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Genway, Tom

From: Clive Bagshaw N

Sent: 28 June 2019 09:52

To: Policy

Subject: BROXTOWE PART 2 LOCAL PLAN: MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION

Dear Sir or Madam,

| have read through the documents concerning the Broxtowe Part 2 Local

Plan: Main modifications consultation and | find the modifications very sensible and practical. |
therefore have no objections or adverse comments to make. Clearly there has been a
tremendous amount of work put into this and it is very thorough and extensive. | comment those
involved.

Yours faithfully,

Clive R Bagshaw

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https://www.avast.com/antivirus




Genway, Tom

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Sir/Madam,

Town Planning |
21 June 2019 16:01

Policy
RE: BROXTOWE PART 2 LOCAL PLAN: MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION

Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd. | can confirm that we have no comments regarding the proposed main

modifications.

Kind regards

Peter Attwell | Town Planning Advisor | Infrastructure Directorate | HS2 Ltd

L
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Snow Hill Queensway, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.gov.uk/hs2

From: Genway, Tom [mailto J ) O Behalf Of Policy

Sent: 24 May 2019 10:35

To: Town Planning I
Subject: BROXTOWE PART 2 LOCAL PLAN: MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION

Dear Sir/Madam

PART 2 LOCAL PLAN: MAIN MODIFICATIONS CONSULTATION

Broxtowe’s Part 2 Local Plan was submitted for examination in August 2018. The
examination process is being carried out by Helen Hockenhull who is an independent

Planning Inspector. The Inspector will determine whether the Plan is ‘sound’ and complies
with legal requirements.

You have received this letter because you have made comments on the Part 2 Local Plan at
an earlier stage during its preparation, you are a consultee, or have requested to be notified.
Please let us know if you no longer wish to be kept informed.

Following the completion of the public hearings, the Plan has reached the next key stage in
the process. The Inspector has now asked that consultation be carried out on the Main
Modifications which may be necessary to make the Plan ‘sound’ and / or legally compliant.

Broxtowe Borough Council is inviting your comments on the Main Modifications to the Part 2
Local Plan and these can be made between Friday 24™ May 2019 and 5pm on Tuesday 9"
July 2019. Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications documents. Details
of the consultation documents and how to respond can be found overleaf, comments relating
to other issues will not be considered by the Inspector.



There are also some Additional Modifications, which are minor changes to update the Local
Plan and are included for information only. After the Consultation, the Inspector will consider
all comments on the Main Modifications before issuing her Report on whether she considers
the Local Plan sound and / or legally compliant.

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact the Planning Policy team.

Yours faithfulli

Steffan Saunders
Head of Neighbourhoods & Prosperity




Broxtowe Borough Council Part 2 Local Plan
Notice of public consultation on Main Modifications
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012

The Council is seeking comments on the Main Modifications to the Broxtowe Borough Part 2 Local
Plan. The Main Modifications are those that the Inspector has identified as possibly being
necessary in order for the Plan to be found ‘sound’. The Inspector’s final conclusions will be given
in her Report in due course.

Consultation on the Main Modifications and the associated Sustainability Appraisal of the Main
Modifications will run from Friday 24™ May 2019 until 5pm on Tuesday 9™ July 2019.
Comments must be received within this time, representations received after this date and time will
not be accepted.

At this stage representations are only being sought on whether the Main Modifications to
the Plan are sound and/or legally compliant.

If a response was made to the previous Part 2 Local Plan consultations, there is no need to
resubmit them during this representation period as the Inspector has already considered
these representations during the course of the Examination.

Representations are invited on the following documents:
. Schedule of Main Modifications;
. Main Modifications Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulation Assessment update;
and
. Schedule of Changes to the Policies Map.

Representations can be made:
. online via www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan
. by email to policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

. by post to Planning Policy, Broxtowe Borough Council, Council Offices, Foster Avenue,
Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

Documents are available for inspection on our website: www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan
and at the following locations:

. The Council’s Main Offices at: Foster Avenue, Beeston, NG9 1AB (Mon-Thursday 08:30-
17:00 & Friday 8.30 — 16.30);

. Beeston Library, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AE (0115 925 5168);

. Chilwell (Inham Nook) Library, Barn Croft, Chilwell, Nottingham NG9 4HU (0115 804 4363);

. Eastwood Library, Wellington Place, Eastwood, Nottingham NG16 3GB (01773 712209);

. Kimberley Library, Main Street, Kimberley, Nottingham NG16 2LY (0115 804 4363);

. Stapleford Library, Church Street, Stapleford, Nottingham NG9 8GA (0115 939 9178);

. Toton Library, Stapleford Lane, Toton, Nottingham NG9 6GA (0115 804 4363).

Opening times for the libraries can be found online at: www.inspireculture.org.uk/reading-
information/

Should you have any queries relating to this consultation, you can contact the Planning Policy
team on 0115 917 3452 or email policy@broxtowe.gov.uk.

Large print copies of this notice are available on request.
3



DISCLAIMER:

This email and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it
is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient be advised that you have received this email in error and
that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this email is strictly prohibited.

If you have received this email in error please contact Broxtowe Borough Council on

Customerservices @broxtowe.gov.uk or telephone 0115 917 7777.

Senders and recipients of email should be aware that, under current legislation, the contents may be
monitored and will be retained. The contents of the email may have to be disclosed in response to a request.
This disclaimer confirms that this email message has been swept for the presence of computer viruses.

Click here to report this email as spam.

This email is scanned and cleared by Websense. HS2 Ltd is registered in England and Wales. Registration
Number 06791686, Registered office High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Snow Hill
Queensway, Birmingham, B4 6GA, England. The information contained in this e-mail is confidential and
may also be subject to legal privilege. It is intended only for the recipient(s) named above. If you are not
named above as a recipient, you must not read, copy, disclose, forward or otherwise use the information
contained in this email. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender (whose contact
details are within the original email) immediately by reply e-mail and delete the message and any
attachments without retaining any copies.



Detalils

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client’s name I

Your details

Title Miss

Name R

Organisation N/A

Address Witheld

Post code [ ]

Tel. Number

E-mail address ]

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019
Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications. Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking
the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy | No
Team regarding future Planning Policy
consultations?

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be
made available on the Council's website. Full representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Questions

Which Main Modification does this response relate all
to?

Do you support or object to the Main Modification? Object

If you object it will help if you can say why

The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version) (paragraph 182).

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify Yes
the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not Yes
meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’'t work Yes
It isn’t consistent with national policy No
It doesn’'t comply with the law No

Reasons for Support or Objection




Planning Policy Lucy Bartley
Broxtowe Borough Council Consultant Town Planner
Council Offices

Foster Avenue ]
Beeston I
Nottingham

NG9 1AB Sent by email to:

policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

01 July 2019
Dear Sir / Madam

Broxtowe Borough Council: Local Plan Part 2: Main Modifications Consultation
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID

National Grid has appointed Wood to review and respond to development plan consultations on its behalf.

We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm that National Grid has no comments to
make in response to this consultation.

Further Advice

National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning our networks. If we can be
of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy development,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future
infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of
plans and strategies which may affect our assets. Please remember to consult National Grid on any
Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific proposals that could affect our infrastructure. We would
be grateful if you could add our details shown below to your consultation database:

Lucy Bartley Spencer Jefferies
Consultant Town Planner Development Liaison Officer, National Grid
L -
Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd National Grid House
I -
L I
I I
I I
I I
Nicholls House Wood Environment

& Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited
Registered office:

Booths Park, Chelford Road, Knutsford,
Cheshire WA16 8QZ

Registered in England.

No. 2190074


mailto:policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

Yours faithfully
[via email]
Lucy Bartley

Consultant Town Planner

cc. Spencer Jefferies, National Grid
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21 June 2019

Our ref: Broxtowe 8

Dear Sir/Madam

Broxtowe Local Plan part 2 Main Modifications

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your consultation.
In relation to the Modifications to:

Policy 1: Flood Risk Severn Trent are supportive of the including a reference to Sustainable
Drainage Systems, due to the need to manage surface water in a sustainable way ensuring that
flood risk downstream is not increased.

We would however also advise that a reference to the Drainage Hierarchy (paragraph 80 of
Planning Practice Guidance) as this approach also support the sustainable management for surface
water by ensuring that water is returned to the natural water cycle, reducing the risk of flooding.

In relation to bullet point C ii we would not recommend setting minimum brownfield improvement %
as the non-Statutory Technical Standards for sustainable Drainage state

“For developments which were previously developed, the peak runoff rate from the development to
any drain, sewer or surface water body for the 1in 1 year rainfall event and the 1 in 100 year rainfall
event must be as close as reasonably practicable to the greenfield runoff rate from the development

for the same rainfall event, but should never exceed the rate of discharge from the development
prior to redevelopment for that event.”

By setting a minimum betterment additional achievable reductions beyond 30% are likely to be
missed.

Green Infrastructure is mentioned specifically within a number of policies including Policy 4.1: Land
West of Awsworth, this policy includes the bullet point:

“retain hedgerows and incorporate these into any landscape scheme”

Severn Trent are supportive of the protection of existing biodiversity assets such as Trees and
hedgerows, but would also recommend that watercourses are included within this section to ensure
that Ditches, land drains and watercourses are not lost through development. These assets provide
vital links to the sustainable management of surface water and can also be utilised to develop Blue-
Green corridors that will enhance biodiversity and amenity within development, provided that they
are protected and retained within open spaces.

Severn Trent are supportive of references to SuDS being utilised within site specific policies such as
policy 5.1: East of Church lane, Brinsley, however we would recommend that this approach to
reference SuDS within each of the site specific policies is utilised to highlight that all sites are
required to incorporate SuDS.



Please keep us informed when your plans are further developed when we will be able to offer more
detailed comments and advice. For your information we have set out some general guidelines that
may be useful to you.

Position Statement

As a water company we have an obligation to provide water supplies and sewage treatment
capacity for future development. It is important for us to work collaboratively with Local Planning
Authorities to provide relevant assessments of the impacts of future developments. For outline
proposals we are able to provide general comments. Once detailed developments and site specific
locations are confirmed by local councils, we are able to provide more specific comments and
modelling of the network if required. For most developments we do not foresee any particular
issues. Where we consider there may be an issue we would discuss in further detail with the Local
Planning Authority. We will complete any necessary improvements to provide additional capacity
once we have sufficient confidence that a development will go ahead. We do this to avoid making
investments on speculative developments to minimise customer bills.

Sewage Strategy

Once detailed plans are available and we have modelled the additional capacity, in areas where
sufficient capacity is not currently available and we have sufficient confidence that developments
will be built, we will complete necessary improvements to provide the capacity. We will ensure that
our assets have no adverse effect on the environment and that we provide appropriate levels of
treatment at each of our sewage treatment works.

Surface Water and Sewer Flooding

We expect surface water to be managed in line with the Government’s Water Strategy, Future
Water. The strategy sets out a vision for more effective management of surface water to deal with
the dual pressures of climate change and housing development. Surface water needs to be
managed sustainably. For new developments we would not expect surface water to be conveyed to
our foul or combined sewage system and, where practicable, we support the removal of surface
water already connected to foul or combined sewer.

We believe that greater emphasis needs to be paid to consequences of extreme rainfall. In the past,
even outside of the flood plain, some properties have been built in natural drainage paths. We
request that developers providing sewers on new developments should safely accommodate floods
which exceed the design capacity of the sewers.

To encourage developers to consider sustainable drainage, Severn Trent currently offer a 100%
discount on the sewerage infrastructure charge if there is no surface water connection and a 75%
discount if there is a surface water connection via a sustainable drainage system. More details can
be found on our website

https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-and-developing/regulations-and-forms/application-forms-and-
qguidance/infrastructure-charges/

Water Quality

Good quality river water and groundwater is vital for provision of good quality drinking water. We
work closely with the Environment Agency and local farmers to ensure that water quality of supplies
are not impacted by our or others operations. The Environment Agency’s Source Protection Zone
(SPZ) and Safe Guarding Zone policy should provide guidance on development. Any proposals


https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-and-developing/regulations-and-forms/application-forms-and-guidance/infrastructure-charges/
https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-and-developing/regulations-and-forms/application-forms-and-guidance/infrastructure-charges/

should take into account the principles of the Water Framework Directive and River Basin
Management Plan for the Severn River basin unit as prepared by the Environment Agency.

Water Supply

When specific detail of planned development location and sizes are available a site specific
assessment of the capacity of our water supply network could be made. Any assessment will
involve carrying out a network analysis exercise to investigate any potential impacts.

We would not anticipate capacity problems within the urban areas of our network, any issues can be
addressed through reinforcing our network. However, the ability to support significant development
in the rural areas is likely to have a greater impact and require greater reinforcement to
accommodate greater demands.

Water Efficiency

Part G of Building Regulations specify that new homes must consume no more than 125 litres of
water per person per day. We recommend that you consider taking an approach of installing
specifically designed water efficient fittings in all areas of the property rather than focus on the
overall consumption of the property. This should help to achieve a lower overall consumption than
the maximum volume specified in the Building Regulations.

We recommend that in all cases you consider:

e Single flush siphon toilet cistern and those with a flush volume of 4 litres.

e Showers designed to operate efficiently and with a maximum flow rate of 8 litres per minute.
¢ Hand wash basin taps with low flow rates of 4 litres or less.

o Water butts for external use in properties with gardens.

To further encourage developers to act sustainably Severn Trent currently offer a 100% discount on
the clean water infrastructure charge if properties are built so consumption per person is 110 litres
per person per day or less. More details can be found on our website

https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-and-developing/requlations-and-forms/application-forms-and-
guidance/infrastructure-charges/

We would encourage you to impose the expectation on developers that properties are built to the
optional requirement in Building Regulations of 110 litres of water per person per day.

We hope this information has been useful to you and we look forward in hearing from you in the
near future.

Yours sincerely
Chris Bramley

Strategic Catchment Planner


https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-and-developing/regulations-and-forms/application-forms-and-guidance/infrastructure-charges/
https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-and-developing/regulations-and-forms/application-forms-and-guidance/infrastructure-charges/
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Part 2 Local Plan

Main Modifications
Consultation Response Form

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client's name Bloor Homes Ltd

Your Details
Title Mr [ Mrs | Miss | Ms | Other: Mr
Name Ben Holmes

Organisation
(if responding on behalf of an

organisation) Oxalls Plannlng Ltd

Address

Postcode

Tel. Number

e I

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consultations? Yes M

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence
can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.qov.uk/part2localplan

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’s website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



http://www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan
mailto:policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM |2 and 19

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main _
Modification? Support Object \/

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

XXX X

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:

Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.

Please see attached Statement

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.


https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

Oxdlis

Planning

BROXTOWE BOROUGH COUNCIL
Local Plan Part 2:
MAIN MODIFICATION 2 and 19.

Representations on behalf of
BLOOR HOMES
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1.0 Introduction

1.1  These representations have been prepared on behalf of Bloor Homes who have a number
of land interests in Broxtowe. We have previously made representations to Broxtowe for
many years on behalf of Bloor Homes during both the development of the Greater
Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies (ACS) and earlier consultation stages of the Broxtowe
Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2).

1.2  Bloor Homes have serious concerns about the soundness of LPP2, particularly in relation to
the approach to housing and the allocation at Toton, and object to the modifications set out.
Details of their concerns in respect of housing delivery are set out in these representations.
These representations also outline modifications to LPP2 which are considered necessary
to make it sound.

Representation by Oxalis Planning on behalf Bloor Homes: Main Modification 2 and 19
5|Page



2.0

Main Modifications 2 and 19:

MM2: Changes to the Housing Figures in Table 3 (Policy 2: Site Allocations)
MM19: Changes to the Housing Trajectory in Table 5

2.1

22

23

24

2.5

We welcome the Council’s approach to increase the housing numbers in the Main Built Up
Area, as shown in Table 3, but consider that the proposed supply of sites within the Plan
period (2011-28) is not realistic and will therefore not deliver the 6,150 homes required by
the ACS. As set out below, we have significant concerns relating to the delivery of the
strategic sites and we consider that unless the LPP2 allocates more land and sites within
the Plan, LPP2 is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national
policy in accordance with the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), and is
therefore not sound.

As previously detailed in our representations to Matters 4, 6, 8 and 9 in November 2018,
we consider that the projected completion rates which underline Tables 3 and 5 are
unrealistic. The Council are proposing an approach which relies on the delivery of all the
large and complex sites with little or no room for further delay, let alone non-delivery of one
or more sites. It should be noted that many of these sites have been allocated since 2004
which demonstrates how challenging they are to deliver. Accordingly, the draft LPP2 is
unsound as the Council are unable to demonstrate a sufficient number of deliverable sites
to meet the ACS requirement.

In particular, there are significant concerns as to the deliverability of the Peveril Homes
scheme at Toton (refs. 12/00585/0UT and 17/00499/REM) due to its contrast with
competing ambitions for the Toton Strategic Location for Growth allocation. These
competing ambitions include proposals detailed in a masterplanning document in
September 2017 by the East Midlands Councils (EMC) with endorsement by the D2N2
LEP, the Leicestershire and Leicester LEP, the East Midlands Chamber and the Rail
Forum. This document built upon a September 2016 ‘Emerging Growth Strategy’ which set
out a vision for maximising the ‘economic prize’ created by HS2. A further masterplanning
document was also produced by EMC in October 2017. Although all these documents
promote land at Toton for a mixed-use development they differ in their approach when
compared with Policy 3.2 and the Peveril scheme. As the Toton allocation proposes 350
homes within the first 5 years of the Plan period, any reduction in delivery caused by a
change in approach to the development of the site would impact on the 5-year supply of
the Borough.

We also have significant concerns relating to the Chetwynd Barracks allocation which
proposed a highly unrealistic timetable for the delivery of 500 homes within the Plan period.
We raised concerns about this in our representations to Matter 6 in November 2018 and
there is no evidence to suggest progress has been made since.

