Question 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?

Not if HS2 is the considered solution.

Whilst there is a need to enhance capacity and performance on the railways, there are far more economic and socially acceptable alternatives which have not been fully considered. Atkins produced a report for the DfT with substantive evidence that providing increased capacity on the existing West Coast Main Line (RP 2), would meet and exceed the forecast requirements.

The HS2 proposal is strongly bias toward the economic benefits favouring London and the South East due to the service sector in this area that will gain more from better connectivity. This hardly supports the Governments stance on reducing the North/South divide. Furthermore, 7/10 of the jobs created by HS2 will be in London, not the Midlands or the North, and the majority of these will be transfers from existing positions as opposed to new jobs.

Question 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. The limited time saving of 30 minutes on the London-Birmingham stretch is inappropriate to the negative impact on the countryside, landscapes, villages and habitats that will be destroyed or blighted by the proposed route. During a period where public services are being cut and taxpayers are seeing their costs of living soar with little or no chance of a similar rise in incomer, it is morally wrong for the Government to even consider spending in excess of 17 billion pounds on the first stage of HS2. The interest on the financing of this debt has not even been taken into account in the figures produced. Without an adequate EIA, the costs to the countryside and those living along the proposed route cannot begin to be quantified and therefore a true CBA cannot be drawn up.
Question 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. In this HS2 Ltd analysis for the 2010 White paper, it was demonstrated that there is not enough demand to justify frequent direct services for Heathrow and HS1. A clear and concise business case and evaluation of return on investment would be required before any plans or preparation could be seriously made for HS2. It is debatable whether the second phase of HS2, between Birmingham and Manchester would ever become a reality, given the economic constraints the country faces. If this failed to materialize, 17 billion pounds would have been spent on creating a so-called high speed link in the South where there already exists an adequate one.
Question 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. The whole basis of HS2 appears to be speed. This key driver has dictated chosen routes by its constraints with no regard to the impact on villages along the route, destruction of natural habitats and irreparable damage and blight to the landscape. The whole principle of HS2 is flawed – maximum environmental and social damage with minimal gain. There has been an inadequate supply of information regarding proposed routes and little or no information on alternatives and the reasoning behind the final choices.

Question 5

Do you agree with the Government’s proposed route, including the approach proposed for mitigating its impact, is the best option for a new high speed rail line between London and the West Midlands?
No. There have been no proposals rendered to mitigate the environmental and social impacts. No-one can agree to something intangible that has no substance or evidence and has not had any attempt at being explained. A full, transparent EIA would be needed to even start to understand the mitigation and associated costs.
The proposed route does not follow the transport corridors as good planning would dictate, and is driven purely by speed with no regard to the damage it would create.

Question 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?
Yes. The appraisal shows no regard for carbon emissions, noise levels, the destruction of the landscape, the demolition of community spaces and the fact that HS2 could seriously become the focus of a terrorist attack with all the associated risks attached. Furthermore, no EIA has yet been published that would support HS2.

The Sustainable Development Commission, in 2007 reported on the sustainability of high speed rail and one conclusion was that “alternative measures may be appropriate”. The Government should heed the comment and act upon it.
Question 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 rail line?
No. The compensation level, roughly 80%, is insufficient. No property or landowner should be unfairly compensated in this manner. As a democratic society, those who own their property or land should be free to move as and when they choose and not be dictated to by proposals such as HS2.

There are no definitive timelines laid down which means villagers will be left in a perpetual state of suspension without any concrete assurances that they will be fully compensated.

The mitigation proposed also only covers monetary values – there is no reference to the social and personal disruption, impacts upon communities and loss of amenities that weill be suffered post HS2 along with the severe disruption, noise and pollution during the construction phase.
