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High Speed Rail Consultation,

PO Box 59528,

London, SE21 9AX.

Saturday, June 4th, 2011
Dear Sir or Madam,
HIGH SPEED RAIL:  INVESTING IN BRITAIN’S FUTURE – CONSULTATION

Although this opportunity to comment on the government’s High Speed Rail plans is welcomed by the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR), we take issue with the fact that the government declared its intention to proceed with HS2 and announced a preferred route for it from London to the West Midlands before consulting with wider stakeholders and the public.  This way of approaching a major project which would cost billions of pounds of public money is particularly concerning in view of the changes to the planning system and the scrapping of Regional Spatial Strategies, regional agencies and various bodies on which environmental NGOs such as ourselves used to have a voice.   

NW TAR - an umbrella body that promotes sustainable transport, healthier lives and low carbon lifestyles – held seats on the multi-modal studies of a decade ago and used to hold several seats at the regional level either directly or through North West Environment Link and/ or via the Social, Economic and Environmental Partners (SEEP) of 4NW, the Leaders Board.  Our opinions were valued by other regional stakeholders and we felt we often had an impact for the better on decision-making at the sub-national level.  Currently, there are few outlets for the wealth of knowledge we have accumulated over the 13 years of our existence but we hope our considered opinions on high speed rail will be taken notice of.  We should point out that we have already submitted evidence, which has been accepted, to the House of Commons Transport Committee inquiry into HSR. The stance we have adopted is a very questioning one and, even prior to HS2, we were amongst those who queried the validity of giving monetary values to small time savings - especially as travellers them-selves do not rate them highly.  The priority for users of public transport, motorists and the freight industry is reliability of journeys.  And, as far as rail travel is concerned, this has improved significantly.  There is also a key issue to be borne in mind in respect of long distance train journeys.  This is the ability of passengers to work and/or relax whilst travelling. But, fundamentally, travellers are not so much concerned about whether a journey takes five, 10, 15 or even 20 minutes longer than a faster conveyance might make possible, they simply want to know how long it will take in order to plan around it. 
continued …
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THE CONTEXT FOR HIGH SPEED RAIL
Q.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?
A.  Yes, there is a desperate need for the entire rail system (and most railway stations) to be up-graded,  not only as a means of supporting economic growth, but with a view to achieving modal shift to a more sustainable form of transport and in order that the UK can meet the carbon reduction targets it is signed up to.  However, we do not agree with the way that small, individual, time savings are accredited with having an economic value and this is then multiplied by the number of people forecast to take advantage of those minor time savings.  We seriously question the claimed economic benefits of HS2 - which are based on phenomenal patronage extrapolations - and fear that, making it possible to travel even faster between Birmingham, Manchester and Leeds and London would lead to Birmingham, Manchester and Leeds becoming extended suburbs of London.  HSR offers little potential for tackling social exclusion but a major up-grade of the ‘classic’ system would reap huge social benefits and they would be widely spread.

THE CASE FOR HIGH SPEED RAIL 
Q.2   Do you agree that a national high speed rail network from London to Birmingham, Leeds and Manchester would provide the best value for money solution (best balance of cost and benefits) for enhancing rail capacity and performance?
A.   No.  This question implies that there is not a high speed rail system in existence now and there is.  As defined by UK law, it comprises the West Coast, East Coast and Great Western Main Lines as well as HS1.  Before committing to a totally new ultra high speed line, which would be very unforgiving in terms of impacts on landscapes and communities, all other alternatives should be analysed – as required by the Treasury’s Green Book and the DfT’s own transport appraisal system.  
A  PHASED ROLL-OUT