Table 5 demonstrates that housing delivery has been poor since the start of the Plan period
in 2011/12 and has resulted in the Council being 856 homes short of their cumulative
requirement up to 2017/18. The draft LPP2 proposes a stepped trajectory with delivery
anticipated to be much higher during the latter half of the Plan period when compared with
earlier years. Indeed, over the first 7 years of the Plan, 2011/12 — 2017/18, 1,144 homes
were delivered with a peak of 324 homes in 2017/18, however, over the next 7 year period,
2018/19 — 2024/25, the anticipated delivery is 4,706 homes with peaks of over 1,000 homes
each year in 2020/21 and 2021/22. Whilst the adoption of LPP2 might be expected to kick-
start some additional house building during the few years following adoption, it is wholly
unrealistic to expect a more than six-fold increase in delivery based on the Plan as currently

Representation by Oxalis Planning on behalf Bloor Homes: Main Modification 2 and 19
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2.7

prepared. Without a greater number of sites which can provide greater ‘outlets’ and better
certainty of delivery, the Plan will not provide the basis for the housing requirements of the
Borough to be met.

In the Post Hearing Advice Note, dated 15 March 2019, concerns are raised about the 5-
year housing supply of the Borough and the Note details that with changes to the windfall
allowance, the Council would only have a 5.2-year supply with a surplus of 150 dwellings.
For the reasons we have set out above we do not consider that the land supply position set
out in LPP2 is realistic. Notwithstanding it is our view that a 5.2-year supply at the adoption
of the Plan, particularly in the light of the challenges to delivery in the Borough, does not
provide a sound basis from which delivery can be secured. Indeed, at this level it is
inevitable that the Council would quickly be unable to demonstrate a 5-year supply of
deliverable sites as required by the NPPF and the Plan would become ‘out-of-date’.

In conclusion, unless the Council include more land within the Toton allocation to assist
with the delivery of the site and, allocate more sites across the Borough for delivery within
the Plan period, LPP2 as set out will not be sound in accordance with paragraph 182 of the
2012 NPPF.

Representation by Oxalis Planning on behalf Bloor Homes: Main Modification 2 and 19
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planners | urbanists | architects

spawforths

Broxtowe Borough Council
Planning policy

Chief Executive's Department
Neighbourhoods and Prosperity
Foster Avenue

Beeston

Nottingham

NG9 |AB

BY EMAIL - policy@broxtowe.gov.uk
4% July 2019
Dear Sir / Madam

RE: BROXTOWE PART 2 LOCAL PLAN - MAIN MODIFICATIONS
OBJECTION TO MODIFICATIONS MM2 and MM4

Spawforths have been participants within the Broxtowe Part 2 Local Plan Examination on behalf of
Harworth. We appeared at the Examination in respect of Matters 2 and 7 to address employment issues
and Toton Strategic Location for Growth. We have completed the Proposed Main Modifications Form

and attached this letter as the explanation of our OBJECTIONS TO MAIN MODIFICATIONS MM2
and MM4.

MM2 - Em loyment Requirements

The Inspector’s Post Hearing Advice Note dated 15" March 2019 indicated in paragraph 5 that the Core
Strategy requirement “of @ minimum of |5 hectares of land for new and relocated industrial and warehousing
uses will be met. However it is unclear from the wording of the LPP2 how this is to be achieved”. Main Modification
2 (MM2) in paragraph 2.9 seeks to set this out to meet the Inspectors requirements. Spawforths gave
detailed evidence on the suitability of the various sources of employment supply set out in the LPP2 and
we came to the conclusion that these sources of supply resulted in a shortfall of |1.9ha against the
minimum industrial and warehousing requirement. No new sources have been identified but the Main
Modifications (MM3 and MM4) seek to clarify the position with regard to Chetwynd Barracks and Toton.
MM2 indicates that one source of industrial and warehousing supply is “employment development as part of

mixed-use development at Chetwynd Barracks (Polg;cy 3.1)". In fact MM3 in respect of Chetwynd Barracks sets

Siawforths
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out a capacity for 1500 homes (increased from 800+); Green Infrastructure, Open Space and Sports
Pitches; a new Primary School and Medical Centre; small retail / service centre; and “small scale employment
development”, Paragraph 3.15 confirms that this is for Bl Office Use and hence this is not a relevant source
of supply for industrial and warehousing uses. MM2 indicates that a further source of industrial and
warehousing supply is “the Toton Strategic Location for Growth (policy 3.2)". MM4 confirms that this “will
include a minimum provision of 18,000 square meters of B Class employment floor space”. It reconfirms that
this employment element is expected to be attractive to the market “in the later years of the plan period
and quite possibly beyond 2028.”, even though in the “Key Requirements” element of the policy this is
contradicted as it notes “a minimum of 18,000 square meters for mixed employment (B Use Classes) to support
realisation of an Innovation Campus” is to come forward within the Plan period. MM4 therefore provides
no additional confirmation that “industrial and warehousing” will be provided at Toton as it still refers to
an “Innovation Campus” and also to this coming forward beyond the Plan period. Indeed under point xix
of the policy, reference is made to “iconic tall buildings” which are clearly not appropriate forms of
development for industrial and warehousing and rather reconfirm that the “Innovation Campus” is a Bl

Office aspiration and not an industrial and warehousing scheme.

MM2 therefore provides no further justification which overcomes the shortfall in the minimum industrial
and warehousing provision and hence the amendments within MM2 fail the NPPF tests of “soundness” in
that they are not “justified” nor are they “positively prepared” as they will not meet the development needs

of the Aligned Core Strategy. They are therefore “not consistent with national policy”.

MM4 - Toton Strategic Location for Growth

For the reasons set out above, the Toton Strategic Location for Growth policy amendments are internally

inconsistent and are not justified. Harworth object to the following elements of MM4:-

e The inconsistency within the Policy of when the “Innovation Campus” is to be brought forward.
Harworth consider that it will only come forward after the Plan period when the “Station is
operational” and hence that the employment delivery within this site cannot be counted towards

the aligned Core Strategy minimum requirements.

o The Policy should be clarified to confirm what types of uses are expected within the “Innovation
Campus”. The Masterplan requirements set out in the policy need to be capable of being realised.
Harworth consider that what is expected within the Toton Strategic Location for Growth is
“iconic tall buildings” to benefit from the new economic outlook provided by the HS2 station. Such
buildings must therefore be of a BI (Office) nature. There is no evidence that this is a suitable

location for “industrial and warehousing” nor that such uses are compatible with the location,
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proposed mix of uses, or nature of the environment to be created. Harworth consider that the
Toton site will not contribute to the minimum requirement of |15 hectares of industrial and

warehousing land requirement.

Harworth also conditionally object to point xxii of the policy:-

» Harworth support the recognition that some existing uses will need to be relocated to
“appropriate relocation sites” but Harworth consider that the LPP2 would be more “effective”

if the wording were clarified as follows:

“Relocate all displaced uses including the plant nursery, electricity substation, sewage works and

Network Rail / DB Schenker off site subject to the viability of such proposals and appropriate

relocation sites being identified and secured. Such relocation sites should meet the user requirements

for example in respect of rail connections, and should also seek to be provided in as close proximity to

the current users as possible to retain the workforce and skill base within Broxtowe™,

Changes to secure a “Sound” LLP

In line with our Participant Statements to Matters 2 and 7 we consider that the minimum industrial and
warehousing shortfall required by the Aligned Core Strategy should be made up through new site
allocations. We recognise that the need for new allocations would have to be requested by the Inspectors
in their final conclusions. We also recognise that the Council would then need to consider suitable sites
against the LPP2 policies and a Sustainability Assessment and put forward further Modifications with regard
to the chosen site(s). VWe consider that this process is necessary in order to address the current

“soundness” issues.

This process is particularly important to ensure that the displaced rail related uses set out within the
Toton Strategic Location for Growth (MM4) can be relocated. A “candidate” site to meet this requirement
is that which is owned by Harworth at Bennerley. The Council’s Local Plan Actions (M2A2, 3, 5 and 6)
indicate that the Bennerley site has been the subject of Sustainability Appraisal, although | have raised my
reservations about their conclusions. Since however it has been the subject of Sustainability Appraisal, this

site can be considered by the Inspector as a suitable site allocation to overcome these concerns of

“soundness”.

If the Inspector considers that such a further round of modifications cannot be justified then it is

recommended that the Inspector specifically requests a further change to the LPP2 to insert a
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requirement for an early review of the Broxtowe LPP to address the employment land shortfall and

to address the Toton displaced user requirements. ,

Conclusion

The LPP2 does not achieve a minimum of |5 ha of industrial and warehousing land and as the requirement
is 2 minimum, then the shortfall should be made up through new allocations as part of a further round of
analysis by the Council and through a further set of Main Modifications. “Candidate™ sites should be
reassessed in this current context including the need to meet the displaced uses from the Toton Strategic
Location for Growth. Harworth's site at Bennerley should be assessed in detail to overcome these
“soundness” issues. Alternatively it is recommended that the Inspector specifically requests a further
change to insert a requirement for an early review of the Broxtowe LPP to address the employment

land shortfall and to address the Toton displaced user requirements.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any clarification.

David Rolinson

Chairman

BA (Hons), DiP PEL, MRTPI

Encs:

File Ref: PO-TP-SPA-LT-P4238-0002-A
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Broxtowe
ain ifi Borough

Consultation Response orm

Agent (if applicable)
Please provide your client's name  H& (JO@ TH

Your Details

Title Mr Mrs Miss Ms Other:

Name RoLINSGON

Organisation Fo y

(if responding on behalf of an gp@/\j Qf( HS

organisation)

. _
postoods ]

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

e-mail

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:
www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM [ 2

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main . _
Modification? Support Object /

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

N\

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs \/

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn’t consistent with national policy \/

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.

e alloched Flle

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



Broxtowe
ain odii Borough
Consultation Response COUNCIL
Agent (if applicable)
Please provide your client's name ’H@ZL«) 0 QTH

Your Details
Title Mr Mrs Miss Ms Other
Name oL 1NN

Organisation ,
(if responding on behalf of an S'pm FO£7 775

organisation}

o _

VWV ST e T e

Postcode I

ro number

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:
www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel; 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM {4—

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)
2. Do you support or object to the Main .

Modification? Support Object |,/

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’'t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

< <IN [

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’'t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheef(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.

See (XHE ched J@HZD}

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.




Broxtowe
Borough
COUNCIL

Main Modifications
Consultation Response Fo

Agent (if applicable)
Please provide your client's name | M LIOE T+

Your Details
Title @ Mrs | Miss | Ms | Other:
Name ROLINSON
Organisation v ’
(if responding on behalf of an SDMFOQ’THS
organisation)

Postcode

Tel. Number

E-mail address

. —

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Poficy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan

Aformation will be Used by o

Data Protection

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Counci!, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk




1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM |72

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation decument)

2. Do you support or object to the Main .
Modification? Support Object /

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set outin the Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

N\

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs /

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

It isn’t consistent with national policy |/~

It doesn't comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheet(s} if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.

cee alfached letter

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



Main Modification:
Consultation Response Fo

Agent (if applicable)
Please provide your client's name HrQKWOQTI"f

Your Details

Title /Mr Mrs | Miss | Ms | Other:
Name EOLINQ'@(\(
Ogansation | SPARFOLT LS’
organisation}

Address

Tel. Number

E-mail address

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consuitation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 4 J
Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main
Modification?

Support Object \/

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

NI

It isn't consistent with national policy

It doesn't comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification {continue
on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.

see (dﬁc)’\ed lotier

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



planners | urbanists | architects

spawfor-fhs

Broxtowe Borough Council
Planning policy

Chief Executive's Department
Neighbourhoods and Prosperity
Foster Avenue

Beeston

Nottingham

NG9 |AB

BY EMAIL - policy@broxtowe.gov.uk
4% July 2019
Dear Sir { Madam

RE: BROXTOWE PART 2 LOCAL PLAN - MAIN MODIFICATIONS
OBJECTION TO MODIFICATIONS MM2 and MM4

Spawforths have been participants within the Broxtowe Part 2 Local Plan Examination on behalf of
Harworth. We appeared at the Examination in respect of Matters 2 and 7 to address employment issues
and Toton Strategic Location for Growth. YVe have completed the Proposed Main Modifications Form
and attached this letter as the explanation of cur OBJECTIONS TO MAIN MODIFICATIONS MM2
and MM4.

MM2 - loyme equirements

The Inspector’s Post Hearing Advice Note dated 15" March 2019 indicated in paragraph 5 that the Core
Strategy requirement “of @ minimum of 15 hectares of land for new and relocated industrial and warehousing
uses will be met. However it is unclear from the wording of the LPP2 how this is to be achieved”. Main Modification
2 (MM2) in paragraph 2.9 seeks to set this out to meet the Inspectors requirements. Spawforths gave
detailed evidence on the suitability of the various sources of employment supply set out in the LPP2 and
we came to the conclusion that these sources of supply resulted in a shortfall of |1.9ha against the
minimum industrial and warehousing requirement. No new sources have been identified but the Main
Medifications (MM3 and MM4) seek to clarify the position with regard to Chetwynd Barracks and Toton.
MM2 indicates that one source of industrial and warehousing supply is “employment development as part of

mixed-use development at Chetwynd Barracks (Policy 3.1)”. In fact MM3 in respect of Chetwynd Barracks sets

Spawforths
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out a capacity for 1500 homes (increased from 800+); Green Infrastructure, Open Space and Sports
Pitches; a new Primary School and Medical Centre; small retail / service centre; and “small scale employment
development”, Paragraph 3.15 confirms thac this is for B! Office Use and hence this is not a relevant source
of supply for industrial and warehousing uses. MM2 indicates that a further source of industrial and
warehousing supply is “the Toton Strategic Location for Growth {poficy 3.2)". MM4 confirms that this “will
include a minimum provision of 18,000 square meters of B Class employment floor space”. It reconfirms that
this employment element is expected to be attractive to the market “in the later years of the plan period
and quite possibly beyond 2028.", even though in the “Key Requirements" element of the policy this is
contradicted as it notes “a minimum of 18,000 square meters for mixed employment (B Use Classes) to support
realisation of an Innovation Campus” is to come forward within the Plan period. MM4 therefore provides
no additional confirmation that “industrial and warehousing” will be provided at Toton as it still refers to
an “Innovation Campus™ and also to this coming forward beyond the Plan period. Indeed under point xix
of the policy, reference is made to “iconic tall buildings” which are clearly not appropriate forms of
development for industrial and warehousing and rather reconfirm that the “Innovation Campus” is a B

Office aspiration and not an industrial and warehousing scheme.

MM2 therefore provides no further justification which overcomes the shortfall in the minimum industrial
and warehousing provision and hence the amendments within MM2 fail the NPPF tests of “soundness” in
that they are not “justified” nor are they “positively prepared” as they will not meet the development needs

of the Aligned Core Strategy. They are therefore “not consistent with national policy”.

MM4 — Toton Strategic Location for Growth

For the reasons set out above, the Toton Strategic Location for Growth policy amendments are internally

inconsistent and are not justified. Harworth object to the following elements of MM4:-

¢ The inconsistency within the Policy of when the “innovation Campus” is to be brought forward.
Harworth consider that it will only come forward after the Plan period when the “Station is
operational” and hence that the employment delivery within this site cannot be counted towards

the aligned Core Strategy minimum requirements.

s The Policy should be clarified to confirm what types of uses are expected within the “Innovation
Campus”. The Masterplan requirements set out in the policy need to be capable of being realised.
Harworth consider that what is expected within the Toton Strategic Location for Growth is
“iconic tall buildings” to benefit from the new economic outlook provided by the HS2 station. Such
buildings must therefore be of a Bl (Office) nature. There is no evidence that this is a suitable

location for “industrial and warehousing™ nor that such uses are compatible with the location,
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proposed mix of uses, or nature of the environment to be created. Harworth consider that the
Toton site will not contribute to the minimum requirement of |5 hectares of industrial and

warehousing land requirement.
Harworth also conditionally object to point xxii of the policy:-

¢ Harworth support the recognition that some existing uses will need to be relocated to
“appropriate relocation sites” but Harworth consider that the LPP2 would be more “effective”

if the wording were clarified as follows:

“Relocate alf displaced uses including the plant nursery, electricity substation, sewage works and
Network Rail / DB Schenker off site subject to the viability of such proposals and appropriate

relocation sites being identified and secured. Such refocation sites should meet the user requirements,

for example in respect of rail connections, and should also seek to be provided in_gs close proximity to

the current users as possible to retain the workforce and skill base within Broxtowe”,

Changes to secure a “Sound” LLP

In line with our Participant Statements to Matters 2 and 7 we consider that the minimum industrial and
warehousing shortfall required by the Aligned Core Strategy should be made up through new site
allocations. We recognise that the need for new allocations would have to be requested by the Inspectors
in their final conclusions. We also recognise that the Council would then need to consider suitable sites
against the LPP2 policies and a Sustainability Assessment and put forward further Modifications with regard
to the chosen site(s). We consider that this process is necessary in order to address the current

“soundness” issues.

This process is particufarly important to ensure that the displaced rail related uses set out within the
Toton Strategic Location for Growth (MM4) can be relocated. A “candidate” site to meet this requirement
is that which is owned by Harworth at Bennerley. The Council's Local Plan Actions (M2A2, 3, 5 and 6)
indicate that the Bennerley site has been the subject of Sustainability Appraisal, although | have raised my
reservations about their conclusions. Since however it has been the subject of Sustainability Appraisal, this
site can be considered by the Inspector as a suitable site allocation to overcome these concerns of

“soundness’

If the Inspector considers that such a further round of modifications cannot be justified then it is

recommended that the Inspector specifically requests a further change to the LPP2 to insert a
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requirement for an early review of the Broxtowe LPP to address the employment land shortfall and

to address the Toton displaced user requirements. ,

Conclusion

The LPP2 does not achieve a minimyum of |5 ha of industrial and warehousing land and as the requirement
is a minimum, then the shortfall should be made up through new allocations as part of a further round of
analysis by the Council and through a further set of Main Modifications. “Candidate” sites should be
reassessed in this current context including the need to meet the displaced uses from the Toton Strategic
Location for Growth. Harworth's site at Bennerley should be assessed in detail to overcome these
“soundness” issues. Alternatively it is recommended that the Inspector specifically requests a further
change to insert a requirement for an early review of the Broxtowe LPP to address the employment

land shortfall and to address the Toton displaced user requirements.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any clarification.

