Meeting notes Friday October 15" 2010.

Bucks CC HS2 Environment Summit Meeting. - Aylesbury Vale District Council Offices

Background:

This summit is the second Bucks CC HS2 summit meeting — the first was held on June 18"
focussed on the Business Case. Denise Bolland and I attended for the Action Group — Paul
Rogerson could not attend.

Summary

This meeting focussed on local environmental issues — not the wider environmental issues
surrounding the low-carbon claims for HS2, and included a range of speakers, including Sir Brian
Briscoe, Chairman of HS2 Ltd.

I have included at the end of this document the agenda some statements from MPs who could not
attend, and the invitee list (not everyone was there). | have not included the slides as these should
be available on the Bucks CC website at some point, I believe and I do not have copies suitable for
distribution.

(http://Iwww.buckscc.gov.uk/sites/bcc/transport/high _speed 2.page)

John Bercow once again demonstrated not only his eloquence but also his absolute rejection of
HS2; Dominic Grieve was less convincing as his remarks were more constrained to purely local
issues and the ‘route’ not affecting his constituents. This may show the difference between an
independent MP and a Government Minister under the whip.

Although the meeting was about the environment, Sir Brian Briscoe for HS2 and Philip Graham
for the DfT created a necessary discussion on the business case — and came out very badly. Their
answers to questions were poor at best, dogmatic and unbelievable at worst. Their performance was
so bad that Briscoe’s assistant was furious and a planned TV interview with Briscoe and Hilary
Wharf from the HS2AA which was to follow the summit, was cancelled.

It is becoming increasingly clear that as the business case crumbles, the low carbon case in now
hardly mentioned, the new strategy being deployed is to use the “National Interest” as a bulldozer to
try to get this through.

This means that the destruction of the business and carbon cases — and exposing the lack of serious
consideration for alternatives, must be continued to provide a sufficiently large and impenetrable
barrier, so that the “National Interest” simply cannot be seen to be served by this project.

Meeting points.

1. MP statements

Neither David Lidington nor Cheryl Gillan attended, but they did provide written statements, which
are shown later in this document. Steve Baker was not there — and no statement received.

In summary, Dominic Grieve cited his concern over the route — representing his constituents — the
need to put forward rational arguments. He later said ‘a new line must go somewhere’ (but not
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through his constituency) so I think he is allowing himself to be neatly painted as a parochial local
MP — rather than challenging any of the big issues which exist.

John Bercow was much more effective; he said he had strong objections to HS2 on the grounds of
principle — “we are bust — the cost is high — the benefit is speculative”. He also noted that costs
always go up, reinforced the evidence-based argument and concluded by saying that Philip
Hammond was “wrong”. Later in the meeting he noted the fact that the goalposts were continually
moving — from business case to low carbon case to National Interest.

On this point, questioning revealed that there is no ‘test’ for the National Interest — other than
trying to prove there is none during the passage or otherwise of the Hybrid Bill.

It is notable that both MPs referred to rational argument and the importance of being responsible in
actions (my words for their sentiment). This clearly referenced the unpleasant - and in my view
unnecessary and unhelpful - demonstrations which were organised by StopHS2 at the Bercow
meeting. The point was strongly made that such performances were likely to be counterproductive.

There was interesting debate over whether Hammond had said there was no business case, or that
the business case was irrelevant. It seems from statements here and at the HS2 seminars, that the
position they are taking is that there is, and will continue to be a business case, but that this will not
be the only, nor apparently the most important, element of the decisions to proceed and how.

2. Sir Brian Briscoe and Philip Graham

As mentioned in the Summary, both presenters gave very weak and unconvincing performances,
leading to much derision, incredulity and laughter, which some people thought was impolite, but in
my view, appropriate. It could have been much worse.

Sir Brian Briscoe presented a standard HS2 overview presentation, which for the first time the
included the benefit “‘Boosts economy across the regions’ — at least the new attempt to justify the
project is being consistently deployed. Briscoe’s claims that HS2 would be “properly debated’ and
that the blight provisions (EHS for Route 3 only) were good did not win many people over. His
answers to challenges on detailed issues with the business case were stonewalled.

Philip Graham talked at the audience from his seat and gave a singularly unimpressive
performance. His faltering and utterly unconvincing answers to questions suggested that they do
not yet know how to deal with the flaws and weaknesses — as other than admitting it doesn’t make
sense, what else can they do?

Perhaps the most worrying assertion was that many of the factors which it was felt should be in the
business case — i.e. many of the dis-benefits that they had chosen to ignore — “‘can’t be reduced to a
simple monteratised value’. This clearly demonstrates the arbitrary and selective nature of the way
they are looking at the HS2 business case. It also tries to explain why ‘National Interest’ Benefits
are not fully included in the case — despite the fact that £11 billion of so called benefit to leisure
travel time can be.

Valid points about the Eddington Report in relation to transport policy were simply dismissed, and
another version of the new argument was that HS2 would *“change the economic geography of the
UK”,

It was conceded that a more rigorous examination of the low carbon justification will be included in
the Consultation — so it will be interesting to see how that emerges.
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3. Other speakers

Steve Rodrick gave an excellent updated version of the Chiltern Conservation Board presentation
and Peter Raine gave a presentation showing how Kent dealt with some of the line of route issues.
It was made clear that these considerations were of relevance when decisions had already been
made to go ahead, so this was more guidance on mitigation, but very useful nonetheless.

It was also clarified that the situation in Kent was entirely different; despite many assurances to the
contrary, the HS1 line was a “No-brainer” once the Channel Tunnel was completed, and Kent had
the benefit of existing motorway transport corridors such as the M20 and M2, where the impact of
HS1 was significantly reduced.

George Lambrick gave a useful perspective of how the historical environment had been affected in
Kent, with several rather chilling examples of how the environment had been effected.

For Bucks CC, Mark Bailey presented a system called BLIS — Buckinghamshire Landscape
Information System, which allows detailed impact assessments to be made based on several
different environmental criteria. This is the system which was used to produce the blight impact
report which was published by HS2AA a short while ago.

Although this system provides valuable data which can be quantified into monetary values, it seems
that there is no consistent system available along the route — so a consolidated impact assessment
will be difficult, although after the meeting, Bucks CC did agree to look at how they could try to
hook up with both Northampton and Warwickshire to look into this. As noted before, HS2 were
unwilling to include any of these quantified costs into the business case — as this would, of course,
further weaken the business case.

Martin Tett gave a very powerful close to the meeting saying that this was not the end of the fight,

it was the beginning, and that this was not a NIMBY reaction and should not be dismissed as such
by HS2 (or the Government).
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