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[image: image1]Mr. Richard Ellis-Hobbs & Mr. David Colbert,
Messrs. Simon Ellis & Tom Higbee,

 4NW,





Steer Davis Gleave,  

Wigan Investment Centre,


28-32 Upper Ground,
Wigan,  WN3 5BA.



London, SE1 9PD.

Sunday, March 21st, 2010  
Dear Richard, David, Simon and Tom,

INVITED SUBMISSION ON NW DaSTS HIGH SPEED RAIL STUDY/ REVIEW
At the Rail Sub-Group meeting of the Regional Transport Advisory Group (RTAG) on Friday, I complained that the Steer Davies Gleave ‘High Speed Rail Review’ was not a balanced report because it did not consider environmental and social disbenefits and I also pointed out that, by not doing so, it did not meet the requirements of DaSTS (Delivering a Sustainable Transport System).  The chairperson, Julie Warburton, suggested that the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) make a submission.   I explained that I have made previous submissions but I said I would make another one for the record, which is what I am doing here.
Regarding previous submissions/ inputs to the study.  I would point you to:

(1 my e-mail of November 16th responding to a request for comments on the draft consultants’ brief, 
(2  my e-mail of January 8th flagging up strong concerns about High Speed 2 and
(3  the one-to-one interview  with Steer Davies Gleave (SDG)
(1     An opportunity was offered to members of the RTAG Rail Sub Group in mid 
        November to comment on the draft consultants’ brief.  I returned the brief with

        a number of suggested track changes on it, a recommendation to include the 
        Campaign to Protect Rural England and the Lake District National Park on the 

        study group/ RTAG Rail Sub-Group to ensure that landscape impacts in particular 

        were not ignored and, in my response, I said: 
        “I  would  appeal  to  you  to  make  this  a  much  more  balanced  document.  
         As currently drafted, it is an instruction to the consultants to write a report 

         unequivocally in support of high speed rail.  There is just one short phrase
        (the second part of the second bullet point under the side heading ‘Demand’) 

        which recognises that there may possibly be some downsides and this merely 

        queries how these can be minimised.  There are in fact many potential economic,

        social and environmental downsides to high speed rail and if this study is to be of 

        any value at all, it needs to address these”.   The brief was not suitably amended 

        and therefore, very predictably, the report presented is unrealistically optimistic.
 (2   On January 8th I wrote to you all expressing “concerns and reservations” about 

        HS2 and pointing you to the five tests that CPRE - the Campaign to Protect Rural 

        England - have come up with (on their website) that the project should meet.  
        My request for these to be taken into consideration were also ignored.
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(3  On January 11th I had a pre-arranged telephone interview with Rebecca Powell of SDG.  I reported to you, Richard, (verbally) that this was very unsatisfactory.   Quite apart from the interviewer’s lack of knowledge of both transport policy and the region (she said she had only worked for the company for a few weeks and gave the impression she had only been  involved with transport for a similar length of time), she was quite bereft as to what to do when my responses to  her first couple of questions did not fit the positive pattern that was expected of them, thereby rendering irrelevant the later questions (all having obviously been prepared by someone else).  Consequently, having originally been asked to set aside up to an hour for the interview, which I would have expected it to take if it had been possible to have a conversation with a knowledgeable interviewer, she very quickly lost momentum and the session ended after about 10 minutes.  I did refer her to the CPRE website as well but, as this is unreported in the ‘Stakeholder Consultation’ part of the report, it was presumably not followed up or there was no appetite to even report that they exist, let alone comment upon them.
Having set the above into context, it is unsurprising that the report presented to the RTAG Rail Sub-Group for consideration on March 19th failed to present a balanced view.