Il““ “i‘hf‘ll‘

David Rolinson
Chairman
BA (Hons}, DiP PEL, MRTPI

Encs:

File Ref. PO-TP-SPA-LT-P4238-0002-A

Page 4 of 4



Main Modifications 3



Part 2 Local Plan

Main Modifications
Consultation Response Form

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client’'s name Not applicable
Your Details
Title Mr| mes [Miss |Ms |Other:
Name Graham Heal
Organisation Chetwynd: The Toton and Chilwell Neighbourhood Forum
(if responding on behalf of an
organisation)
Address ]
]
]
Postcode ]
Tel. Number ]
E-mail address ]

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consultations? Yes

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that

correspondence can be sent to I G

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’s website.
Full representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



http://www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan
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1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 3, Policy 3.1

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main

Object
Modification? Support [Yes

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2
Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version)
(paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development

needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording
of the Modification (continue on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification, please use a
separate form for each.

1. The modification fully represents the Forum’s views regarding this

Policy — not least the need to ensure:

o That the Barracks must be treated as one entity and that a
comprehensive and cohesive development is achieved

e That an overarching Strategic masterplan is created covering the
whole site

e This masterplan needs to be mindful of, and conform to, the
rge}_ster Ign developed for the Strategic Location for Growth — see

olicy 3.

e The Forum must be engaged in providing input to the development

of the masterplan

2. Other additions made to this Policy (such as the retention of Hobgoblin
Wood and the need to create attractive links between open spaces)
are also fully supported.

3. Overall, we believe this Policy is much stronger and we are very
pleased with the changes made.

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.
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1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 4. Policy 3.2

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main

Object
Modification? Support [Yes

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2
Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version)
(paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development

needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

5. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording
of the Modification (continue on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification, please use a
separate form for each.

1. The modification represents the Forum’s views regarding this Policy,

in particular:

e The provision of multi-functional green infrastructure corridor to the
south of the area

e That the road infrastructure must take into account the
requirements for road access to Chetwynd Barracks

e That a Strategic masterplan needs to be prepared and include the
development expected to be delivered after 2028

o The Forum must be engaged in providing input to the development
of the masterplan

2. Overall, we believe this Policy is stronger and we are pleased with the
changes made.

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 34. Policy 26

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main

Object
Modification? Support [Yes

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2
Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version)
(paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development

needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

6. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording
of the Modification (continue on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification, please use a
separate form for each.

1. The modification fully represents the Forum’s views regarding this
Policy especiaIIP/ the additional text to para 26.1 that travel plans need
to provide details how developments will encourage non-car use
though more walking, cycling and use of public transport.

2. Overall, we believe this Policy is much stronger and we are pleased
with the changes made.

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
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All comments must be received by 5p'm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consultations? es ><

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence
can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan
Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’'s website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.
By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:
Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and

Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB
For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM f 3

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)
2. Do you support or object to the Main i

Modification? Support \/ Object

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly

prepared against tests set out in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs

¥

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION: X
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue

on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one-Madification please use a separate form for each.

M M3 — P 2.1 cnetwyadk Bavracles
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This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.
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All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019
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Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consultations? Yes X

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the

Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan
Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’s website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.
By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:
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1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM I \1

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main Support ‘/ Object

Modification?

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly

prepared against tests set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

it is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs

]

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

.- It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION: ’
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue

on separate A4 sheef(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one-Modification please use a separate form for each.
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This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.
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Your Details
Title Miss s Other:

Name ROSAMUND woRrR4aLL

Organisation

{if responding on behaf of an s Tor\C ENCLAND

organisation)

Address

Postcode
Tel. Number

E-mail address

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

- Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking. the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consultations? Yes ><

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence

can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consuitation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the

Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan
Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council's website, Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.
By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:
Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and

Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB
For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main

MM | |2

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main Support \/ Object

Modification?

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly

prepared against tests set out in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn't justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs

4

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

It isn’'t consistent with national policy

.- It doesn’t comply with the law

4, Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION: )
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue

on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one-Modification please use a.separate form for each.
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This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.
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Address

Postcode

I
All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan,

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regdrding future Planning
Policy consultations? Yes ><

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mai hat correspondence

can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the

Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan
Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council's website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request,
By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:
Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and

Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB
For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM B?_
Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main ]
Modification? Support v Object

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly

prepared against tests set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively preﬂpared e.g. strategy will' not meet development needs

4
A

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

I S

It doesn’t comply with the law

4, Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION: X
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue

on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one-Modification please use a.separate form for each.
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This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.
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Postcode

Tel. Number

ratearess

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the -examinatiorn of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning _
Policy consultations? Yes X

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mai hat corréspondence
can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan
Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’s website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.
By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:
Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and

Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB
For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: olic  broxtowe. ov.uk



1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM I 2%

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main .
Modification? Support \/ Object

3. [If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly

prepared against tests set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

Itis not positively prepared e.g. strategy wiII' not meet development needs

A

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

.- It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION: _
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue

on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one-Modification please use a.separate form for each.
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Homes

England

Steffan Saunders

Head of Neighbourhoods &
Prosperity

Broxtowe Borough Council
Council Offices

Foster Avenue

Beeston

Nottingham NGg 1AB

8th July 2019

Dear Steffan

Broxtowe Borough Council Local Plan Part 2 - Main Modifications to Publication
Version: Chetwynd Barracks

Homes England is the new housing delivery organisation that has been created to
adopt a more commercial approach, to respond to the long term housing challenges
facing this country. It will bring together money, land and expertise to accelerate the
supply of new homes and address affordability issues in areas of highest demand.

You will be aware from your meeting in March 2019 with Homes England colleagues
and representatives from the Defence Infrastructure Organisation, (DIO), responsible
for the MOD's Estate, that the two organisations have entered into a Partnering
Arrangement in respect of seven surplus Ministry of Defence (MoD) sites, including
Chetwynd Barracks. The objective of the Partnering Arrangement is for Homes
England to assume project leadership on behalf of DIO, bringing project management
and investment resources to:

) de-risk identified MoD sites;
ii) accelerate new housing development; and
iii) generate capital receipts for MoD.

Homes England has commenced working with DIO to deliver a phased, housing-led
redevelopment of the Chetwynd Barracks site and it is anticipated that we will assume
leadership of the project in the near future. Current plans involve a phased land
disposal from 2021 and we envisage that an outline planning application will be
submitted in early 2021, supported by a masterplan for the site.

Lucy Blasdale

#MakingHomesHappen

Making homes happen



As part of this process, Homes England is expecting to make a significant capital
investment in planning, de-risking and primary infrastructure works on the site, as a
catalyst for ensuring the early delivery of housing. Throughout this process, Homes
England wants to work collaboratively with Broxtowe Borough Council, Nottingham
County Council and the Neighbourhood Forum to realise the full potential of this
important brownfield public sector site. However, to do so the policy framework needs
to be clear about the details of the masterplan process and how it would interrelate to
the planning application process.

Homes England is concerned that changes made to Policy 3.1 since the Examination
(and promoted as part of the Main Modifications) do not provide the necessary clarity
to be effective. Indeed, Homes England considers that the changes will hinder, rather
than help, its aim of accelerating housing delivery on the site.

In particular, Homes England is concerned by some of the proposed policy wording
regarding the proposed Strategic Masterplan. Specifically:

1. The scope /intent of the Strategic Masterplan is not clear.

Paragraph 3.4 1a) states that a Strategic Masterplan ‘must be prepared for
Chetwynd Barracks’. [My emphasis].

Paragraph 3.8, on the other hand, states that the Masterplan ‘will be required to
provide a high-level overarching framework to ensure that planning and delivery is
properly coordinated across the two sites.’ [My emphasis].

Chetwynd Barracks and the Toton Strategic Location for Growth are fundamentally
different. Toton is not a single site; it is an area within which a number of uses are
proposed and where the type, quantum and form of development is yet to be
determined. By contrast, Chetwynd Barracks consists of a single site and proposed
land uses are relatively well defined. The Toton Strategic Location for Growth could
benefit from a ‘high-level overarching framework’; Chetwynd Barracks would
certainly not.

In our view, the scope of the proposed Masterplan should be restricted to the
allocated Barracks site only, although having regard to linkages with the Toton
Strategic Location for Growth and wider area. The intent of the policy needs to be
clarified.

The use of the word ‘strategic’ when referring to the Masterplan for Chetwynd
Barracks adds to the confusion regarding the intended scope of the document and
should be deleted.

2. The policy is not clear about when the proposed Masterplan needs to be prepared;
the essential point is that a Masterplan should be in place in order to inform the
determination of any planning application for the redevelopment of the Barracks



site. The first sentence of Key Development Requirement 1a) should be amended
to read:
‘A Masterplan should be prepared for Chetwynd Barracks and approved by
Broxtowe Borough Council as the Local Planning Authority as part of the
planning application process’.

Associated changes would also need to be made to the reasoned justification.

3. Responsibility for leading the preparation of the proposed Masterplan isn't clearly
stated. In our view, responsibility for leading the preparation of the Masterplan for
the Barracks site should most appropriately rest with the owner of the majority of
the allocated site: that would ensure the timely completion of the Masterplan, the
buy-in of the main stakeholder and the effective use of the work that has already
been undertaken. However, we do envisage a collaborative approach to its
preparation that would involve engagement with the other stakeholders listed in
paragraph 3.10 and support that element of the policy.

4. The status of paragraph 3.9 is not clear. The paragraph sets out in detail the
elements that the proposed masterplan should address — i.e., the policy
requirements — but is within the reasoned justification to Policy 3.1. If retained, it
should be moved to become a Key Development Requirement.

5. Arequirement to retain and reuse all existing military buildings or incorporate their
footprint into the development layout would have a significant impact on the
redevelopment of the site and would be wholly unreasonable. Further to the NPPF,
the wording of Development Requirement 7b (Heritage) should be amended to
clarify that not all existing military buildings on the site are likely to have sufficient
significance to merit consideration in planning decisions. Where, it does not prove
possible to retain a non-designated heritage asset, there could be more
appropriate ways of preserving its memory than simply retaining its footprint. (In
addition, it should be noted that the existing footprint of buildings could include
modern elements, of no heritage interest or significance).

In summary, Homes England considers that the proposed wording of Policy 3.1 is
insufficiently clear about the scope of the proposed Masterplan; that the policy should
clearly identify the principal landowner as being responsible for preparing the
Masterplan for Chetwynd Barracks and should also clarify how the Masterplan fits
within the planning application process. Development Requirement 7b should also be
amended, to avoid any confusion regarding its intention and to ensure that it accords
with the NPPF.



I would be grateful if these points are taken into account by the Council on progressing
the plan to adoption and would be happy to meet with you to discuss our concerns, if
you felt that would be helpful.

Lucy Blasdale
Head of Land

C.C.  Planning Inspector (c/o Lisa Snow, Programme Officer)



Broxtowe Part 2 Local Plan Review — Main Modifications

DIO — Chetwynd Barracks

Proposed Amendments to Policy 3.1 (MM3) by JLL on behalf of DIO (by track
change in green and comments in the right hand margin)

Policy 3.1 Chetwynd Barracks

3-4 3.3 Former Ministry of Defence (MOD) site which, as per the 2016 ministerial
announcement is no longer needed for national defence purposes. The site is
previously developed (albeit that much of the site is open) and contains a number
of buildings and structures related to the use as an MOD site including; barracks,
staff housing, firing range, playing fields and car parking.

3.4 Delivery of development on the site will continue beyond the plan period. The
Key Development Requirements, as set out below, relate to the site as a whole and
are required to ensure that the Barracks is treated as one entity and that a
comprehensive and cohesive development is achieved to ensure that future
development opportunities are not compromised.

Key Development Requirements:

1. &FategieLMasterplan:

C ted [IM1]: At no stage did the Inspector at the

a) A Strategic-Masterplan mustshould be prepared for Chetwynd Barracks
and approved by Broxtowe Borough Council as the Local Planning
Authority as part of the planning application process. [The Strategic

Masterplan should incorporate and demonstrate how the requirements
set out in this policy have been complied with. It should be consistent
with the Toton Strategic Location for Growth lllustrative Concept |

Examination suggest that the masterplan be strategic or
overarching in respect of Chetwynd Barracks and TSLfG.
Instead, its purpose is to guide the development of the
Barracks site, whether in whole or phased, to ensure its
development is comprehensive and in line with the other
KDRs.

Cc ted [IM2]: The Inspector at the Examination

Framework (Map 8) and provide further guidance on site specific matters
including the extent to which the requirements of Policy 3.1 have been
complied with

b) As a minimum, the Masterplan will set out

e a vision and guiding principles/objectives for Chetwynd Barracks;

o the spatial framework for development including key roads, landscape
features, development plots and land use mix. This should include
linkages to integrate the development with the Toton Strategic
Location for Growth (site allocation 3.2);

e the quantum of residential and employment development and how
such development will be phased; and

e the infrastructure requirements for Chetwynd Barracks including when,
how and whom would deliver each requirement. This will include
details of delivery of any infrastructure requirements shared with the
Totom Strategic Location for Growth (Policy 3.2) and will have regard
to phasing of development,

“«

2. Delivery:
a) Planning applications for dBevelopment proposals of Chetwynd
Barracks will be required to be in general conformity with the Strategic
Masterplan.

emphasized that the policy should be clear on how the
masterplan would be processed, with particular reference to
the how, the who, and the when. MM is lacking in this
regard. The Council’s officers confirmed also at the
Examination that they considered there was no need for a
SPD or AAP or other separate process. This implies that the
process of the masterplan should be closely aligned with the
submission and determination of planning application(s).
This should be expressed.

Commented [IM3]: These changes, and those proposed in
the form of 1b) below, are essentially a lift of paragraphs 3.9
and 3.10 of the reasoned justification, with minor
amendments. DIO consider they set out requirements for
the site, rather than explain them. As such, they should form
part of the actual policy.

Formatted: List Paragraph, Bulleted + Level: 1 +
Aligned at: 1.45 cm + Indent at: 2.08 cm
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b) Infrastructure requirements must be delivered at a rate and scale to
meet the needs that arise from the proposed development, in
accordance with the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

c) Development proposals must contribute proportionately towards the
delivery of those infrastructure items set out in this policy and in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

3. New & Existing Homes:
a) 500 Homes (within the plan period), 866+ with the capacity for 1,500
overall.
b) Ensure that new development integrates with any retained MOD
residential accommodation to the north of the site.

4. Connections & Highways:

a) Provide attractive and convenient walking and cycling routes through the
site connecting to the proposed HS2 station, ard-te the tram and to other
recreational routes and nearby facilities.

b) Provide a bus route through the site.

c) Upgrade existing access points and road network within the site, with
Chetwynd Road to be prioritised for buses, cyclists and pedestrians.

d) Ensure-thatthe abilityto-provideland should be safeguarded Wwithin the

“«

Cc ted [IM4]: This change was proposed principally

allocated area (including the operational Chetwynd Barracks site) to allow for
future provision of a north/south road (or other means of movement) to link to
the Tram
Park and Ride site-i iti to serve the
development post plan period. The safeguarded route should be marked on

the Masterplan.
e) Any contribution to hHighway infrastructure must-should be

considered in conjunction with requirements for the Toton Strategic
Location for Growth and wider area, as progressed through the
Gateway Study and transport modelling_but be proportionate to meet

by DIO prior to the Examination, but has not been
considered by BBC despite the Inspector raising this as a
matter for subsequent consideration. The proposed change
ensures that the delivery of the site is not compromised. In
addition, we have added wording following the Council’s
confirmation at the Examination that there was no necessity
for the road to serve the first 500 houses (i.e. the first phase
to be delivered pre 2028) and the Inspector suggesting that
this KDR should make reference to the Masterplan.

[Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.93 cm, Hanging: 0.34 cm

)

Cc ted [IM5]: This was another change proposed by

the particular residual need arising from development traffic from the
Chetwynd Barracks site, once allowance has been made for existing
operational traffic and mode share to other sustainable modes of
transport, reflect the potentially different phasing of development of the
two sites, and be capable of independent delivery.

5. Green Infrastructure, Open Space and Sports Pitches:

a) Retain and enhance Green Infrastructure corridors around the eastern
and northern areas of the site and create attractive links between open
spaces.

b) Retain and enhance the existing playing fields and sports facilities
(including the pavilion) on the south eastern corner of the site.

« Link open space at the east of the site.

c) Retain existing farge mature trees and grass verges and incorporate
these into a boulevard approach to the street scene.

d) Retain existing Hobgoblin Wood.

e) Ensure that management of woodland, green infrastructure and open
spaces is secured in perpetuity.

f) Provide on-site sustainable drainage system.

DIO prior to the Examination, raised by the Inspector for
subsequent consideration by BBC, but not pursued. This
change goes to the heart of the principal concerns of DIO
and Homes England —i.e. the Policy as currently proposed by
MM3 does not allow for sufficient independency in delivery
between Chetwynd and TSLfG nor reflect that the two sites
will have different needs in terms of supporting highways
infrastructure.




6. New facilities:

a) Provide a new Primary School and Medical Centre within close proximity
to the epen-space playing pitches and sports facilities at the south east of
the site.

b) Provide small retail/service centre to meet local need along the main
through route.

c) Prevision-of Provide small scale employment development.

7. Heritage:

a) Provide public access to the Listed Memorial to workers of National

Filling Factory No.6 (additional-bullet peint-deleted) Pprovide public

space to the south of the memorial and retain/enhance the existing
memorial garden.

ng-developmentla .Idntifvthe

significance of the site and identify any potential non-designated heritage assets. |
The development should be designed to retain the memory of the historic buildings
and their military function.

Key Development Aspirations;

1. Sustainable transport measures will be fully utilised to reduce reliance on the
private car. Where there are residual cumulative impacts on the highways network
these should be mitigated to ensure that they are not severe.

**Delete all existing justification text**
Justification

3.6 The site and its sustainability credentials lead to the potential for development
that goes well beyond the end of the plan period — 2028. The site as a whole is
considered to have capacity for 1,500 new homes which must be provided as part
of a comprehensive redevelopment with the provision of all required infrastructure
(set out in the Key Development Requirements). The extent of development
beyond 2028 will be the subject for review of the Part 1

Local Plan which will be undertaken with other Greater Nottingham authorities
following the adoption of this Part 2 Local Plan. This will involve discussions with
key stakeholders and wider consultation, including full engagement with the Toton
and Chilwell Neighbourhood Forum, which intends to produce a neighbourhood
plan covering Chetwynd Barracks and the surrounding area including land
adjacent to the HS2 Station at Toton. However, to ensure comprehensive
development of the site, consideration has been given to the potential capacity of
the site and the key development requirements beyond the plan period.

