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HS2 Consultation Questions



You can respond to the consultation on line (at http://highspeedrail.dft.gov.uk/) or contact HS2 Ltd for a questionnaire on: 020 7944 4908, or send it by post to Freepost RSLX-UCGZ-UKSS, High Speed Rail Consultation, PO Box 59528, London, SE21 9AX   It must be done by 29 July 2011
This note provides some key points to consider when responding to the HS2 Consultation questions.  More information is available on the HS2AA website.  There will also be a version of this document that includes references.  It will be updated as new information becomes available.
Q1.  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?

No. The case for enhancing intercity capacity and performance and expecting it to deliver economic growth is not strong, as:
· The UK already has a fast frequent intercity service, bettering those between capital and principle cities in other major West European countries that have high speed rail.  
· Service reliability (ie punctuality) has improved steadily from the Hatfield crash (in 2000), with 2009/10 the best reliability ever achieved (90%+).  Far from the busier network having resulted in worse performance, it has improved – encouraged by the incentives regime that applies

· Planned capacity increases will address imminent issues of overcrowding on intercity services, and there is uncertainty that rail demand will grow sufficiently, or sufficiently quickly, to make expanding capacity a priority 
· The evidence that improved intercity performance has beneficial economic effects is very weak: reductions to journey times cannot be expected to yield material productivity benefits; and faster rail travel has not been shown to deliver other economic benefits

· Such economic benefits as may result from better North/South intercity connections may favour London and the South East, as this region is strongest in the service sector which is most likely to gain from better connectivity.  But this is inconsistent with Government’s stated objective to reduce the North/South divide

Q2.  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. A new national high speed railway would definitely not provide the best value for money as:
· It is planned to cost £30bn and would require a £17bn subsidy, partly justified by encouraging additional travel that would be environmentally damaging, and it benefits those who least need a subsidy (the affluent who are currently the main users of long distance rail travel)

· Over 40% of the claimed £44bn of benefits for the “Y” is dependent on journey time savings equating to productivity benefits – which no longer apply because mobile technology is making on board time useful – and cannot be expected to apply to any degree when HS2 begins in 2026 (the first phase), let alone by 2033 when the ‘Y’ is fully operational
· Another 20% of the £44bn benefit relies on HS2 being compared with an unrealistic comparator (that has minimal change over the next 35 years and unrealistic levels of crowding)
· There are better much lower cost alternatives that add rolling stock and uprate existing services: these deliver better value for money, can be implemented without delay to address crowding, and be implemented in stages avoiding the need to speculate on long term demand estimates.  (A summary of better alternatives will be available to attach).
· The alternatives deliver more capacity than is needed for the forecast demand, and without sacrificing reliability.  The rail alternatives have been misrepresented by Government. 

· Government’s case requires long distance rail demand to double, which cannot be justified when using their forecasting model correctly (with a sensible cap on the period for which demand escalates, and with up to date forecasting factors).  Without such a major increase in demand, HS2 would be underutilised and make even larger losses.  The lessons of HS1 on overestimating demand have not been learnt.

· The “Y” service pattern requires 18 trains/hr in the peak, but still does not accommodate Heathrow and HS1 services.  Current technology does not allow the 18 trains/hr, meaning that there is serious risk to achievability, costs, reliability, and hence value for money.

· Even without taking account of the technical and demand risk of HS2, if HS2 is compared with realistic alternatives on a realistic basis, the benefits for each £1 of subsidy fall to of the order of 50p, (not the claimed £2.60), which is very poor value for money

· Improving intra-conurbation or intra-regional connections is more likely to be better value for money to deliver regional growth than faster connections to London.

Q3  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. There is no justification for the proposed roll-out at all:
· HS2 is a waste of public funds (over £1000 a household) as it’s not value for money (see Q2)

· HS2 prevents acute crowding problems from being addressed now (eg Milton Keynes /Northampton /Euston commuter services), or when they arise, because HS2 cuts short the period for which timely improvements can deliver benefits
· The roll-out is not practicable on HS2 Ltd’s demand forecasts: it leaves insufficient capacity on the HS2 trains that provide services on the classic railway. The new 550 seat classic compatible trains have less capacity than those they replace, but will need to carry more passengers (due to the HS2 induced demand)

· The roll-out is also not practicable because:

· The 18 trains/hour planned for peak “Y” operations are not currently technically achievable, and may prove to continue not to be, with achieving it subject to technical risk, high costs, and reduced service reliability (see Q/A 2)

· The 18 trains/hr makes no allowance for trains to Heathrow and HS1 which is likely to both reduce total line capacity and reduce service availability for London services, undermining the delivery of the claimed benefits (as Q/A 2 notes)

· The Heathrow and HS1 direct services make no economic sense.  There is not enough demand to justify frequent direct services.  HS2 Ltd demonstrated this in their analysis for the 2010 White Paper.  Although HS2 Ltd now forecast greater potential traffic, it is still inadequate to support a sufficiently frequent service for it to be viable.

Q4  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. Government has assumed that the time saving benefits from High Speed Rail (HSR) dominate other effects.  With the admission (by DfT) that higher speeds (and hence shorter journey times) do not generate equivalent productivity benefits, their economic justification for HSR is much reduced. This means the basis of the HSR specification and hence the route choices must be re-examined:
· The trade-off between speed and environmental damage – both from carbon emissions and to local environments – needs to be re-thought.  Government have not done this and their reasons for specifying very high speed and making the route choices that preserve this, are invalid.