CPRE’S FIVE TESTS FOR HIGH SPEED RAIL
On its website (www.cpre.org.uk/campaigns/transport/rail/highspeedrail), the Campaign to Protect Rural England points out that biofuels and eco-towns were promoted as ‘green’ solutions before proper tests were evolved to judge them.  There are now real doubts about their sustainability.  CPRE argues that it would not be appropriate for the same thing to happen with high speed rail.  It has therefore come up with five tests to judge high speed rail against to make sure it will support sustainable development, respect environmental limits and represent value for money.  For the record, they are replicated here:
1. Protect the environment.  
Damage to landscape, heritage and tranquility should be minimal, for example by running new lines along existing road and rail lines where possible, as well as extensive tunnelling, landscaping and noise barriers.
2. Tackle climate change and minimise energy needs
The energy required to build new lines (this is called ‘embodied’ energy or carbon) should be minimised as well as the energy needed to run train services.  This is likely to mean a trade-off on top-speed. 
3. Shift existing trips rather than generate new ones

New rail lines should prioritise modal shift of existing journeys made by plane and car, not generate new travel such as long distance commuting; otherwise they will add to energy demand and carbon emissions.
4. Improve local transport
Smaller schemes, such as capacity enhancements and re-openings, can offer better value for money as well as being easier to deliver.  These should be considered for funding first, even if they are not as eye-catching.  New rail lines should lead to improvements for existing lines and integrate with them, rather than leaving existing passengers stranded.
5. Integrate with planning and regional regeneration

New rail lines could have big impacts on how and where people live and work in the long term and should be designed to reduce regional imbalances, not increase them.  New stations should be built in existing or proposed town centres to encourage surrounding developments to be higher quality and density.   Building new stations on greenfield sites would lead to sprawl and congestion on surrounding roads.
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HIGH SPEED RAIL:  EVIDENCE REVIEW AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE NORTH WEST, MARCH 2010
Introduction                          

Both the title of the report by SDG and the statement in the introduction (on p.1) that the consultants were appointed to advise on “key issues and implications for the North West region” are misleading.  It would have been more honest if it had been stated that the commission was to focus on the potential positive aspects of High Speed 2 and to do so primarily from an economic perspective.
Summary
A hint of the limitations of the report can be gleaned from the admission (on p.3) in the ‘Summary’ that the work comprises “A review of both the benefits of high speed rail and of the region’s relevant policy documents”.  Note – no mention of a review of potential disbenefits.

Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS)

The report has failed to show that high speed rail would meet all of DaSTS five over-arching goals.  
Goal of reducing carbon emissions.  Table 2.1 (p.7) merely mentions that road traffic is a major source of CO2  but does not correlate that to the need for new HS2 stations to be sited in urban centres .  (If they are not, they would create extra traffic movements and therefore extra CO2 emissions).  There is nothing about the fact that very high speed trains need much more energy for propulsion than even averagely fast trains.  For example, a train travelling at 360 km/h requires 50% more energy than one travelling at 300 km/h.  There is no examination of what this means in terms of CO2 emissions from power stations.  
Goal of supporting economic growth.  In effect, this is all the report has tackled – and, even here, it has done so only from a positive viewpoint.  It has not, for instance, examined a scenario of how the economy might be affected if investment in high speed rail meant that the classic rail network suffered (as has happened in France).  Nor has it looked at the economic benefits that could be achieved with the classic rail network if as much money were spent on it as is being mooted for HS2. Table 2.1 (on p.7) does mention, as a challenge, the “poor quality of many regional and rail services and infrastructure and congestion on rail routes serving the regional centres”, but it does not compare the difference between substantial investment in the classic rail network to alleviate these problems and the building of HS2.  There seems to be an assumption there will be a high and sustained investment in the classic rail network during and after construction of HS2.  However, at a time of austerity, is this a sensible approach to take?   