Commented [IM6]: Another change proposed by DIO pre-
Examination, with the Inspector expressly asking BBC officers
at the Examination why the proposed change was not
acceptable.

The proposed change by MM3 is too prescriptive and does
not confirm with the guidance provided in the NPPF.




Strategic Masterplan

3.7 The Council requires a joined-up, collaborative, cohesive and proactive
approach to be taken to the planning and implementation of the significant
development opportunity presented by Chetwynd Barracks and the Toton
Strategic Location for Growth.

Cc ted [IM7]: This section has been largely lifted and

3.10 [The landowners/site promoters will prepare the Masterplan and co-ordinate

is proposed by DIO to form part of the actual policy, as

opposed to the reasoned justification, as it sets out the
requirements of the masterplan rather than explains its
purpose.

Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.18 cm, Right: -0.04 cm,
Space Before: 0 pt, Tab stops: Not at 1.38 cm

Cc ted [IM8]: It is an accepted planning and

the production of its supporting technical evidence base. Nottinghamshire County
Council chairs the Toton Delivery Board (which has been tasked by local
authority partners with the realisation of aspirations at Toton Strategic Location
for Growth and the surrounding area including Chetwynd Barracks). Given this, it
is anticipated that the County Council will play also a key role in the preparation
of the Strategic Masterplan together with Broxtowe Borough Council,

i i ing-adjacent landowners), Chetwynd: The
Toton and Chilwell Neighbourhood Forum, infrastructure providers and other
statutory consultees. Public consultation must-should be undertaken on the draft
Strategic-Masterplan prior to its submissionfinalisation to the Local Planning
Authority as part of the planning application process.

3.11 The Masterplan should be produced prior to or as part of the First planning

application promoting development at the site. All Planning applications and any

development principle that it is up to the site promoters to
develop and promote proposals. In this case, Homes
England — Government’s own agency — is involved with the
development of the site and understandably is looking to
lead this process to ensure prompt delivery of the site.

[Formatted: Font: Not Bold

other consenting mechanisms must be in general conformity with the Strategic
Masterplan, which has been formally approved by Broxtowe Borough Council.

Key Development Requirements
3.12 The Key Development Requirements apply to the whole Chetwynd Barracks

site to ensure the allocation is planned as a single entity thereby ensuring a
comprehensive and cohesive development is achieved. The policy identifies those

e ted [IM9]: The current policy (as proposed by

MM3) is silent on how the masterplan interrelates with the
planning application process. This is an omission which
needs to be rectified in order to provide clarity and
effectiveness.




elements of the development that are expected to be delivered within the plan
period.

3.13 To facilitate the full scale of development at Toton and Chetwynd Barracks
and provide necessary capacity on the local highway network highway
improvements will be required. These should be consistent with the proposals set
out in the East Midlands HS2 Growth Strategy and the emerging Gateway Study.

3.14 The details of the retail / service centre referenced in this policy will be
addressed as part of the Masterplanning requirement (above). The retail element
should comply with Policy 13 of this plan which sets a maximum size limit
threshold for individual units (for retail, leisure, office or food and drinks units) of
no more than 2,500 square metres gross floorspace.

| Cc ted [IM10]: To be consistent with MM26, which

3.15 The small scale employment provision of no more than 2 ha areunts-to

proposes to raise the threshold size quoted by Policy 13 from
500 sgm to 2,500 sqm.

primarily B1+-Use Office-development(2—3-5-Ha). of B1, B2 and B8 units for SME
companies

Delivery

3.16 In order to deliver sustainable development at Chetwynd Barracks and realise
the aspirations set out in the East Midlands HS2 Growth Strategy, significant
investment in infrastructure is required to meet the needs of residents and
businesses. This includes transport, utilities, flood and surface water management
measures, green infrastructure and open space and community infrastructure. The
Council has prepared an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that sets out the
infrastructure required to support growth at this location over the plan period and
beyond.

The Council will undertake a periodic review of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan as
information changes. This is to ensure it continues to provide an effective tool to
support co-ordinated delivery of development and associated infrastructure across
Chetwynd Barracks. The Council will work collaboratively with partners to ensure
that the necessary infrastructure identified in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is
delivered and phased appropriately.

To promote efficient and effective joint working and to front load the planning
process, the use of Planning Performance Agreements will be strongly
encouraged for development proposals brought forward at Chetwynd Barracks.
This will promote joint working between all parties, including statutory consultees,
and will assist in focusing the issues that will need to be addressed prior to the
submission of planning applications.

| Commented [IM11]: To be consistent with the evidence

based provided by DIO on the market for this site. No other
evidence has been presented on the likely scale or use of this
part of the proposals.




Genway, Tom

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dear sir/madam

Leaver, Peter GG
08 July 2019 14:41

Policy

Leaver, Peter; Programme Officer

Part 2 Local Plan Main Modifications Consultation

JLL (on behalf of DIO) Consultation Response to MM3 (Final).pdf; HE Letter -
Broxtowe Council.pdf; Final DIO's proposed amendments to Policy 3.1 (MM3).pdf

Please find attached a response by DIO to MM3. The response is in three parts:-

e Completed Consultation Response Form

e Letter from Lucy Blasdale, Head of Land at Homes England, to Steffan Saunders, Head of Neighbourhoods &
Prosperity at Broxtowe BC, dated 8.7.2019

e Proposed amendments proposed by DIO and Homes England to Policy 3.1, with changes shown by track
change (in green) and with explanatory comments (RH margin).

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have queries about this submission.

Regards

Peter

Peter Leaver

Director - Planning & Development

& |||| ‘l

One of the 2019 World’s Most Ethical Companies®
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Part 2 Local Plan

Main Modifications
Consultation Response Form
Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client's name | DIO

Your Details
Title Mr | Mes | Miss | Ms | Other:
Name Peter Leaver
o JLL
Organisation

(if responding on behalf of an
organisation)

Address I
I

Postcode I

Tel. Number I

E-mail address I

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.

Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the
Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning v

Policy consultations? Yes

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence
can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.



For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan
Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’'s website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request. By submitting this
response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’'s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

1. Which Main Modification does this response relateto?
(please complete a separate form for each Main MM 3

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main

Object

Support

Modification?

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs| v/

It is not effective i.e. it won't work

It isn’t consistent with national policy|

It doesn’t comply with the law|

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:

Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)

If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.



Context

At the examination, there was a general consensus that the allocation of Chetwynd Barracks by Policy 3.1 for
1,500 houses (of which 500 will be built in the plan period) was sound. However, the Inspector recommended to
the Council that changes should be made to the policy, with particular regard to the addition of a requirement
for a masterplan to be produced to ensure comprehensive development of the site. The Inspector advised
officers of the Council at the Examination that the policy should set out clearly how the masterplan would be
processed, what the mechanisms would be (i.e. in relation to the determination of planning applications), and
who was going to lead its production.

Following the Examination, the Council has produced large scale changes to the policy to include a requirement
for a strategic masterplan. This strategic masterplan is described as high level and overarching, to ensure a fully
joined up approach between Chetwynd Barracks and the Toton Strategic Location for Growth (Policy 3.2). In
addition, the County Council has been identified as playing a key role in its preparation, with the inference that
the landowners/site promoters would play a subsidiary role along other stakeholders (e.g. the Neighbourhood
Forum).

A similar approach has been taken with Policy 3.2 by MM4. This uses much of the same text in its reasoned
justification and identifies also the County Council as playing the key role in the preparation of the strategic
masterplan. There is one fundamental difference - the strategic masterplan for Toton Strategic Location for
Growth is a Key Development Requirement for development expected beyond the plan period (see Part B). Itis
not a Key Development Requirement for development within the plan period - the stipulation for Chetwynd
Barracks.

The position for the responsibility of the delivery of the Chetwynd Barracks site has also changed since the
Examination. DIO has now entered a partnering arrangement with Homes England in respect of seven surplus
sites across the country, including Chetwynd Barracks.

Homes England has wide experience in bringing forward housing development on large brownfield sites, which
have complex issues and a variety of interests to balance. This experience has taught Homes England the
importance of a clear planning policy framework in delivering good quality new homes at the required pace.

Homes England has already started working with DIO on the delivery of Chetwynd Barracks and has considered
the proposed changes to Policy 3.1. It is concerned that they do not provide the necessary clarity to be effective
and that they will hinder, rather than help, the delivery of housing on the site.

Homes England has recently written to the Borough Council to set out its concerns and a copy of their letter is
attached to the Representations. Homes England’s principal concerns can be summarised as:-

. the scope/intent of the masterplan is not clear;

. the policy is not clear when the proposed masterplan needs to be prepared and how it relates to the
planning application process; and

. the responsibility for leading the preparation of the masterplan is ambiguous.

Thereis a particular concern about the uncertainty and ambiguity of the reference in para 3.8 to a strategic
masterplan providing a high-level over-arching framework to co-ordinate planning and development of
Chetwynd Barracks and Toton Strategic Location for Growth. It is not clear if the Councilintends one strategic
masterplan to cover both sites or separate masterplans for each site. It is the strong view of DIO and Homes
England that the former would result in an unnecessary delay in delivering the redevelopment of Chetwynd
Barracks for new homes.




Chetwynd Barracks and Toton Strategic Location for Growth are fundamentally different sites. Chetwynd
Barracks is a relatively straightforward brownfield single site with an existing relationship with the surrounding
built environment and an established infrastructure (in terms of site access, services, utilities and mature
landscape features). By contrast, Toton Strategic Location for Growth is a greenfield site in multi ownership,
with limited existing infrastructure, planned on the premise of proposals for a major, but uncertain, transport
hub (i.e. HS2 station). Whilst Toton Strategic Location for Growth may benefit from a high-level overarching
framework, Chetwynd Barracks would not.

To ensure delivery of the Chetwynd Barracks site is not constrained, Policy 3.1 (and 3.2) needs to make it clear
that the remit of the masterplan for Chetwynd Barracks concerns just Chetwynd Barracks and not a much wider
area.

Principal Proposed Changes to MM3 concerning the Masterplan

DIO and Homes England propose a limited number of edits to MM3, to meet the tests of effectiveness and
positive plan preparation, and to address their concerns.

These are provided on the attached version of Policy 3.1, as proposed to be modified by MM3, and with the
suggested amendments of Homes England and DIO shown by track change in dark green. Commentary has been
added in the righthand margin to explain and justify the changes in light of discussion of the policy at the
Examination.

The suggested amendments concerning the masterplan cover:-

. Deletion of the word ‘strategic’ as a descriptor to ‘masterplan’, in order to help clarify the scope of the
Chetwynd masterplan.

. Lifting paragraphs 3.8 and 3.9 of the reasoned justification to become part of the actual policy - Key
Development Requirements 1 a) (in part) and 1 b), recognising that the paragraphs actually set out policy.

. Adding a sentence to the beginning of paragraph 3.10 to state that the landowner/site promoter will
prepare the masterplan, to ensure that responsibility for its preparation is clearly and appropriately
allocated.

. Adding a sentence to the end of paragraph 3.10 and a sentence to the beginning of paragraph 3.11 to

clarify how the production of the masterplan will interrelate to the planning application process, to
ensure that a masterplan is in place to help with the determination of a future planning application.

Other Proposed Changes to MM3

The other changes proposed by DIO and Homes England relate to:-

. Key Development Requirement 4 d) - north/south road.

. Key Development Requirement 4 e) - highway infrastructure.

. Key Development Requirement 7 b) - non-designated heritage assets.
. Paragraph 3.14 - retail/service centre.

. Paragraph 3.15 - small scale employment.

The first three are outstanding matters from the Examination which the Council has not addressed further,
despite being asked expressly to do so by the Inspector.




The suggested amendments to Key Development Requirements 4 d) and e) are required to provide clarity and
effectiveness and ensure conformity with the NPPF. Key Development Requirement 4 e), as currently worded by
MM3, could be misinterpreted to require the acquiescence of third- party landowners. The amendment proposed
by DIO and Homes England seek to insure against this delivery risk and add in the Inspector’s suggestion that any
safeguarded route be marked on the masterplan.

The suggested amendment to Key Development Requirement 4 e) goes to the heart of the matter in terms of
contributions to highways infrastructure and the overall approach to masterplanning (as referred to above). DIO
and Homes England acknowledge that the policies for Chetwynd Barracks and Toton Strategic Location for
Growth should cross refer to each other to a certain extent. However, it is also vital that each site is capable of
different phasing and/or independent delivery (i.e. is not reliant upon each other). This was a point expressly
raised by the Inspector in Question 6 to Matter 6 prior to the Examination. This points to two separate
masterplans - not one overarching strategic masterplan - particularly as their requirementsin terms of timescale
of production differ. In addition, Key Development Requirement 4 e) should make clear that any contribution
should be proportionate to need and take into account the different circumstances of each site (e.g. Chetwynd
Barracks is a currently active site with existing vehicular flows).

The drafting of Key Development Requirement 7 b) is a concern of both Homes England and DIO. The approach
is far too prescriptive, does not conform with the guidance contained in the NPPF, and could compromise
delivery of a large part of the site.

Policy 13 has been modified (MM26) and refers now to a threshold of 2,500 sq m (rather than 500 sq m) forimpact
assessment for edge of centre and out of centre retail proposals. Paragraph 3.14 should be amended to be
consistent with this modification.

Finally, no evidence has been presented by the Council, or any third party, which suggests that employment
provision should be restricted to B1 offices and take up between 2 - 3.5 hectares of land. The only evidence
presented on this matter has been by JLL on behalf of DIO in the technical statement that supported the
representations submitted in response to the Pre-Submission draft. Thisevidence considered there was a limited
market for about 5,000 sq m of small B1, B2 and B8 units for local SME companies. Such a development would
not require more than 2 hectares of land.

Enclosures

- Letter from Homes England to Broxtowe Borough Council
- Proposed amendments to MM3 by DIO and Homes England

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.






Genway, Tom

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Sir/ Madam

Ben Driver I
09 July 2019 14:26

Policy
Main Modifications to the Part 2 Local Plan, NWT comments

Please find our comments below. We apologise that, due to limited resources/ time to review the plan we have
been unable to use your standard response templates.

Whist we don’t support all of the allocations themselves, we do support the following amendments:

MMS3 Policy 3.1 Chetwynd Barracks
Reference to retention of mature trees and securing future management of Hogoblin Wood in the policy

wording

MMS5 Policy 3.3: Bramcote (east of Coventry Lane)
Clarification of positioning of Green Infrastructure and significance of Local Wildlife Site

MM?7 Policy: 3.5: Severn Trent, Beeston
Securing long-term management of green space and retention of hedgerows in policy wording

MMB8 Policy 3.6: Beeston Maltings
Provision of wildlife corridor along railway mentioned in the policy wording

MM9 Policy 3.7: Cement Depot Beeston
Provision of wildlife corridor along railway mentioned in the policy wording

MML11 Policy 4.1 Land west of Awsworth (inside the bypass)
Retention of hedges and protection of common toads mentioned in policy wording

MM12 Policy: 5.1: East of Church Lane Brinsley
Reference to planting and incorporation of suds in policy wording and identification of green space
identified on a map, in order to buffer Brinsley Headstocks LNR

MM14 Policy: 6.1: Walker Street, Eastwood
Reference to wildlife corridor in policy wording

MM16 Policy: 7.1: Land south of Kimberley including Kimberley Depot
Reference in policy wording to mitigating any impacts on, and securing future management of, Local Wildlife

Site

MM17 Policy: 7.2: Land south of Eastwood Road Kimberley
Inclusion of field in the Green Infrastructure and reference to this in the policy wording

Our comments on other policies are as follows:

MM30 Policy 17: Place-making, Design and Amenity

We welcome policy 17 (0). The amended supporting text provides examples such as gaps under fences for
hedgehog and insect houses. Proposed amendment: We would like to see bat and bird (e.g. swift and house
sparrow) bricks added to the text. Such features can be incorporated easily into the external walls of new




builds for relatively low cost. This has been done elsewhere and one example is in the former Cotgrave
Colliery development (Rushcliffe).

MM35 Policy 27: Local Green Space
We support the amendments to this (and related policies) but query Policy 32 wording of the following
sentence. Could it be clearer if the suggested further amendment (red) was made?

Applications will be considered for additional Local Green Space Areas to be designated with regard to
paragraphs 143-147 of the National Planning Policy Framework

MM36 Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets

We welcome the addition of the following in policy wording:

g) Golf Courses (Beeston Fields and Chilwell Manor); and

h) A mix of Informal Open Spaces and flood mitigation measures (land off Thorn Drive, Newthorpe).

i) Prominent Areas for Special Protection (Bramcote Hills and Bramcote Ridge; Burnt Hill, Bramcote;

Catstone Hill Ridge, Strelley; Stapleford Hill; and Windmill Hill, Stapleford).

MM37 Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets

We welcome inclusion of reference to Net biodiversity gain and protected and declining species and to NERC

Act Species / Habitats and Local BAP in the policy text. This strengthens the policy in relation to biodiversity.
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any further queries.

Kind regards,

Ben Driver
Senior Conservation Officer (South)

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust is the county’s largest environmental charity - run by local people for the benefit of local
wildlife. We manage nature reserves across the county, champion nature and inspire adults and children about the natural
world. Together we are working to create a Living Landscape for Nottinghamshire.

Are you a member of Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust?

Join us now online G

To find out how we use and protect your personal data, please see our Privacy Policy on our website at
www.nottinghamshirewildlife.org

Registered office: The Old Ragged School, Brook St, Nottingham NG1 1EA
Registered in England & Wales: no. 748865. Charity no.224168R
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1.0

1.1

1.2

Introduction

These representations have been prepared on behalf of Bloor Homes who have a number
of land interests in Broxtowe. We have previously made representations to Broxtowe for
many years on behalf of Bloor Homes during both the development of the Greater
Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies (ACS) and earlier consultation stages of the Broxtowe
Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2).

Bloor Homes have serious concerns about the soundness of LPP2, particularly in relation to
the approach to housing and the allocation at Chetwynd Barracks, and object to the
modifications set out. Details of their concerns are set out in these representations, with
reference to particular policies and paragraph numbers where relevant. These
representations also outline modifications to LPP2 which are considered necessary to make
it sound.

