CPRE Bucks response to HS2 Consultation

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?

We cannot agree with the statement as made.

Major enhancements to Britain’s overall railway system are needed, not only to support economic growth, but also to secure other goals such as tackling climate change by means of reduced energy usage and greenhouse gas emissions and reducing the impact of the transport system on the natural environment.  Joined-up transport and land use planning is required or the benefits could be limited.   The Consultation Document fails to provide an adequate argument regarding the need to improve network performance.

Investment will produce the greatest benefits if part of a nationwide transport strategy that includes improvements to the whole rail network. The development of the rail network should follow the principles set out in the Right Lines Charter for High Speed Rail.   The Consultation Document makes no reference to a national rail strategy.

2) Do you agree that a 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 costs and benefits) for enhancing rail capacity and performance?
No, we do not believe the proposed HS2 network is the best solution.   It is not a network, but a single route to Manchester via Birmingham, with a branch to Leeds.    A network should be planned as a whole to serve all Britain’s main cities.  Until a study, which should include consideration of upgrading existing lines is completed, it is too early to come to any conclusion about what the best option would be to improve the national rail network.

The approach to value for money in the business case is flawed and does not take account of or give proper weight to impact on the natural environment.  A new and more transparent approach is needed that does not pretend to be able to predict the future but instead considers different scenarios about how the future may turn out, eg in terms of oil prices, economic growth or travel patterns.   In strictly financial terms the proposal is not viable.   The cost of environmental damage has not been evaluated or included in the equation.   We believe that a value should be attributed to the environmental damage caused by the proposed railway.   We believe that the proposed HS2 is not the best value for money solution.

3) Do you agree with the Government’s proposals for the phased roll-out of a national high

speed rail network, and for links to Heathrow Airport and the High Speed 1 line to the

Channel Tunnel?

No. A phased approach to investment in rail makes sense in principle, as long as there is a

national rail strategy; which there is not.  The Mawhinney Review into HSR access to Heathrow made clear that there could only be a case for a dedicated HSR link to Heathrow if there was a second phase to HS2.  It did not, however, find a case for such an additional link and we do not agree with the link proposed in the consultation.  The principle of the link to HS1 is supported but the Consultation Document does not make a convincing case for it.

4) Do you agree with the principles and specification used by HS2 Ltd to underpin its proposals for new high speed rail lines and the route selection process HS2 Ltd undertook?

No, we do not agree with the principles and specification or the route selection process. The 250 mph design speed is unnecessarily high and no compelling case has been made for it.  No lower speed alternatives have been considered.  There are disadvantages to travelling at 250 mph such as greater carbon input and more carbon dioxide generated, increased noise levels, higher construction costs and less route flexibility.   The Consultation Document provides no convincing evidence of a correlation between speed and demand.  The optimal design speed, based on a balance of environmental, social and economic costs and benefits is likely to be lower: in a crowded country such as Britain the negatives of very high speed lines, e.g. the noise and lack of routing flexibility, significantly outweigh the small time savings.   

The route selection process HS2Ltd undertook progressed too far and too fast, beginning with the assumption of five sections and the assessment of ninety resulting options and continuing through refinement of only those options into a shortlist and a single recommended route with only that route being presented for consultation.   Furthermore, using cost per mile and economic analysis based on journey time comparisons to calculate route performance      always leads to preference for the shortest route.   This is what has happened and is inappropriate for a matter of this level of importance.   

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.  Firstly it is not necessary to consider this question if it is decided that there is to be no high speed rail link between London and the West Midlands.  There has been a failure to develop and test route options for this or for a lower speed High Speed Line: lines with lower design speeds could follow a much wider range of route options than the route being consulted on.   Planning policy covering nationally designated landscapes (PPS7), such as the Chilterns AONB, requires a fuller consideration.    Development is only permitted if it can be proved to be in the National Interest and this has not been proved.

Mitigation has only been considered once the route had been designed to particular specifications, rather than those specifications being influenced by the need to balance environmental and social impacts with economic benefits.   There is still far too little detail provided to be able, in terms of impacts on tranquillity, landscape and biodiversity, to comment further. 

At issue is the purpose of mitigation balanced between the communities, heritage buildings and environmentally important sites involved.  There are conflicts that have been determined arbitrarily and all should have been satisfied.

6) Do you wish to comment on the Appraisal of Sustainability of the Government’s route between London and the West Midllands that has been published to inform this consultation?.

The Appraisal of Sustainability documents are extremely voluminous and we cannot make a judgement as to whether the detail is accurate or complete, although we have read the three Environmental factsheets.   The Consultation Document states there will be adverse impacts and positive effects.  We are concerned that they may be under-stated and over-stated respectively.    An example is the treatment of the A413 route as a transport corridor.   North Buckinghamshire is one of the most tranquil parts on the proposed route as is the Vale of Aylesbury, but no data has been presented about the noise impacts of HS2 in quiet areas of the countryside.   Chiltern Hills AONB has been selected for sympathetic consideration, but not so the Colne Valley Park.   Vulnerable landscapes and communities through the whole length of Buckinghamshire traversed by the line go unmentioned.

7) Do you agree with the options set out to assist those whose properties lose a significant amount of value as a result of any new high speed line?

No, individuals and businesses should be properly compensated for any loss of property value, while the Government should ensure that communities affected do not become run down as people move on.
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