· HS2 Ltd’s comparison of new high speed and new conventional railways illustrates the invalidity of Government’s position.  It shows the high speed option has higher costs, and larger adverse environmental impacts, but uses the greater time savings to justify it.  This needs re-examining.

· Very minor time savings are taken to justify higher speed.  Reducing time-tabled top speed from 330km/hr to 290km/hr (by 12%) increases the London to Birmingham journey time by just 2 minutes (by 4%), but energy consumption and noise increase with the square of speed.

So we do not agree with the approach taken. In particular re-consideration needs to be given to routes capable of following existing transport corridors and so minimise environmental impacts.
Similar considerations apply to the grounds for ruling-out intermediary stations (eg Milton Keynes), which also need to be reconsidered.

Q5.  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. We do not agree with proposed route because:

· It represents poor value for money

· It is un-necessarily damaging to the climate and local environment in its impacts (refer to local information) and in seeking speeds that require it to transverse an AONB and tranquil countryside, when the economic justification is much smaller than previously thought (Q/A 4)
· The approach to mitigation is mistaken, as:

· Routes should be selected that properly balance journey time savings with costs and adverse environmental impacts, giving proper weight to avoiding AONBs

· The environmental impacts should be correctly assessed before attempting to determine the appropriate mitigation (see Q/A 6)

Q6.  Do you wish to comment on the Appraisal of Sustainability of the Government’s proposed route between London and the West Midlands that has been published to inform this consultation?

The Appraisal of Sustainability is not fit for purpose as it is misleading, contains factual errors and is therefore an unsound basis to elicit informed responses from consultees.

It is misleading on carbon. Far from being carbon neutral, HS2 will add to carbon emissions, as:

· Freed-up runway spaces would not remain unused as HS2 Ltd’s assessment assumes – BAA are on record as saying will be re-used for longer (and more polluting) flights 

· Its estimates of reduced domestic air emissions relate to last year’s higher modal shift forecasts, and ignore that 25% less modal shift is now forecast and some of the air demand is now forecasted as ‘suppressed demand’ – and satisfying this must increase carbon emissions

· It under-estimates carbon emissions from electricity generation on the characteristics of total average electricity production, rather than the daytime demand characteristic of a railway

· Electric and hydrogen fuelled cars may be greener earlier than HS2, as unlike a railway these can operate as storage technologies utilising intermittent renewable energy and baseload nuclear power or carbon capture plan before the grid is thoroughly de-carbonised. 

The Appraisal of Sustainability is unsatisfactory and misleading on noise, as:

· The noise contours previously promised were not provided, making it impossible for consultees to properly assess the likely noise impact of HS2

· Noise is assessed against inappropriate standards eg 

· Measures such as the 73dbAleq are too high, World Health recommendation is for exposure to be below 50dbaLeq, so AoS seriously underestimates the homes and areas affected

· It uses an average measure of noise exposure, which is inappropriate where the noise is against a tranquil background, for which peak emissions are appropriate

· Because of the very high speeds, aerodynamic noise, eg from pantographs becomes the major source of noise, against which conventional noise barriers are largely ineffective. 

The assessment also fails to address potential local impacts (refer to local factors eg aquifers) 

Q7.  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?

We were promised a compensation scheme, but have only been offered options. We support the Property Bond option, but it should be announced now, and should apply to all whose properties lose value as a result of the Government proposals for HS2.
On the Government’s approach to compensation: 

· We agree that people whose properties lose value because of HS2 should be compensated fully for their losses, but it is unjust if restricted to those suffering significant loss in value 

· We agree that it is essential that people affected or potentially affected are given reassurance that they will be fully compensated.  The Government should therefore announce without delay that it will adopt such a scheme with the objective of providing full compensation. Delaying consultation on any scheme until 2012 does not provide the necessary reassurance

· We agree the property market needs to continue to work as normally as possible – and for this to happen the financial institutions will need to support the selected scheme option 
· We believe people should be able to stay or move ie as they would have in the absence of HS2
· We do not agree that Government acquiring properties should be a major negative factor that drives the choice of option. They can withstand losses and wait for market improvements more readily than individuals, being able to let or sell properties as they see best.  Properties need not be left empty (but can be let or sold), unless construction temporarily prevents this.
Only the Property Bond option meets the needs of those affected by blight:
· The Bond based Property Purchase scheme, is the only option that provides a buyer of last resort at an unblighted price, when other private buyers would insist on a discount to compensate for imminent or occurant construction works, or for the many years of delay before compensation might be forthcoming (ie not until 2027 for phase 1 and after 2033 for the Y).

· A Hardship based option would leave the great majority of owners suffering loss in property value uncompensated, because they would not qualify. It would also not be a better scheme than those that have previously operated, as the Secretary of State said would be provided

· The Compensation Bond scheme would leave buyers – including those in desperate personal circumstances – forced to move facing major price reductions from the unblighted value to sell, as no one would willingly suffer the detriment for construction without compensation.  That no compensation would be paid until a year after the railway is operating (in 2027 or 2033) ie after construction is complete, would leave buyers and lenders requiring a considerable discount from the unblighted value, to reflect that they might not remain owners long enough to benefit.
Only the Property Bond could gain the backing of financial institutions and provide the necessary stability for the property market to operate normally. This was proved by Central Railways.
The Property Bond has already been overwhelmingly supported once, in the 2010 consultation.  It is based on private sector best practice, and was identified as the best way to deal with blight. 
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