Representation by Oxalis Planning on behalf Bloor Homes: Main Modification 3
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2.0

2.1

22

23

24

Main Modification 3: Changes to Policy 3.1 Chetwynd Barracks

We welcome clarity in respect of the total capacity of the site being detailed as 1,500 homes
in the policy. We also welcome the requirement for a strategic masterplan to be developed
for the site to inform development proposals and demonstrate connections with the Toton
Strategic Location for Growth and proposed HS2 station.

However, as outlined in our representations to Matter 6 (November 2018), we consider that
only a fraction of the 500 homes envisaged in the housing trajectory could be relied upon
to be delivered during the Plan period due to the complex nature of the site and short
timescales envisaged for addressing constraints. Indeed, we have raised concerns about
the delivery of the Chetwynd Barracks proposals for many years and are yet to see any
evidence which justifies the levels of housing proposed in Policy 3.1 within the Plan period.

Furthermore, in respect of the highways infrastructure which is proposed to be brought
forward in conjunction with the Toton allocation, this is proposed to be directed through
part of our client’s land and not only is there no agreement in place with the Council but
there have also been no discussions with the Council about how the infrastructure will be
developed. This only introduces a further layer of uncertainty about how many homes will
be delivered from the allocation during the Plan period.

As no evidence has been produced over a number of years to confirm the delivery of 500
homes from the site within the Plan period, this number should be significantly reduced
within the trajectory in both Policy 3.1 and Table 5. Without a reduction in the number of
homes to be delivered from this site, LPP2 will not be deliverable over the Plan period and
will therefore not be sound as required by paragraph 182 of the 2012 NPPF.

Representation by Oxalis Planning on behalf Bloor Homes: Main Modification 3
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Part 2 Local Plan

Main Modifications
Consultation Response Form

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client's name Bloor Homes Ltd

Your Details
Title Mr | Mrs | Miss | Ms | Other: Mr
Name Ben Holmes

Organisation
(if responding on behalf of an

organisation) Oxalls Plannlng Ltd

Address

Postcode

Tel. Number

e I

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consultations? Yes M

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence
can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.qov.uk/part2localplan

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’s website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



http://www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan
mailto:policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM |3

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main _
Modification? Support Object X

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

XXX X

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:

Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.

Please see attached Statement

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.


https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

Broxtowe

: Borou
. COUNCIL
Consu tation R s onse
Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client's name

Your Details
Title Mr M M M Other:

Name DA_\J (D Q H«é‘/(\b

Organisation
(if responding on behalf of an
arganisation)}

Address

All comments must be received by Spm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consuitations? Yes

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence
can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Maodifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet'. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe. ov.uk/ art2local lan

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Pian purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council's website. Full
representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail:






1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 3 —f
Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main )
Modification? Support Object |1/

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 L ocal Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government's National Planning Policy Framework (2012
version) (paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn't justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs \/

it is not effective i.e. it won't work

NN

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:

Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)

If you wish to comment on more than one Modification please use a separate form for each.

PlLEKSE s NREIKSIN  FoR  OBTET oM
e AT ACHED S Hee T

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.






Background

According to Aligned Core Strategies Part 1 Local Plan, Broxtowe has:

® Policy 14 “Managing Travel Demand”

® Policy 15 “Transport Infrastructure Priorities”.
For new developments, both policies advocate shifts to travel-modes other than private car,
where cycling is an important alternative mode.

Developments at “Toton Strategic Location for Growth” and at Chetwynd will create thousands of
homes/jobs. If the visions of Policy 14 & Policy 15 become reality, the developments will generate
thousands of extra cycle-trips, not just within the two developments but to/from other destinations
(e.g. Chilwell School, Beeston town-centre, Boots Enterprise Zone, University of Nottingham, QMC).

In practice — despite Broxtowe’s Policy 14 & Policy 15 — Broxtowe's September 2017
Infrastructure Delivery Plan:
¢ fails to mention cycling, let alone any plans to deliver any cycling infrastructure
* is therefore unsound as a foundation for developments that need to comply with
Aligned Core Strategies’ Policy 14 and Policy 15.

In the particular case of Chetwynd, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan:

* fails to address the problem of how children will walk/cycle safely between Chetwynd
and Chilwell (secondary) School (despite Transport Minister Jesse Norman advocating
“transition to a world where a 12-year-old can cycle safely”)

¢ fails to address the problem of how people will cycle safely from Chetwynd
to Beeston town-centre (by some route that avoids the tram-lines),’
to Boots Enterprise Zone, to the University, and to Queen’s Medical Centre.

Similarly — in MM3 ~ there’s a serious “reality gap” between:
® The vision in item 4(a) on Page 9 of “attractive and convenient ... cycling routes ... to ...
nearby facilities” — and in Item 1 on Page 11 that “sustainable transport measures will be
fully utilised to reduce reliance on the private car’ —and ...
® The apparent failure of Broxtowe to coordinate with the County Council to plan/fund/deliver
the cycling infrastructure needed to convert the vision into a reality.

Despite Broxtowe’s Policy 14 & Policy 15, and the words quoted above from MM3 Pages 9 & 11:
* although Item 3.13 on Page 14 of MM3 says “to ... provide necessary capacity on the local
highway network, highway improvements will be required”, ...
¢ Item 3.13 fails to say “to ... provide necessary capacity on the local cycle-route network,
cycle-route improvements will be required”.

! For evidence of how dangerous tram-lines are to cyclists, Google “Roger de Klerk Croydon”,
“Zhi Min Soh Edinburgh” and “John Melia tram Beeston”.






Reason for objection

The text in MM3 is based on invalid assumptions about availability — within cycling distance
of Chetwynd - of cycling infrastructure which is safe, and which will have sufficient capacity.

Suggestion

| suggest the following changes to the MM3 text

In Item 4(e) on Page 9, replace

Highway infrastructure must be considered ...

by

Highway and cycle-way infrastructure must be considered ...

in Iltem 3.9 on Page 13, replace

... key roads, landscape features ...

by

... key roads, cycle-routes, landscape features, ...

in Item 3.13 on Page 14, replace

“to ... provide necessary capacity on the local highway network, highway improvements will
be required”

by

“to ... provide necessary capacity on the local highway and cycle-way networks,

highway and cycle-way improvements will be required”

In Item 3.16 on Page 15, replace

“The Council has prepared an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that sets out the infrastructure
required to support growth at this location over the plan period and beyond”

by

“Although the Council prepared an Infrastructure Delivery Plan in 2017 covering some of
the infrastructure required to support growth at this location over the plan period and
beyond ~ the Council must now produce a new version, to include plans for cycling
infrastructure (to provide a foundation for new developments’ compliance with

Aligned Core Strategies’ Policy 14 “Managing Travel Demand” and Palicy 15

“Transport Infrastructure Priorities”).






Detalils

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client’'s name

Your details

Title Mr

Name Steve Beard

Organisation Sport England

Address

Tel. Number

E-mail address

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019
Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications. Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking
the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy | Yes
Team regarding future Planning Policy
consultations?

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be
made available on the Council's website. Full representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Questions

Which Main Modification does this response relate MM3
to?

Do you support or object to the Main Modification? Support

If you object it will help if you can say why

The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version) (paragraph 182).

Itisn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify No
the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not No
meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won't work No
It isn’t consistent with national policy No
It doesn’'t comply with the law No

Reasons for Support or Objection




Detalils

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client’'s name

Your details
Title Mr
Name Mark Trought

Organisation

Private Individual

Address

Tel. Number

E-mail address

-

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019
Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications. Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking

the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy
Team regarding future Planning Policy
consultations?

Yes

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be
made available on the Council's website. Full representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Questions
Which Main Modification does this response relate MM3
to?
Do you support or object to the Main Modification? Object

If you object it will help if you can say why

The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version) (paragraph 182).

Itisn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify Yes
the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not No

meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won't work No

It isn’t consistent with national policy No

It doesn’'t comply with the law No

Reasons for Support or Objection

| support the majority of the modification. However, whilst | agree with the need to
protect the mature trees in Hobgoblin Wood, the modification specifically includes
Hobgoblin Wood but does not mention other areas of trees. | am concerned that
specifically including Hobgoblin Wood and no other area of trees, suggests that other
trees which will not form part of the "boulevard appearance” will have reduced
protection. In particular | am concerned that the trees to the north-west of the site
running up from the quarry which are the remnants of a wooded area shown as Hill
Close on an 1899 map of the area will be lost.




Main Modifications 4
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Agent (if applicable)
Please provide your client's name TES P ofELTIES

Your Details
Title Mrs Miss Ms Other:
Name MUsA CHOW DR ARY
Organisation LARTON W TUMoLE

(if responding on behalf of an
organisation)

Address

Postcode

Broxtowe
Borough
COUNCIL

Tel. Number
E-mail address

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning

Policy consultations?

Yes

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence

can be sent to:

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the

Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.qov.uk/part2localplan

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council's website. Full

representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.
By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive's Department, Neighbourhoods and

Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail:



1 Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM &
Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main .
. Modification? Support X Object

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly
prepared against tests set out in the Government’s National Plannina Policv Framework (2012
(paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn't justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development needs
It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn't consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:

Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording of the Modification (continue
on separate A4 sheetl(s) if necessary)
If wish to comment on more than one Modification lease use a form for each

PLEASE SEFP KTTAMNED 00 CumBNT

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required



Broxtowe Local Plan Examination in Public
Response to the Main Modifications to Part 2 of the Local Plan
Made on Behalf of Tej Properties

MM4- Policy 3.2- Land in the Vicinity of HS2 Station at Toton
(Strategic Location for Growth)

This Statement is made on behalf of the Tej Properties (*our Client’), in response to the Main Modifications
proposed to Part 2 of the Broxtowe Local Plan as part of the Examination in Public process which are
currently being consulted upon. Main Modifications to a plan are usually proposed when an Inspector
finds that a plan is unsound or legally non-compliant as submitted but can be made sound by
modifications. The modifications relate directly to the reason why the Inspector has found the plan
unsound.

In the case of the Broxtowe Part 2 Local Plan, the Inspector has asked that the consultation be carried
out to make any changes which may be necessary to make the plan sound and legally compliant.

Tej Properties have land interests at Toton Sidings and land in the vicinity of the HS2 station. The Sidings
are located adjacent to residential development to the east and the railway line to the west. The site is
located within easy reach of the national road particularly the M1.

Toton Sidings are allocated under Policy 3.2- land in the vicinity of HS2 Station at Toton (Strategic
Location for Growth). Our Client’s land interests are shown on revised map number 7.

The site is currently located in the Green Belt. However, The Green Belt Review demonstrates that the
site makes a minimal contribution to the surrounding Green Belt. Our Client’s Site is situated within Zone
2 of the Green Belt Review. This achieves the second lowest scoring within the main built up area.

The site offers a suitable location for development as it is located in close proximity to existing services
and the technical reports supporting the site’s promotion demonstrate that there are no known
constraints to development. It would also not present any adverse environmental conditions.
Furthermore, the site is available as there are no legal or ownership problems. The landowners have sole
control of the site and are committed to developing it.

Throughout the stages of the Local Plan preparation, our Client has supported the release of the land at
Toton for development with or without the HS2 Station. The land comprises previously developed land,
has significant technical work demonstrating the suitability of the site and has successfully opposed a
Town and Village Green application.

Our Client wholly supports the proposed allocation for mixed use development of the site are the wider
area.

Our Client supports the inclusion in the ‘Strategic Policy Context’ section of policies 4, 15 and 16 which
recognises that the site has wider benefits to the area and can contribute to the sustainable development
of the borough including economic, transport and green infrastructure.

Key Development Requirements Within the Plan Period
The site had previously had an allocation proposed in earlier iterations of the plan for 500 dwellings. Our

Client supports the Main Modification which proposes to amend this to between 500 and 800 homes with
an overall capacity for 3,000 homes (policy A(i)).

20809/A5/MC/kb 1 July 2019



Our Client also supports the removal of the minimum 40 dwellings per hectare density requirement in
favour of ensuring development comprises a blended density taking into account adjacent development

(policy A(ii)).

Our Client supports the inclusion of ensuring that the site delivers a minimum of 18,000m? of mixed-use
employment (policy A(iii)) to provide high skilled jobs in the immediate area and wider region.

Key Development Requirements Beyond the end of the Plan Period

Our Client supports the inclusion of policy B and C on the requirement to produce a masterplan for the
Strategic Location for Growth. Our Client also welcomes paragraph 3.30 of the corresponding justification
text which sets out that the County Council and Borough Council will play a key role in the preparation
of the masterplan. Our Client also supports paragraph 3.29 which states that the area around the
proposed station is a low valley and that development here will be able to incorporate tall buildings
including a landmark building and mixed use floorspace in a landscaped setting.

Key Development Requirements to be subject to the Strategic Masterplan

Our Client supports the modification to policy D(Va) which sets out that the tram extension should be
designed to facilitate further extension of the HS2 Station.

Our Client supports paragraph 3.28 specifically that text which sets out that the masterplan should
establish a major new high-tech research adjacent to the hub station, that high quality housing and
employment makes best use of the land around the hub station.

Key Development Requirements

Our Client also supports the inclusion of paragraph 3.26 and 3.27 which seek to ensure that development
of the allocation is undertaken in a comprehensive and cohesive manner and that significant investment
in infrastructure is required to meet the needs of the area in order to achieve sustainable development
respectively.

However, our Client considers that it should be made clear in the policy that the preparation of a
masterplan is a requirement for the future and that it should be undertaken at a later date to ensure that
it does not delay the adoption of the plan.

Paragraph 3.36 which encourages the use of Planning Performance Agreements for development
proposals in the area and assist in joint working is also supported.

Conclusion

These representations have been prepared on behalf of Tej Properties and set out their comments in
relation to the Broxtowe Borough Council Part 2 Local Plan Main Modifications.

Our Client has land interests at Toton Sidings which fall within a wider allocation under policy 3.2-Toton
Strategic Location for Growth. Our Client has a keen interest in the development of the site and is
committed to ensuring that the Local Plan Part 2 is prepared on a sound and robust basis which meets
the tests of paragraph 35 of the Framework. It has been demonstrated throughout both the Core Strategy
and Local Plan Part 2 preparation that their land interests are suitable, available and achievable and is a
deliverable site.

Our Client supports the changes proposed by the Main Modifications to the policy and the continued
allocation of the site for mixed use development. Our Client welcomes the proposed modification which

seeks to increase the number of dwellings on site, the inclusion of the site being developed for mixed
use employment as well as to proposed changes to the density of development on the site.

The proposed modification which sets out that the area around the proposed station has the ability to
incorporate tall buildings is also supported.

20809/A5/MC/kb 2 July 2019



Our Client agrees with and supports the requirements for a masterplan for the wider Strategic Location
for Growth which also sets out that both the County Council and Borough Council should play a key role
in. This will help to ensure that the area is developed in a comprehensive and cohesive, rather than
piecemeal, fashion.

We consider that upon acceptance of the proposed changes, the plan is sound and legally compliant.
Although further hearing sessions are not usually held at this stage, if the Inspector considers them
essential to deal with any of the issues raised by the representations, Barton Willmore, on behalf of Tej

Properties reserve the right to attend.

We trust that these representations will be taken into consideration going forward. If you require any
further information or have any queries in connection with the site, please do not hesitate to contact us.

20809/A5/MC/kb 3 July 2019



Part 2 Local Plan

Main Modifications
Consultation Response Form

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client’'s name Not applicable
Your Details
Title Mr| mes [Miss |Ms |Other:
Name Graham Heal
Organisation Chetwynd: The Toton and Chilwell Neighbourhood Forum
(if responding on behalf of an
organisation)
Address ]
]
]
Postcode ]
Tel. Number ]
E-mail address ]

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019

Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications.
Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future Planning
Policy consultations? Yes

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that

correspondence can be sent to: NG

For guidance on this Consultation, please refer to the accompanying ‘Main Modifications Consultation —
Guidance Sheet’. For any further information or assistance in completing this form please contact the
Planning Policy Team on the numbers or e-mail below.

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and
Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be made available on the Council’s website.
Full representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Please return completed forms to:

Broxtowe Borough Council, Planning Policy, Chief Executive’s Department, Neighbourhoods and
Prosperity, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB

For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3015, 3409 or 3337 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk



http://www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan
mailto:policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 3, Policy 3.1

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main

Object
Modification? Support [Yes

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2
Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version)
(paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development

needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

4. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording
of the Modification (continue on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification, please use a
separate form for each.

1. The modification fully represents the Forum’s views regarding this

Policy — not least the need to ensure:

o That the Barracks must be treated as one entity and that a
comprehensive and cohesive development is achieved

e That an overarching Strategic masterplan is created covering the
whole site

e This masterplan needs to be mindful of, and conform to, the
rge}_ster Ign developed for the Strategic Location for Growth — see

olicy 3.

e The Forum must be engaged in providing input to the development

of the masterplan

2. Other additions made to this Policy (such as the retention of Hobgoblin
Wood and the need to create attractive links between open spaces)
are also fully supported.

3. Overall, we believe this Policy is much stronger and we are very
pleased with the changes made.

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

1. Which Main Modification does this response relate
to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 4. Policy 3.2

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main

Object
Modification? Support [Yes

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2
Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version)
(paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development

needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

5. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording
of the Modification (continue on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification, please use a
separate form for each.

1. The modification represents the Forum’s views regarding this Policy,

in particular:

e The provision of multi-functional green infrastructure corridor to the
south of the area

e That the road infrastructure must take into account the
requirements for road access to Chetwynd Barracks

e That a Strategic masterplan needs to be prepared and include the
development expected to be delivered after 2028

o The Forum must be engaged in providing input to the development
of the masterplan

2. Overall, we believe this Policy is stronger and we are pleased with the
changes made.

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

1. Which Main Modification does this response relate

to? (please complete a separate form for each Main MM | 34. Policy 26

Modification that you wish to comment on) (Please see consultation document)

2. Do you support or object to the Main

Object
Modification? Support [Yes

3. If you object it will help if you can say why
The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2
Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version)
(paragraph 182). (If possible, please tick any which apply.)

It isn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not meet development

needs

It is not effective i.e. it won’t work

It isn’t consistent with national policy

It doesn’t comply with the law

6. Reason for SUPPORT or OBJECTION:
Please give details to explain why you support or object to the wording
of the Modification (continue on separate A4 sheet(s) if necessary)
If you wish to comment on more than one Modification, please use a
separate form for each.

