CFA09 Chilterns Construction Phase CT-05-033

Safeguarding  zone: map HS2-HS2-PL-MAP 00-000028-PO3       overlay approximation

HS2 S&CZ MJ 03 031213

HS2:  Compensation Zones and Construction Zones

Rural Support Zone: HS2-HS2-LP-MAP-000-000028-PO4        overlay approximation

Safeguarding  zone: map HS2-HS2-PL-MAP 00-000028-PO3       overlay approximation

HS2: South Heath and Hyde Lane

Full ES: Vol2, Map Book CFA09 Chilterns Construction Phase CT-05-032

HS2 S&CZ MJ 02  031213

HS2:  Compensation Zones and Construction Zones

Rural Support Zone: HS2-HS2-LP-MAP-000-000028-PO4        overlay approximation
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I{нΥ tƻǘǘŜǊ wƻǿ ŀƴŘ IǳƴǘΩǎ DǊŜŜƴ

Full ES: Vol2, Map Book CFA09 Chilterns Construction Phase CT-05-034a

Safeguarding  zone: map HS2-HS2-PL-MAP 00-000029-PO3       overlay approximation

HS2 S&CZ MJ 04  031213

HS2:  Compensation Zones and Construction Zones

Rural Support Zone: HS2-HS2-LP-MAP-000-000029-PO4        overlay approximation
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Appendix 1: 

Table 3:Estimated losses from property values in Potter Row 

 

Property 38 is demolished to build HS2 

Property 37 has already been bought by HS2 

Property Unblighted Value Home- FINAL BLIGHT

reference value Loss at loss with loss owner final loss

number (zoopla etc) PwC % extra for in payment at 7% or

£ £1m+ homes value (HPS) 15% (£1m+)

1 350,000 94,500        94,500         27% 7,500 24,500              

2 400,000 60,000        60,000         15% 28,000              

3 400,000 108,000      108,000       27% 7,500 28,000              

4 400,000 60,000        60,000         15% 28,000              

5 400,000 60,000        60,000         15% 28,000              

6 450,000 67,500        67,500         15% 31,500              

7 475,000 128,250      128,250       27% 7,500 33,250              

8 500,000 75,000        75,000         15% 35,000              

9 500,000 75,000        75,000         15% 35,000              

10 500,000 75,000        75,000         15% 35,000              

11 525,000 141,750      141,750       27% 7,500 36,750              

12 550,000 148,500      148,500       27% 7,500 38,500              

13 550,000 82,500        82,500         15% 38,500              

14 700,000 105,000      105,000       15% 49,000              

15 700,000 105,000      105,000       15% 49,000              

16 750,000 202,500      202,500       27% 7,500 52,500              

17 850,000 127,500      127,500       15% 59,500              

18 880,000 237,600      237,600       27% 7,500 61,600              

19 999,000 269,730      269,730       27% 15,000 69,930              

20 1,000,000 270,000      270,000       27% 7,500 70,000              

21 1,200,000 324,000      360,000       30% 7,500 180,000             

22 1,250,000 337,500      375,000       30% 7,500 187,500             

23 1,400,000 378,000      420,000       30% 15,000 210,000             

24 1,400,000 378,000      420,000       30% 15,000 210,000             

25 1,500,000 405,000      450,000       30% 7,500 225,000             

26 1,500,000 405,000      450,000       30% 15,000 225,000             

27 1,600,000 432,000      480,000       30% 22,500 240,000             

28 1,700,000 459,000      510,000       30% 7,500 255,000             

29 2,000,000 540,000      600,000       30% 7,500 300,000             

30 2,500,000 375,000      750,000       30% 375,000             

31 2,750,000 742,500      825,000       30% 7,500 412,500             

32 2,900,000 435,000      870,000       30% 435,000             

33 2,950,000 442,500      885,000       30% 442,500             

34 3,000,000 450,000      900,000       30% 450,000             

35 3,500,000 945,000      1,050,000    30% 15,000 525,000             

36 4,000,000 600,000      1,200,000    30% 600,000             

37 4,250,000 1,147,500   1,275,000    30% 637,500             

38 4,600,000 4,600,000   4,600,000    100% 4,600,000          

total 55,879,000 15,889,330 18,913,330   34% 202,500  11,341,530        

total (exl 38) 51,279,000 11,289,330 14,313,330   28% 202,500  6,741,530          

BLIGHT  TO 2023
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