Goal of promoting equality of opportunity.  There also seems to be an assumption that deprivation and inequalities will be tackled by the building of HS2, ie. the well-worn argument that economic benefits will trickle out to a very wide hinterland – which more often than not does not prove to be the case with major infrastructure projects.   Bearing in mind how few rail stations there would be if HS2 were built, the ‘trickle out’ effect is questionable especially if there are poor inter-connections with the classic network .  Common sense, on the other hand, would appear to dictate that there would be more likely to be more benefits from achieving a good quality classic network that helps people to access jobs.  The point here is that investigations have not been carried out to compare one with the other. 
Goal of better safety, security and health.  Very oddly, table 2.1 (on p.8) does not identify any challenges relating to this goal.  What about the significant areas of poor air quality or the need to relate the health agenda to the transport agenda (ie. more active travel) in order to tackle obesity?  It should not be over- looked that using public transport involves people having to walk more than if they use a car for their journeys.  And, in terms of achieving “communities and places of which people feel safe and proud” (identified under strategic regional goals), a key challenge is to upgrade existing rail infrastructure and provide real-time information and CCTV coverage everywhere, so  people feel safe using railway stations.
continued …
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Goal of improving quality of life and achieving a healthy natural environment.  There is nothing in the ‘challenges’ column of Table 2.1 (on p.8) about the need to:  protect the countryside for its own sake, protect food supplies which come from the countryside, protect special landscapes, protect heritage and tranquility or to work within environmental limits.  (Working within environmental limits is a requirement of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy).  Neither in the report nor in the consultant’s presentation to the RTAG Rail Sub-Group was there any mention of the Lake District National Park, nor any mention of high quality agricultural land or flood plains or of how many people’s quality of life could be reduced by the building of a new high speed line, eg. those within sound range of the sonic ‘boom’ around tunnels.  

CONCLUDING REMARKS
A great opportunity has been lost in this latest study.  It offered the chance to appraise the potential benefits and disbenefits of building and not building a high speed line and of carrying out a substantial up-grade to the present system, ie. up-grading and re-opening lines, filling in missing links, providing more loops, providing more electrification and better signalling, providing new stations, up-grading existing ones (including the lengthening of platforms as required) and providing more high quality rolling stock.  
Undoubtedly, up-grading the existing system would be disruptive, but so would building a new one – and the vast amount of new infrastructure, including the overhead lines and the train movements would have impacts on parts of the countryside and communities not currently unduly affected by transport.  It also has to be recognised, the present system - West Coast Main Line excepted - is largely not fit for purpose.

Journey time savings would be achieved in both instances, albeit more for high speed rail.  However, the point has to be made that in survey after survey, the travelling public say that reliable journeys matter more to them than anything else.  Professor Phil Goodwin has argued that small amounts of time saved are not spent productively but often lead to people doing longer journeys.  Which prompts the question, how does the whole HS2 project fit in with reducing the need to travel?  If the travel time between London and Manchester were reduced to 1hr. 20 mins. from 2 hrs. 8 mins., might this lead to Manchester becoming a London dormitory?  Would this necessarily be a good thing?   This needs to be thought about.

The optimism that exudes from the SDG report prepared for 4NW appears out of keeping with the economic times in which we find ourselves, albeit it follows the lead provided by the government’s white paper on high speed rail.  There seems to be a momentum about the whole high-speed rail project which matches that of the trains that would travel on HS2 but, at some point, reality is going to have to set in.  Building new infrastructure of the scale proposed through special landscapes and communities is not going to be straightforward – and do the benefits really outweigh the disbenefits?  

With excellent timing, the Department for Transport this last week published ‘Guidance for transport impact evaluations’, developed by the Tavistock Institute in consultation with AECOM.  This emphasises the need, at the evaluation stage of projects, “to identify unintended effects”.  This has yet to happen with HS2.  The ‘impact evaluations’ guidance follows on from the latest WebTAG up-dates which sets out a measured and methodical approach for projects.  They should begin with an assessment of problems and objectives, then identify a range of possible solutions and then develop and analyse some of those in some detail.   This is not how HS2 has come about.  A more cautious approach is called for here, especially in view of the sums of money involved.   It might be the case that HS2 is not the best way forward for the majority of the population and for the environment, especially if – as seems likely when funding is in short supply – the classic railway would suffer.  Such a huge project should not be taken forward on a wave of enthusiasm and little else.  It must be properly researched and judgements soundly made. 
Yours sincerely,

LILLIAN BURNS, Convenor
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