1. The modification fully represents the Forum’s views regarding this
Policy especiaIIP/ the additional text to para 26.1 that travel plans need
to provide details how developments will encourage non-car use
though more walking, cycling and use of public transport.

2. Overall, we believe this Policy is much stronger and we are pleased
with the changes made.

This form is available in large print and other formats on request.
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required.



https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180608095821/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2

Detalils

Agent (if applicable)

Please provide your client’'s name

Your details

Title Mrs

Name Gillian Moore
Organisation Resident

Address

Tel. Number

E-mail address

K

All comments must be received by 5pm Tuesday 9 July 2019
Responses should be limited to the Main Modifications. Comments will be considered by the independent Planning Inspector who is undertaking

the examination of the Plan.

Do you want to be contacted by the Planning Policy
Team regarding future Planning Policy
consultations?

Yes

Data Protection - Information will be used by Broxtowe Borough Council for Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan purposes. Representations will be
made available on the Council's website. Full representations and all information provided will be available to view on request.

By submitting this response form you are agreeing to these conditions.

Questions
Which Main Modification does this response relate Housing
to?
Do you support or object to the Main Modification? Object

If you object it will help if you can say why

The Examination Inspector is required to consider whether the Part 2 Local Plan has been properly prepared against tests set out in the
Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (2012 version) (paragraph 182).

Itisn’t justified e.g. there is no evidence to justify No

the modification

It is not positively prepared e.g. strategy will not No

meet development needs

It is not effective i.e. it won't work Yes
It isn’t consistent with national policy No

It doesn’'t comply with the law No

Reasons for Support or Objection

Toton already becomes gridlocked when there is an incident in long Eaton or chilwell
or beeston or sandiacre or stapleford or the m1. The traffic on stapleford lane and
toton lane is contiuous limiting residents exit from current housing. Another 1000
houses with minimum 1 car per house puts extra pressure on the roads. Bardill
island also becomes gridlocked regularly due to volume of traffic and poor lane
markings. We will be left with no greenbelt in an already saturated part of broxtowe.










BROXTOWE LOCAL PLAN PART 2
MAIN MODIFICATIONS MAY 2019

OBJECTION TO MODIFICATION MM4 - POLICY 3.2 TOTON

RESPONDANT 1201
WHITEHEAD (CONCRETE) LTD & FOULDS INVESTMENTS LTD



These objections on behalf of R. Whitehead (Conrete) Ltd and Foulds
Investments Ltd (Foulds) are made to made Proposed Main Modification
MM4 of May 2019 in respect of Proposed Main Modification MM4 to Policy 3.2

Toton.

The appendices appended to this Objection are scheduled as follows;

Appendix Mod1 Extract CD-04 Policy 3.2 Submission version Pt 2
LP, July 2018 - PDF page 8

Appendix Mod2 Modification MM3 of BBC/02 Schedule of Main
Modifications, September 2018 — PDF page 12

Appendix Mod3 Extract from Pt2 LP Main Mods Tracked Changes,
May 2019 — PDF page 13

Appendix Mod4 HS2 Phase 4B and Beyond, HoC Briefing,
September 2018 — PDF page 16

Appendix Mod5 House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee
Rethinking HS2, May 2019 — PDF Page 60

1.1 By reference to Policy 3.2 in the September 2017 Publication Version of the Broxtowe
Pt2 LP, CD/01, it is conspicuous by the absence of any specific Policy 3.2 text in

respect of the Toton strategic growth location.

1.2 Within the September 2018 Submission Version of the Broxtowe Pt2 LP dated July
2018, CD/04, specific text in relation to the justification and explanation of the
expected operation of Policy 3.2 for Toton is set out between pages 34-37, see App
Mod1. This text makes no reference whatsoever to the provision of the 18,000 ft? of

the class B floorspace required by policy 4(e) of the ACS.
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1.3 Within the proposed September Schedule of Modifications to the Pt2 LP dated
September 2018, BC/02, reference to provision of the B class employment floor space
is expressly proposed to be struck through and deleted, also denoting the LPA

intention that this was proposed to take place beyond the plan period, see App Mod2..

1.4 Despite the realism of delivery being achieved within the plan period being challenged
by a number of participants at the Examination, the Council now proposes that within
its proposed Main Modifications of May 2019 that policy 3.2 be amended yet again to
propose a minimum provision of 18,000 m? of B class employment floor space that it
expects will be completed within the plan period by 2028, see App Mod3. This is
solely predicated upon the provision of Policy 4(e) the within the ACS adopted 2014.

1.5 However, subsequent events in the intervening period have transpired to
render deliverability of the aspired quantum of B class floorspace at Toton by
April 2028 exceedingly unlikely. As a consequence the plan conflicts with
paragraphs 15 and 16 of the Framework 2019, notably criterion 16b).
Moreover, paragraph 153 of the 2012 Framework against which this plan is
examined requires a plan to respond flexibly to changing circumstances. As a
consequence of the focus of 50% of the ACS strategic requirement at Toton
within the LP Pt 2, despite the changed delivery timesca le for HS2 means that
there are insufficient deliverable employment site allocations being made during
the plan period within Broxtowe thereby demonstrating that the plan has not

been positively prepared and rendering it ineffective, inflexible and unsound.

1.6 Timing of delivery of employment land will be inevitably be interrelated with the
timescale for delivery of HS2 Phase 2B within which provision is made for the Toton

Station.

1.7 Section 4.5 on page 30 of the House of Commons Briefing paper on “HS2 Phase 2b
and Beyond” of September 2018, see App Mod4, notes that the Hybrid Bill for Phase

2b was expected to have been published by the end of 2019, however at the beginning
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of September 2018 it was announced that the Bill would now likely be delayed to the

end of 2020 to enable design integration with the Northern Powerhouse Rail.

1.8 Even on the proposition of the timeline suggested by HS2 on its website,

https://www.hs2.org.uk/timeline-2b/, Royal Assent to the Bill is not anticipated until

mid-2023 with construction not commencing until 2024 and the passenger service not
becoming operative until late 2033. Even this timescale will by now have slipped by a
further 12 months if the advice contained in the House of Commons briefing paper of
September 2018 proves to be correct. Subsequent delays associated with Brexit can

only serve to compound matters.

1.9 Indeed in March 2019 it was widely reported in the media that Ministers have now
delayed signing off on the first half of spending for HS2 due to costs escalation,

https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2019/03/31/ministers-have-delayed-signing-first-
half-spending-hs2-six-months/

1.10 There is therefore a considerable degree of uncertainty associated with the delivery in
principle and associated timing for HS2 and the subsequent HS2 Phase 2b. These are
matters entirely outside of the control of Broxtowe BC and therefore the planning
uncertainty regarding development at Toton is entirely understandable. However, on
the balance of probabilities the timeline for HS2 Phase 2b will shift further back in time
rather than be brought forward. Delays for this major infrastructure project are highly
likely to result in causing consequential delays in the associated employment floor
space delivery. Indeed in May 2019, the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee
report Rethinking High Speed 2 proposes a complete rethink in the approach to HS2
and potentially integrating it with Northern Powerhouse Rail in order to alleviate the
economic disadvantages experienced in the north of the country, see App Mod5 .

Were this to transpire, considerable further delays can be envisaged.

1.11 Accordingly, in order to ensure the achievement of the overarching requirement of
ACS policy 4b) of delivering 34,000 m? of B class employment within the plan period to
2028 within Broxtowe, it is requested that a far more flexible and holistic approach is
required within the Pt2 LP and Policy 3.2 be more flexible to allow for delay or even

non-delivery of employment floor space at Toton during the plan period to 2028. It is
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requested this be achieved by incorporating into the Pt 2 LP the measures proposed
on behalf of Whitehead (Concrete) Ltd and Foulds Investments Ltd through the LP

Examination during December 2018.
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App Mod 1
Extract CD/04 Policy 3.2
Submission Pt 2 LP July 2018

Policy 3.2: Land in the vicinity of the HS2 Station at Toton (Strategic
Location for Growth)

Strategic policy context
Aligned Core Strategy Policy 2: The Spatial Strategy

What the Aligned Core Strategy says

Policy 2.3a iii) allocates a strategic location for growth on land east and west of
Toton Lane including Toton Sidings in the vicinity of the proposed HS2 station

at Toton, in Broxtowe. The plan specifies that the allocation should include a
minimum of 500 homes with the appropriate mix of this and other development to
be determined in the part 2 local plan.

3.9 Delivery of development on the site will continue beyond the plan period. The Key
Development Requirements, as set out below, relate in part to the first 5 years of the Local
Plan, but also to the site as a whole and are required to ensure that the site is treated as
one entity and that a comprehensive and cohesive development is achieved to ensure that
future development opportunities are not compromised. For early phases of development

it is essential to ensure that the form of development is consistent with wider development
opportunities in order to secure a high quality sense of place facilitating further development
opportunities at the point that the HS2 station is open to passengers.

3.10 The following Key Development Requirements must be met.

Key Development Requirements between 2018 - 2023
500 Homes of a minimum net density of 40 dwellings to the hectare and
associated infrastructure to deliver this, these should be located towards the
South of the Strategic Location for Growth.

» Limited local retail provision of a scale that does not compete with the retail
offer in nearby centres including Long Eaton, Stapleford and Sandiacre.

» Development should be located and designed to complement and not prejudice
proposals for access to the HS2 Hub Station and Innovation Village which is to
be delivered beyond the plan period.

» Highway infrastructure must be considered in conjunction with requirements for
the Chetwynd Barracks allocation (Policy 3.1) and wider area as progressed
through the Gateway Study and transport modelling.

Key Development Requirements for the Strategic Location for
Growth stretching significantly beyond the end of this Part 2

Local Plan

The development of an innovation village comprising the following minimum and

to be confirmed as part of the review of the Greater Nottingham Aligned Core

Strategies:

Community Provision

» Provide space for provision of an expanded or potentially relocated George
Spencer Academy including a new Primary School.

* Provide space for provision of a relocated Leisure hub with space for a Leisure
centre including indoor sports centre and 25m swimming pool and outdoor
sports pitches.

* Provide a new community centre.

* Provide a new health centre.

All policies should be read in conjunction with the Local Plan Part 1 — Broxtowe Borough Aligned Core Strategy.
No policy should be applied in isolation; account will be taken of all relevant policies.


https://www.broxtowe.gov.uk/media/2160/broxtowe-aligned-core-strategy.pdf#page=52
Mark
Text Box
App Mod 1
Extract CD/04 Policy 3.2 
Submission Pt 2 LP July 2018 



* Provide a new neighbourhood scale retail centre.

Traffic / Transport / Connectivity

* A system that flows well for all modes of transport including a multi modal
transport hub adjacent to the station and proper consideration of access
both from Long Eaton and Stapleford, and how the HS2 site will connect and
complement development at the Chetwynd Barracks site. As a minimum this
will include good connectivity for cycling and pedestrians from the northern
end of Chetwynd Barracks to access the tram and HS2 station via a network
of interconnected Green Infrastructure. It will also enable the provision of high
quality transport links to the other nearby centres in Broxtowe and Erewash, the
three city centres of Derby, Leicester and Nottingham, the airport and strategic
rail connected development at Roxhill in Leicestershire to the south and towns in
East Derbyshire and West Nottinghamshire to the north.

* Maximise the potential for trips to and beyond the station to be achieved
through non-private car modes of transport. This should include:

e Tram extension to HS2 station which should be high level access and
complete prior to the opening of the station. It should be designed in such
a way as to allow for its potential expansion to Long Eaton, Derby and
East Midlands Airport. This will need to include a bridge over the station
of sufficient size to accommodate different modes of transport which in
addition to the tram would be bus, car, cycle and pedestrian.

» Safe and attractive pedestrian and cycling links between new and existing
communities including Toton, Long Eaton, Stapleford and Sandiacre utilising
attractive routes though the location to the HS2 hub and neighbouring
areas.

* A hierarchy of attractive routes and interconnected places should be created.
Green routes should be provided and, where necessary, preserved and
enhanced to assist with this including the Erewash Valley/Canal and additional
green space to the north of existing settlements at Toton and Chilwell and to
the south of Stapleford.

* Pedestrian access should be provided to the station from the east with an
additional secondary western access. This should include a safe route either
over or under the station.

e In terms of cycling provision, development should be compatible with future
north-south and east-west segregated cycle routes. Cycling should be made
a viable option for accessing the hub from within a five mile radius. NET
extensions should incorporate a tram-side shared path (to extend to Derby if
the tram is extended this far).

» Bessell Lane should be incorporated in plans to access the station and
significant improvements will need to be made to the quality of the public realm
to encourage better connections to Stapleford Town Centre and to assure the
quality of the cycling provision on this north-south route including extension
of Midland Street, Long Eaton. On a wider scale the plan to open Bennerley
Viaduct should be taken into account with its potential to create wider major
leisure routes attracting visitors to use Toton Hub as a starting point for cycling
tours. A link should be provided to national cycle route 6 along the Erewash
Canal directly to the HS2 Hub station and cycle storage should be provided at
the station.

* Private vehicle access to the station to be provided via the A52, terminating in
ideally underground parking or failing this a multi-storey car park to serve the
station.

All policies should be read in conjunction with the Local Plan Part 1 — Broxtowe Borough Aligned Core Strategy.
No policy should be applied in isolation; account will be taken of all relevant policies.




* Good quality transport links from the HS2 station to nearby town centres
including a north/south link road to provide local vehicle, walking and cycling
access to the station and to facilitate through bus services.

* Onward rail service connections to other principal East Midlands Stations
including llkeston Station.

» Prevent overspill parking in existing residential areas when the station is
operational. This may include Toton to become ‘residents only parking’ area to
mitigate issues with Station/Tram traffic.

Green Infrastructure

» Extensive multi-purpose interconnected Green Infrastructure routes to be
provided to connect areas of growth and existing communities all of which
should be of sufficient width and quality to provide attractive and usable links in
the following locations:

» Along the southern boundary of the location north of existing communities
of Toton and Chilwell, between Hobgoblin Wood in the east and Toton Fields
Local Wildlife Site in the west, this will be a significant corridor in the area,
and should incorporate both pedestrian and cycle access to HS2 station;

» Along the northern boundary of the location south of Stapleford this should
comprise a narrow, graded tree and shrub roadside corridor to improve
screening of the Innovation Village from the A52;

» Along the Erewash Canal to the west of the location (incorporating flood
mitigation on the low lying Sidings part of the site) and Erewash River
(between Toton Washlands and Stapleford);

» Along a north/south corridor immediately to the west of Toton towards
Bessell Lane.

* A new primary route through the centre of the location linking development
areas to the HS2 Hub linking to a high quality ‘station square’ as part of a new
attractive principal pedestrian route.

* No loss of trees which are the subject of Tree Preservation Orders and
extensive additional planting to be undertaken at appropriate locations to
enhance provision of wildlife corridors of varying widths.

* Multi use sporting provision should be provided in appropriate locations ideally
adjacent to the school for use by school children and others.

Economic development

* The creation of an innovation village as part of a mixed use development
to provide significant numbers of new high skilled jobs to drive economic
development in the immediate area and the wider region.

* The provision of iconic tall buildings in close proximity to the station and on
the western edge of the higher land further west. This is to provide suitable
premises for economic ambitions to be met in a flexible format to allow for,
and encourage, a mix of uses and also to provide a visual link to the northern
gateway of the site leading to Stapleford District Centre and in doing so
encourage additional investment in, and enhancements to, Stapleford District
Centre.

» This development may include large scale conferencing facilities, university
research/development provision, possible potential for hotels and other high
tech developments seeking premises in proximity to a HS2 station.

School / Leisure

» Option to provide space on the eastern side of Toton Lane for a ‘South
Broxtowe Leisure Hub’, if required. This would include a new Leisure Centre

All policies should be read in conjunction with the Local Plan Part 1 — Broxtowe Borough Aligned Core Strategy.
No policy should be applied in isolation; account will be taken of all relevant policies.



and associated indoor and outdoor facilities and a relocated GSA School
campus.

Land Assembly

* Provide a School site of sufficient scale to accommodate the full educational
needs of 3 to 18 year olds at George Spencer Academy within the strategic
location and potentially as part of a school/Leisure hub on the eastern side of
Toton/ Stapleford Lane.

* Relocate the plant nursery, electricity substation, sewage works and Network
Rail/ DB Schenker off site.

Key Development Aspirations;
1. The relocation of the electricity substation and sewage works to ensure a more
comprehensive and high quality development.

Justification

3.11 There has been extensive work and consultation in relation to development in this
location over several years. The Local Plan Policy now defines the area to be removed from
the Green Belt as the site. This is shown in the plan on page 38.

3.12 On 15 December 2015 the Broxtowe Cabinet resolved,

* The amount, location mix and site boundaries of development to be put forward as a
site specific allocation to be progressed as part of the Broxtowe Part 2 Local Plan.

* The content of this (Cabinet) report, together with relevant background information
previously reported to the June and July 2015 HS2 Toton Advisory Committees, is
published as an interim policy framework to aid decision takers for this strategic location
prior to the adoption of the Broxtowe Part 2 Local Plan Vision.

Vision
3.13 The vision for the site is:

* Planned development that uses the locational advantages of the hub station to
strengthen and reinforce the roles of existing settlements across the East Midlands.

» Establishment of a major new high tech research/institute adjacent to the hub station
which adds value to the existing East Midlands offer.

* Well-integrated high quality mixed tenure housing and employment development
(including provision for relocated businesses), which makes best use of the land around
the hub station and reflects the policy and aspirations in the Aligned Core Strategy.

» The avoidance of major retail development that would undermine the role of existing
centres.

* Maintenance of the integrity of the Derby-Nottingham Green Belt west of the M1.

» Continuing to invest in infrastructure elsewhere that supports the roles of existing
settlements.

3.14 This can be delivered by an “innovation village” concept adjacent to the station within
a flexible framework of interconnected transport and green infrastructure connections. The
more detailed aspirations for discussion are given below and these follow from consultation
work as part of the Aligned Core Strategy and beyond, work on the emerging East Midlands
Growth Strategy and includes more recent discussions with representatives of the Chetwynd
Neighbourhood Forum.