Q.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?
A.   No.  The case for a phased approach does not make sense but, in any event, as much effort should be put into exploring the case for a serious and far-reaching up-grade of the existing rail system as is being put into proving the case for HS2.
DEVELOPING A NEW HIGH SPEED LINE
Q. 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?
 A.  No.  The very high design speed is unnecessary in a country as small as the UK.  If equal weight were given to environmental and social costs and issues as is being afforded to perceived economic benefits, the maximum speed of any new line should be between 300 km. per hour and 350 km. per hour.  The UK has a large population which is widespread and many would suffer noise impacts from a new high speed rail line.  There is also less opportunity for avoiding special landscapes, heritage sites, ancient woodland and sites of special biological value if a line is too fast and too straight.  However, this all assumes that a new line will be built and we question whether sufficiently robust evidence has yet been gathered for it.
We refer at this point to the evidence we presented to the HoC Transport Committee which is attached as Appendix 1.
continued …
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THE PROPOSED ROUTE
Q.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?
 A.  No because there has been no robust process which the public are aware of which has involved developing and testing different alignments and different speeds.  There is a huge difference between the 200 km. per hour of the present high speed lines in the UK and the proposed 400 km. per hour speed of the new line that is being consulted upon.   Also, it is entirely inappropriate for the government to announce a preferred route and then to embark on discussions about mitigation.  We question whether this may even be contrary to the Human Rights Act.

SUSTAINABILITY

Q.6   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? 
A.  Yes.  There has been a complete failure to consider alternatives in a robust and transparent manner.  In addition, the Appraisal of Sustainability appears to tackle carbon emissions in a different manner than has become the norm and it does not give adequate consideration to the issue of noise, thereby apparently flouting the EU Environmental Noise Directive.
COMPENSATION AND BLIGHT

Q.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?
A.   It is not customary for NW TAR to comment on compensation issues. 
The government’s approach to High Speed Rail has been heavy-handed in the extreme and deeply disappointing.  NW TAR believe that an exercise should be carried out to establish what could be achieved if the same money that is required to deliver an entirely new ultra high speed line were spent on the existing rail system.  We believe the potential for wider benefit is very great and we would like to see it quantified.

We trust our comments are of some value.

Yours sincerely,

LILLIAN BURNS
Convenor,

North West Transport Roundtable


Home office:

Braestead,

25 Heybridge Lane,

Prestbury,

Cheshire,

SK10 4ES.






NW TAR  CORE GROUP 














Convenor:  








LILLIAN BURNS


Director, TravelWatch NorthWest/


CPRE NW Regional Group


25 Heybridge Lane, 


Prestbury Cheshire SK10 4ES


t:   01625 829492


f:  01625 828015  


e: BrLlln@aol.com





Members:





DAVID BUTLER


CTC Right-to-Ride representative


10 Gladstone Grove


Stockport, SK4 4DA


t:   0161 432 4611


e: dsbutler@ntlworld.com 





PETER COLLEY


Federation of Cumbrian 


Amenity Societies/ NW ACTs


Friends of the Lake District


12 Rawes Garth 


Staveley   Cumbria   LA8 9QH


t:  01539 821629  


e:  colleygarth@ btopenworld.com





JANET CUFF


Ramblers Association/ CPRE


33 Tatton Road North


Stockport   SK4 4QX


t:  0161 431 7654


e:  Janet.Cuff@talktalk.net





ADRIAN DUNNING


NW Association of Civic Trusts


11 Crombouke Fold, Worsley 


Manchester  M28 1ZE


t:  0161 790 9507  


e:  ajdunning@gmail.com





SANDRA DUTSON


NW TAR  Treasurer/ Road Peace 


12 Queenscroft,


Eccles,  M30 9QQ


t:  0161 707 3546


e:  smdutson@btinternet.com





HELEN RIMMER 


North West Campaigner,


Friends of the Earth


60 Duke St  Liverpool L1 5AA


t:  0151 707 4328





Webmaster:


GRAEME SHERRIFF


e: Graeme@edibleecosystems.net








__________________________________________________________  __________  __________________________________________________________________ 

Official address:  Greater Manchester Transport Resource Unit, St. Thomas Centre, Ardwick Green North, Manchester, M12 6FZ

[image: image2.bmp]