All policies should be read in conjunction with the Local Plan Part 1 — Broxtowe Borough Aligned Core Strategy.
No policy should be applied in isolation; account will be taken of all relevant policies.
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Schedule of Modifications

App Mod 2
Extract BBC/02 Policy 3.2 Mod MM3
Proposed Modifications, Sept 2018

Reference | Details of amendment Reason for Change
Number
MM3 Amendment:

Policy 3.2: Land in the vicinity of the HS2 Station at Toton

(Strategic Location for Growth)
Key Development Requirements within-the-plan-peried between 2018 - 2023

e 500 Homes of a minimum net density of 40 dwellings to the hectare and
associated infrastructure to deliver this-, these should be located towards the
South of the Strategic Location for Growth.

e Limited local retail provision of a scale that does not compete with the retail
offer in nearby centres including Long Eaton, Stapleford and Sandiacre.

e Development should be located and designed to complement and not
prejudice proposals for access to the HS2 Hub Station and Innovation Village
which is to be delivered beyond the plan period.

e Highway infrastructure must be considered in conjunction with requirements
for the Chetwynd Barracks allocation (Policy 3.1) and wider area as
progressed through the Gateway Study and transport modelling.

Key Development Requirements beyond-the-planperied for the Strategic Location
for Growth stretching significantly beyond the end of this Part 2 Local Plan

The development of an innovation village comprising the following minimum and to
be confirmed as part of the review of the Greater Nottingham Aligned Core
Strategies:

NMinim

Key Development Requirement titles amended to be more specific
about timescales of expected delivery.

Inclusion of the requirement for the housing to be delivered towards
the South of the Strategic Location for Growth so as to bring the
policy in line with the Growth Strategy.

Inclusion of the expectation that development should not prejudice
the proposals for access to HS2 and Innovation Village as this is
expected beyond 2028 and it is important that work being progressed
now is not constrained by development as a result of representations
made by Nottinghamshire County Council.

Inclusion of the requirement to ensure that highways infrastructure is
considered in a comprehensive manner included as a result of
representations made by Nottinghamshire County Council and local
residents.

Previous supporting text has been moved into the policy and

duplication has been removed. ‘Aspiration’ has been removed
throughout this as it is now policy.
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App Mod 3
Extract Policy 3.2
Main Modifications May 2019

Policy: 3.2: Land in the vicinity of the HS2 Station at Toton (Strategic
Location for Growth)

Strategic policy context

» Aligned Core Strategy Policy 2: The Spatial Strateqgy

e Policy 4: Employment Provision and Economic Development
e Policy 15: Transport Infrastructure Priorities

e Policy 16: Green Infrastructure, Parks and Open Space

What the Aligned Core Strategy says

Policy 2.3a iii) allocates a strategic location for growth on land east and west of
Toton Lane including Toton Sidings in the vicinity of the proposed HS2 station at
Toton, in Broxtowe. The note to Policy 2.3 confirms that as a strategic location
for growth, it will be allocated through the Part 2 Local Plan. Fheplan-speetfies-
that-the-alloeation-shoutd The ACS specifies that the strategic location for growth
will include a minimum of 500 homes with the appropriate mix of this and other
development to be determined in the pPart 2 {Local pPlan.

Policy 4e confirms that significant new employment development will take place

at land in the vicinity of the proposed HS2 station at Toton, in Broxtowe. The
supporting text to this policy (at paragraph 3.4.6) specifies that development within
the vicinity of the HS2 Station at Toton will include a minimum provision of 18,000
square metres of B Class employment floor space. There is evidence that this
employment element of development in this location will prove more attractive to
the market in the later years of the plan period and quite possibly beyond 2028
when the Station is operational.

Policy 15.7 confirms that any development permitted in or adjacent to the
proposed strategic location for growth at Toton shall allow for adequate provision
for the construction of the HS2 route, the station, vehicle access to it and an
extension of the NET route which as a minimum shall be to the station and
which shall also allow for its potential future extension to Erewash Borough.

The supporting text (at paragraph 3.15.2) states that in the unlikely event of the
Government not proceeding with the HS2 station at Toton, then the development
specified under Policy 15.7 will not be required but a future extension to the
tram route into Erewash Borough should not be prejudiced, subject to technical
and financial feasibility, and the support of the relevant transport and planning
authorities.

Policy 16 supporting text (at paragraph 3.16.9) states, with reference to a strategic
approach to Green Infrastructure, that this will include a minimum of 16 hectares of
Green Infrastructure on land at the strategic location for growth in the vicinity of the
proposed HS2 station in Broxtowe.

Policy: 3.2 title moved up to top of page

3.20 Delivery of development on the site will continue beyond the plan period. The Key
Development Requirements, as set out below, relate in part to the-first 5-years-of the Loeat-
Ptan development proposals which are expected to come forward within the plan period, but
also to the site as a whole and are required to ensure that the site is treated as one entity

All policies should be read in conjunction with the Part 1 Local Plan Part-+ — Broxtowe Borough Aligned Core Strategy.
No policy should be applied in isolation; account will be taken of all relevant policies.
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and that a comprehensive and cohesive development is achieved to ensure that future
development opportunities are not compromised. For eatty-phases-of development which
comes forward within the plan period, it is essential to ensure that the form of development

is consistent with wider development opportunities in order to secure a high quality sense of
place facilitating further development opportunities at the point that the HS2 station is open to
passengers.

311 3.21 The following
Map-Key Development Requwements must be met.

Key Development Requirements within the plan period

A. Land allocated at Toton Strategic Location for Growth will be brought forward

for the following development within the plan period. Development proposals

will be required to be in general conformity with the Toton Strategic Location for

Growth lllustrative Concept Framework (shown on Map 8).

) Between 500 and 800 Hhomes ef-aminimumnetdensity-of-40-dwellings-
to-the-hectare-antd-associatecHnfrastructure-to-detiverthis:, (with an overall
capacity of around 3,000 homes) which should be located at the south of the
Strategic Location for Growth as identified on the Toton Strategic Location for
Growth lllustrative Concept Framework (Map 8).

i)  Development proposals should comprise a blended density taking into
account adjacent development (existing and proposed), topography and
avoiding an inefficient use of land.

i)  Minimum of 18,000 square metres for mixed employment (B Use Classes) to
support realisation of an Innovation Campus and provide high skilled jobs to
support economic growth in the immediate area and wider region.

iv)  Limited teeat neighbourhood retail and community facilities (including health
and education) prevision of a scale that is proportionate to development to
be delivered within the plan period and that does not compete with the retail
offer in nearby centres including Long Eaton, Stapleford and Sandiacre.

v)  Provision of a multi-functional green infrastructure corridor to the south
of the area including along the southern boundary that provides safe and
convenient pedestrian and cycle access between the HS2 station, Toton
Fields Local Wildlife Site and Hobgoblin Wood within the Chetwynd Barracks
(site allocation 3.1). This will be a significant corridor in the area.

vi)  Undergrounding of the high voltage electricity cables at the south of the site.

vii) Development should be located and designed to complement and not
prejudice proposals for access to the HS2 Hub Station and further build-out
of the Innovation Campus which is to be delivered beyond the plan period.

viii) Highway infrastructure must be considered in conjunction with requirements
for the Chetwynd Barracks allocation (Policy 3.1) and wider area as
progressed through the Gateway Study and transport modelling.

Key Development Requirements beyond the end of the plan
period as per submlssmn version

All policies should be read in conjunction with the Part 1 Local Plan Part-+ — Broxtowe Borough Aligned Core Strategy.
No policy should be applied in isolation; account will be taken of all relevant policies.



Strategic Masterplan

B. A Strategic Masterplan must be prepared for development expected to be

delivered beyond the plan period at Toton Strategic Location for Growth and

approved by Broxtowe Borough Council as the Local Planning Authority by

December 2020. The Strategic Masterplan should:

) incorporate and demonstrate how the requirements set out in Part D of this
policy have been complied with; and

i) be consistent with the development proposals set out in Part A of this policy
and illustrated in the framework (Map 8).

C. Development proposals expected to be delivered beyond the plan period will

be required to be in general conformity with the Strategic Masterplan.

Key Development Requirements to be subject to the Strategic
Masterplan

D. Land allocated at Toton Strategic Location for Growth is expected to be

brought forward for the following development, on a phased basis, to achieve a

comprehensive, high quality development. The precise type, quantum and form

of development including infrastructure will be subject to further assessment as

part of the preparation of the Strategic Masterplan and future revisions to the

Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

Community Provision

) Provide space for provision of an expanded or potentialty relocated George
Spencer Academy including a new Primary School.

i) Provide space for provision of a relocated Leisure hub with space for a
Leisure €Centre including indoor sports centre and 25m swimming pool and
outdoor sports pitches .

—Provide-anew-community centre:

All policies should be read in conjunction with the Part 1 Local Plan Part-+ — Broxtowe Borough Aligned Core Strategy.
No policy should be applied in isolation; account will be taken of all relevant policies.
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Commons Library Briefing, 11 September 2018

Summary

This paper provides general information on the proposed high-speed rail line between
London and the North of England (HS2). It gives a brief overview of the scheme, its costs,
compensation arrangements and development of the Phase 2b scheme to the North of
England. It also discusses Northern Powerhouse Rail, which is planned to integrate with
HS2 in the North, and the development of high speed rail to and within Scotland.

HS2 is a proposed infrastructure project to build a high-speed rail line from London to
Manchester and Leeds, via Birmingham, to begin operation in 2026 and be completed in
2033. It was supported by the Labour Government after 2009 and has had the support of
the Conservatives in government since May 2010.

HS2 is planned to be delivered in three phases:

o Phase 1 from London Euston to Birmingham Curzon Street and Lichfield with
intermediate stations in West London (at old Oak Common) and at Birmingham
Airport;

. Phase 2a from the West Midlands to Crewe; and

o Phase 2b comprising an eastern leg from the West Midlands to Leeds New Lane
with intermediate stations in the East Midlands and South Yorkshire; and a western
leg from Crewe to Manchester with an intermediate station at Manchester Airport.

In total, the Government has estimated that the scheme will cost £55.7 billion in 2015
prices (including rolling stock).

Despite enjoying widespread support across all parties in Parliament the scheme remains
controversial outside, with disagreements regarding the economic and environmental
cases for the scheme. Many of those who will be directly affected by the construction of
the route are concerned for the future. The scheme has passionate supporters and
opponents who, for the past seven or eight years, have argued across a variety of fora,
including Parliament, as to whether the scheme would deliver enough in the way of
benefits to justify the price tag. These debates continue.

This paper deals with Phase 2b of the HS2 scheme from Crewe to Manchester and from
the West Midlands to Leeds via Sheffield. In July 2017 the Government issued a
consultation on the eastern leg rolling stock depot and announced decisions on route
refinements for Phase 2b. The Bill for this part of the route is expected before the end of
2020.

This paper also looks at Northern Powerhouse Rail, which is planned to integrate with HS2
in the North of England, and the progress of high speed rail to and within Scotland.

Information on Phase 1 and Phase 2a of HS2 can be found in HC Library briefing papers
CBP 316 and CBP 7082, respectively. General background information on the HS2 scheme
can be found in RP11/75.

Maps showing the Parliamentary constituencies through which HS2 runs can be found
attached to the landing page for this paper.

Further briefings are available on the Railways Topical Page of the Parliament website.
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1. What is HS2?
1.1 Policy background

HS2 is the Government'’s flagship transport infrastructure project to
build a high-speed rail line from London to Manchester and Leeds, via
Birmingham, the East Midlands, Sheffield and Crewe, to begin
operation in 2026 and be completed by 2033. Thus far there have been
two Acts of Parliament' and eight Statutory Instruments providing for
the scheme, with a further Bill currently being considered by Parliament.

Supporters claim that the line is urgently needed to meet projected
future demand; to tackle the capacity constraints on the West Coast
Main Line; and to deliver wider economic and regional benefits.
Opponents maintain that these claims are overstated; future demand
and capacity requirements can be met via other, cheaper means; and
that the ultimate costs of HS2 are far in excess of the official budget.

The scheme that became HS2 was floated separately by the three main
parties in 2008-09. In January 2009 Geoff Hoon, then Transport
Secretary in the Labour Government, set up HS2 Ltd. with the principal
aim of advising the Secretary of State on the development of proposals
for a new railway from London to the West Midlands and potentially
beyond.? The scheme taken forwards from 2010 was based on the
outcome of the work conducted for the Labour Government by HS2
Ltd. It was initially proposed by Labour in its March 2010 command
paper and was taken up by the Conservative-led Coalition Government
after it assumed office in May of the same year.?

In the May 2010 Coalition Agreement the new Government confirmed
its decision to build the new line in two phases, due to “financial
constraints”.* It was later confirmed that Phase 1 would take the line
from London to the West Midlands by 2026 while Phase 2 would take
the line from the West Midlands to the north of England by 2032-33.>

It was not until January 2013 that a decision was taken as to the
configuration of the route from Birmingham north to Manchester (via
Crewe) and Leeds (via the East Midlands and Sheffield).® The
Government ran a consultation on Phase 2 between July 2013 and
January 2014.7 In November 2015 the Government announced its
intention to bring forward the route to Crewe (now called Phase 2a)
before the remainder of the route to Manchester and Leeds (now called
2b). In November 2016 the Government announced its preferred Phase

'\ High Speed Rail (Preparation) Act 2013 and the High Speed Rail (London - West
Midlands) Act 2017

2 DfT, The role and funding of High Speed Two Ltd., 14 January 2009

3 DfT, High Speed Rail, Cm 7827, March 2010; and: DfT press notice, “Proposed high
speed rail network North of Birmingham confirmed”, 4 October 2010

4 HMG, The Coalition: Our Programme for Government, May 2010

> DfT, High Speed Rail: Investing in Britain’s Future — Consultation, February 2011, p16

6 DfT, High speed rail: investing in Britain's future — Phase Two. the route to Leeds,
Manchester and Beyond, Cm 8508, January 2013; detailed route maps are available
on the DT archive website

7 DfT, High Speed Rail: investing in Britain’s future - Consultation on the route from the
West Midlands to Manchester, Leeds and beyond, July 2013

More background
information and
discussion on the
HS2 scheme can be
found in HC Library
briefing paper
RP11/75.
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2b route from Crewe to Manchester and the West Midlands to Leeds.®
In July 2017 it issued consultations on the Crewe hub and the eastern
leg rolling stock depot; announced decisions on route refinements for
Phase 2b and published the Bill for Phase 2a.°

Arguments for and against HS2 are based on competing ideas not only
about what the country needs in terms of new or improved rail
infrastructure, but about how (if needed at all) it should be delivered
and what the benefits and costs are of the ideas put forward. The two
sides fundamentally disagree with each other’s interpretation of the
‘facts and figures’ about the scheme. A fuller statement of these
arguments can be found in HC Library briefing papers RP11/75 and
RP14/24.

1.2 Party views

Since the beginning of the project there has been a general consensus
that without cross-party backing, the HS2 scheme would be difficult to
get through Parliament and that the multi-year funding package and
ongoing commitment in terms of resources would be hard to secure.

HS2 has been supported by the Conservatives, Labour and the Liberal
Democrats since 2009, in government and opposition.'® One should
note, however, that the parties’ proposals initially varied in terms of
scope, route alignment and destinations.

In the 2010 Parliament there were MPs in the two main parties who
disagreed with the scheme: 41 voted against the HS2 Phase 1 Bill in
April 2014; most of these were Conservatives." In the 2015 Parliament
42 MPs voted against the Bill at Third Reading; again these were mostly
Conservatives but also included Labour MPs and representatives of
smaller parties." In the 2017 Parliament 12 MPs voted against the HS2
Phase 2a Bill at Second Reading.

Support for HS2 remains the policy of the Conservative Government.
There have been various press reports over the past couple of years
indicating that the scheme may have some critics in the Cabinet, but
this has not to date affected Party policy on the issue.™

8 DT press notice, "HS2 route to the East Midlands, Leeds and Manchester set out by
the government”, 15 November 2016

9 All available at: DfT, HS2: high speed rail[accessed 3 August 2017]

0 DT, Brtain’s transport infrastructure. High Speed Two, January 2009; Conservative
Party, Conservative rail review: getting the best for passengers, February 2009; and:
Liberal Democrats, Fast track Britain: Building a transport system for the 2 1%t century
(policy paper 85), June 2008

" HC Deb 28 April 2014, cc666-9

12 HC Deb 23 March 2016, cc1676-9

3 HC Deb 30 January 2018, Division 109

4 e.g. "PM May will consider scrapping £56billion HS2 in Tory manifesto”, 7he Express,
23 April 2017; "Gove floats scrapping HS2 because he believes it to be a policy with
a growing appeal”, Conservative Home, 2 July 2018; and “PETER OBORNE: | fear a
new cabinet war is looming - over £100 billion HS2 pipe dream”, Daily Mail, 25
August 2018
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http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-6096669/PETER-OBORNE-fear-new-cabinet-war-looming-100-billion-HS2-pipe-dream.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-6096669/PETER-OBORNE-fear-new-cabinet-war-looming-100-billion-HS2-pipe-dream.html

High Speed 2 (HS2) Phase 2b and beyond

After 2010 there was some uncertainty about Labour’s position on
HS2." This uncertainty persisted for a short while after Jeremy Corbyn
became Leader of the Labour Party, and particularly with his
appointment of John McDonnell as Shadow Chancellor — he voted
against the Bill at Second Reading, for reasons related to his
constituency in West London.'® However, the then Shadow Transport
Secretary, Lilian Greenwood, said in her September 2015 speech to the
Labour Conference: “let’s invest in high speed rail — and let's make sure
it can be run under public ownership, as a public service: an integrated
national asset that the country can be proud of”."” At the 2017 General
Election Labour stood on a manifesto to complete HS2 and extend it to
Scotland.™®

The Scottish National Party (SNP) generally supports HS2 but is
focused on its extension to and benefits for Scotland. The 2015
Spending Review confirmed that Scotland would receive Barnett
consequentials for HS2." Following reports in March 2016 Transport
Scotland, the DfT, HS2 and Network Rail began work on how to best
leverage HS2 benefits for Scotland.?® The SNP manifesto for the 2017
General Election said that: “Connecting Scotland to HS2 must be a
priority, with construction beginning in Scotland as well as England, and
a high speed connection between Glasgow, Edinburgh and the north of
England as part of any high-speed rail network”.?'

The Liberal Democrats supported HS2 in government between 2010
and 2015. The party’s manifesto for the 2017 General Election included
a commitment to “proceed with HS2, HS3 and Crossrail 2, including
development of a high-speed network stretching to Scotland”.*

Plaid Cymru is generally opposed to HS2 unless benefits can be
secured for Wales.?* The party’s manifesto for the 2017 General
Election stated that Wales’ “public transport system is not fit for
purpose. All of this while England benefits from next-generation trains

15> e.g. “The Labour Party cannot — and will not — give the Government a blank cheque
for HS2", Labourlist, 27 October 2013; “Labour Party conference: Future of HS2 in
doubt as Ed Balls warns of veto”, The Independent, 23 September 2013; BBC, 7he
Andrew Marr Show Interview: Ed Balls MP — transcript, 16 March 2014; HC Deb 23
January 2015, ¢508; and “Commuters north and south deserve rail fit for purpose”,
ASLEF Journal, February 2015, p4

6 HC Deb 28 April 2014, cc633-5

17 Lilian Greenwood, speech to Labour Conference, 29 September 2015; Ms Greenwood
is now Chair of the all-party Transport Select Committee

'8 L abour Party, For the Many Not the Few: The Labour Party Manifesto 2017, May
2017, p11

9 HMT, Statement of funding policy: funding the Scottish Parliament, National Assembly
for Wales and Northern Ireland Assembly, November 2015, Table C.16, p64

20 for further information, see: Transport Scotland, High Speed Rail[accessed 5
September 2018]

21 SNP, Stronger for Scotland, May 2017, p20

22 Liberal Democrats, Change Britain’s Future. Liberal Democrat Manifesto 2017, May
2017, p62

2 e.g. NDM5505, 14 May 2014, Rhun ap lorwerth AM; Plaid Cymru press notice,
“Devolved administrations should unite on HS2", 11 June 2015; and “Further push
to get Wales bigger share of HS2 cash”, BBC News, 10 December 2015
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and high-speed rail links costing £56 billion” and pledged to “press for
our fair share of UK infrastructure spend”.?*

The Green Party opposes HS2 on environmental grounds and what it
believes will be a further skewing of the economy to London.?* The
party’s manifesto for the 2017 General Election pledged to: “Invest in
regional rail links and electrification of existing rail lines, especially in the
South West and North of England, rather than wasting money on HS2
and the national major roads programme” .2

UKIP has long opposed HS22” and called for it to be scrapped in the
party’s 2017 General Election manifesto.?

1.3 Brexit

There is no reason why Brexit in and of itself should have a significant
impact on HS2. There has been some debate in the past about how far
the EU Technical Standards of Interoperability (TSIs) help or hinder HS2
construction (e.g. as regards platform heights).?° HS2 is also intended to
be built to accommodate EU ‘GC gauge’.*° The Government'’s Brexit
White Paper, published in July 2018, does not state specifically what the
UK’s plans are for the TSIs and other aspects of EU rail legislation post-
Brexit. But it does state:

... the UK will have the flexibility to shape its own domestic
railway legislation to meet the needs of its passengers and freight
shippers, and reflect the unique characteristics of the rail network
within the UK.*!

This may indicate an intention to begin disapplying the TSIs, but this is
as yet unclear.

The Government had hoped to secure some EU funding for the project.
In 2015 the Government secured €39.2 million for ground investigation
works for Phase 1 (London to the West Midlands), to be delivered
between 2015 and 2019.%? The funding comes from the Connecting
Europe Facility (CEF). To put it simply, the CEF is the funding instrument
for EU transport infrastructure policy, basically supporting the Trans-
European Transport Network (TEN-T). HS2 has been included in the
TEN-T programme since early planning stages. The EU has made it clear
that the UK will no longer be eligible for CEF once it leaves and is
planning to legislate to this effect.

24 Plaid Cymru, Action Plan 2017, May 2017, p19

25 “\/oters want "big changes" - and only the Greens can deliver, says party leader
Natalie Bennett”, Birmingham Post, 14 August 2014; and “High speed rail could be
so much better”, Guardian blog, 4 March 2011

26 Green Party, The Green Party for a Confident and Caring Britain, May 2017, p23

27 See, e.g. “Nigel Farage: 'Skint' Britain cannot afford HS2", 7he Daily Telegraph, 25
January 2014

28 UKIP, Britain Together: UKIP 2017 Manifesto, May 2017, p50

22 HL Deb 10 November 2015, HL 3171 and this FOI response from late 2016

30 Section 6 of the Review of the Technical Specification for High Speed Rail in the UK,
published in January 2012, explains the decision; see also HC Deb 1 February 2013,
¢1011W and HL Deb 28 October 2015, c4

3V HMG, The future relationship between the United Kingdom and the European Union,
Cm 9593, July 2018, para 136

32 HC WPQ 31957, 24 March 2016
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The €39.2 million represents half of the cost of ground investigation
works along Phase 1. Roughly, at the current exchange rate, the EU
contribution is worth about £35.5 million — a tiny proportion of the
estimated £27.2 billion cost of Phase 1.

Further funding would now be unlikely. However, this would only ever
have represented a small percentage of overall costs — EU contributions
to previous high-speed rail projects via the TEN-T stream have equated
to between four and six per cent of the overall cost.*

1.4 HS2 Ltd.

As indicated above, in 2009 the Labour Government set up HS2 Ltd. to
advise the Secretary of State on the development of its HS2 proposals.

HS2 Ltd. describes itself as “the company responsible for developing
and promoting the UK's new high speed rail network”. It is an executive
non-departmental public body, sponsored by the Department for
Transport and funded by grant-in-aid from the Government. It has
almost 1,500 employees who are mostly based in Birmingham.3*

HS2 Ltd.’s annual
reports and
accounts and
annual expenditure
reports are available
on their website.

Non-departmental public bodies

A non-departmental public body (NDPB) is a “body which has a role in the
processes of national government, but is not a government department or part
of one, and which accordingly operates to a greater or lesser extent at arm’s
length from ministers”.

NDPBs have different roles, including those that advise ministers and others
which carry out executive or regulatory functions, and they work within a
strategic framework set by ministers.3>

DfT and HS2 Ltd. have signed a Development Agreement and a
Framework Document:

) The 2017 HS2 Development Agreement governs the
relationship between the Secretary of State for Transport and
HS2 Ltd. for the delivery of the HS2 project. It sets out HS2 Ltd.’s
role in developing, building and operating the new railway and
the DfT’s role as sponsor and funder;?® and

o The 2018 Framework Document deals with matters relating to
HS2 Ltd., the Secretary of State for Transport’s role as shareholder
of the company, the company’s relationship with the department,
and accountabilities and governance.?’

HS2 Ltd.’s Chairman is Sir Terry Morgan, the former Chairman of
Crossrail Ltd. and Chairman of Ricardo plc. Its current chief executive is
Mark Thurston.>®

3 DfT, HS2: Outline Business Case - Section 4. Financial Case, March 2014, para 78

34 HS2 Ltd., About us[accessed 6 September 2018]

35 Cabinet Office, Public bodles transformation programme, 27 April 2016

36 Development Agreement between the Secretary of State for Transport and HS2 Ltd
relating to the High Speed Two project, 17 July 2017

37 Framework document between the Secretary of State for Transport and High Speed 2
Limited, 23 May 2018

38 HS2 Ltd., Our governance [accessed 6 September 2018]
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There have been a series of issues related to various aspects of HS2's
operations, which have been reported in the press and discussed in
Parliament. The most high-profile are:

o HS2 Ltd. remuneration: Following reports in 2015 and 2016
about the levels of executive remuneration at HS2 Ltd.,?? in
August 2018 The Times ran an investigation piece on the back of
an FOI request looking in more depth at the issue. It found that
about a quarter of HS2 Ltd.’s staff received remuneration in
excess of £100,000 in 2017/18 (including pension contributions).
HS2 Ltd.'s chief executive Mark Thurston, who joined the
company in March 2017, received total remuneration in 2017/18
of £601,979.4°

. HS2 Ltd. redundancy payments: The issue of HS2 Ltd. making
unauthorised redundancy payments to staff emerged in Summer
2017 with the qualification by the Comptroller and Auditor
General of HS2 Ltd.’s accounts.*' The Public Accounts Committee
subsequently produced a critical Report into the Accounts.*? The
Government'’s response, published in a Treasury Minute of March
2018, stated that it agreed with all of the Committee’s
recommendations and that new governance and training was in
place to prevent a recurrence.*® Dame Cheryl Gillan established
with a WPQ in January 2018 that the overpayments would have
to be absorbed by HS2's existing budget.**

) HS2 Ltd. overspends: In June 2018 The Sunday Times reported
that Doug Thornton, a whistleblower who worked for HS2 Ltd. as
head of property, had claimed that HS2 Ltd. staff had been
pressured to “falsify figures, mislead parliament and cover up
“petrifying” overspends” with regards to the budget for buying
land and buildings.* This reportedly prompted the Transport
Minister, Nusrat Ghani, to write to Mark Thurston to ask if he had
“full confidence in the robustness of the numbers” provided by
HS2 for its spending on land and property and to make clear that
“no MP, select committee or DFT minister has been misled” over
costs. 4

o CH2M and HS2 Ltd.: As stated above, HS2 Ltd.’s current chief
executive is Mark Thurston, who succeeded interim Chief

39 e.g. "46 HS2 staff earn more than the prime minister’s £150,000 salary”, Financial
Times, 24 November 2015; and High Speed 2 Railway Line: Written question —
46394, 10 October 2016

40 " Chris Grayling under fire for letting HS2 pay soar”, 7he Times, 8 August 2018

41 NAO press notice, “Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General on the 2016-17
Accounts of High Speed Two (HS2) Limited”, 19 July 2017; the full Report is
available on the NAO website

42 PAC, High Speed 2 Annual Report and Accounts (Tenth Report of Session 2017-19),
HC 454, 15 December 2017

43 HMT, Treasury Minutes: Government response to the Committee of Public Accounts
on the Fourth to the Eleventh reports from Session 2017-19, Cm 9575, March 2018,
pp26-28; a letter from the Permanent Secretary at DfT, Bernadette Kelly, stated that,
having taken legal advice, there was no evidence of fraud or misfeasance in office
on the part of then Chief Executive, Simon Kirby

4 High Speed Two: Redundancy Pay: Written question — 123162, 24 January 2018

45 "HS2 ‘covered up petrifying overspends’”, The Sunday Times, 17 June 2018

46 "HS2 chief called to account over ‘robustness’ of budget”, Financial Times, 20 June
2018; this letter does not appear to be in the public domain. An FOI request has
been made to HS2 Ltd. for the letter and for Mr Thurston’s response, due for answer
by 25 September
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https://www.parliament.uk/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/commons/2016-09-14/46394
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/quarter-of-hs2-workers-on-pay-deals-over-100k-h7cfxm09x
https://www.nao.org.uk/press-release/report-of-the-comptroller-and-auditor-general-on-the-2016-17-accounts-of-high-speed-two-hs2-limited/
https://www.nao.org.uk/press-release/report-of-the-comptroller-and-auditor-general-on-the-2016-17-accounts-of-high-speed-two-hs2-limited/
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Report-of-the-Comptroller-and-Auditor-General-on-the-2016-17-Accounts-of-High-Speed-Two-Limited.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmpubacc/454/454.pdf
https://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/public-accounts/Cm-9575-Treasury-Minutes-march-2018.pdf#page=30
https://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/public-accounts/Cm-9575-Treasury-Minutes-march-2018.pdf#page=30
https://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/public-accounts/Correspondence/2017-19/Correspondence-dft-%20HS2-161117.pdf
https://www.parliament.uk/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/commons/2018-01-16/123162
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/hs2-covered-up-petrifying-overspends-mzxhr0nq3
https://www.ft.com/content/6fb315ba-73b4-11e8-aa31-31da4279a601
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/nus_ghani_letter_to_mark_thursto
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Executive Roy Hill in March 2017.%” Both Mr Thurston and Mr Hill
worked for the US engineering company CH2M, which raised
guestions about conflicts of interest given the company’s
involvement in the HS2 project.*®* CH2M has also received millions
of pounds from the taxpayer in its capacity as development and
engineering delivery partner for HS2.%° When CH2M withdrew
from an HS2 contract in March 2017 this provoked further
concerns.”® In April 2017 the Transport Select Committee
questioned the Secretary of State, Chris Grayling, and the then
Chairman of HS2, Sir David Higgins, about the relationship
between HS2 Ltd. and CH2M.""

47 HS2 Ltd. press notice, “HS2 announces new CEQ", 26 January 2017

4 CH2M Hill: Written question — 63303, 9 February 2017

4 ibid.

50 “HS2 scraps contract over conflict of interest claims”, Financial Times, 29 March 2017

! Transport Select Committee, Oral evidence: HS2 - CH2M contract, HC 1140, 19 April
2017; it also published associated written evidence
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http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/transport-committee/hs2-ch2m-contract/oral/69149.html
https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/transport-committee/inquiries/parliament-2015/hs2-ch2m-contract-16-17/publications/
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2. Costs

2.1 Spending to date (financial year end
2018)

On 16 March 2018 the Minister stated that spending to 2016/17 on
HS2 (since 2009) was £2.3 billion.>

The June 2018 HS2 Business Plan stated that spend in 2017/18 was
about £1.8 billion.*

Assuming no overlap between the two figures (which it is not
possible to assume with certainty) this would equate to total
spend to date of about £4.1 billion.

The same Business Plan shows anticipated future spending of £12 billion
out to 2020/21:

° £3.06 billion in 2018/19;
. £4.2 billion in 2019/20; and
° £4.82 billion in 2020/21.%*

In the 2013 Queen’s Speech the Government announced a ‘paving bill’
to authorise further spending on preparation for the HS2 project. The
Bill was given Royal Assent on 21 November 2013 and became the High
Speed Rail (Preparation) Act 2013. It came into force on the same day.>”
Consequently, every year the Secretary of State for Transport has to lay
before Parliament a report detailing HS2-related expenditure by HS2

Ltd. and the DfT. They tend to be laid before Parliament every October.

Because construction has yet to begin, most HS2 spending to date has
been on compensating property owners. Other spending includes
consultancy and legal fees.*®

2.2 Infrastructure

At the time of the 2010 election both the Conservatives and Labour
were estimating that a scheme from London to the North of England via
the West Midlands (in whatever configuration) would cost £20 billion
(of which £15.7 billion would come from the taxpayer) and £30 billion
respectively.>” By January 2012, with the broad route of the proposed
scheme in place, the estimate had increased to £32.6 billion.*® In June
2013 the Coalition Government announced a significant increase in the
overall projected cost of HS2 to £42.6 billion.>®

52 High Speed 2 Railway Line: Written question — 131760, 16 March 2018

53 HS2 Ltd., Corporate Plan 2018 — 2021, 19 June 2018, p46

>4 |bid., pp46-7 [nominal prices]

% For further information see HC Library briefing paper CBP 6624

%6 See, e.g. HC Deb 1 February 2013, c1007W; and: HC DEP 2013-0221; HC Deb 10
March 2014, cc61-3W; High Speed Two: Legal Costs: Written question — 44231, 7
September 2016; and CH2M Hill: Written question — 63303, 9 February 2017

57 op. cit., Conservative rail review. getting the best for passengers, p11; and: High
Speed Rail, p141

8 DT, Economic Case for HS2: Updated appraisal of transport user benefits and wider
economic benefits - A report to Government by HS2 Ltd, January 2012, pp33-34

%9 HC Deb 26 June 2013, 343
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http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150210021848/https:/www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/3650/hs2-economic-case-appraisal-update.pdf
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In November 2015 the Government updated the HS2 cost figures to
2015 prices, putting the total cost of the project, including rolling stock,
at £55.7 billion (£50.1 billion in 2011 prices). The Government said that
this did not represent a budget increase, but an adjustment for
inflation.®® The funding for Phase 2a, as set out in the Explanatory
Notes to the HS2 Phase 2a Bill is £3.48 billion (see section 5,
below).®!

This follows a number of reports over recent years indicating that the
final cost of HS2 may be much higher than currently projected by HS2
Ltd. and the Government. One of those most frequently cited on this is
infrastructure consultant Michael Byng, who created the method used
by Network Rail to cost its projects. He has estimated that the costs of
HS2 are likely to be almost double the existing figure. The Government
does not agree with this assessment.®? In addition, there were reports in
July 2018 of a ‘secret’ report by Paul Mansell, one of a number of
reviewers used by the Infrastructure Projects Authority (IPA — see below),
which stated that HS2 was “highly likely” to go as much as 60% over
budget and cost “more than £80bn" .

There was a debate on these various claims in the House of Lords on 24
July on a starred question by Lord Berkeley. The minister, Baroness
Sugg, said that HS2 “does not recognise or agree with either the
analysis or the figure it contains”.%

2.3 Trains

The funding envelope for the rolling stock to serve the whole HS2 route,
in 2015 prices with contingency, is £7 billion.® This reflects the ‘central
estimate’ cost in 2011 prices of £6.93 billion (revised down from the
previous estimate of £7.5 billion largely due to changes in risk
assumptions). The lower figure was used in the October 2013 revised
economic case, though the Department stated that “it is also
appropriate to retain the higher figure as a long-term fiscal provision,
providing a higher level of certainty” .

There will be two types of rolling stock: captive (used on HS2 only) and
classic compatible (able to run off the HSR track onto the conventional
railway). The revised costs refer only to 200 metre units (trains); the 260
metre units, which were previously envisaged to run on the full Y
network once Phase 2 was open, were discarded in 2012.%” In 2014 the
Government said that the estimated cost:

... is likely to exceed current private sector financing market
capacity. The largest individual Rolling Stock Company (RoSCo)

60 High Speed 2 Railway Line: Written question - HL3816, 4 December 2015

61 Bill 006 EN 2017-19, para 482

62 “| abour peer suggests HS2 costs double what public is told”, 7ransport Network, 19
March 2018

63 "HS2 budget 'will balloon to £80bn’, says secret report”, 7he Times, 22 July 2018

64 HL Deb 24 July 2018, cc1593-5

65 High Speed 2 Railway Line: Written question - HL4189, 21 December 2016

8 op. cit., The Fconomic Case for HS2, pp74-5; and HS2: Outline Business Case -
Section 4. Financial Case, paras 19-20

67 HS2 Ltd. for the DfT, HS2 cost and risk model report, March 2012, pp15-17; and:
ibid., para 16
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financings have been less than £1bn, and the largest since 2008
has been around £300m. The £2.4bn IEP [InterCity Express
Programme] financing was delivered through a structured Public
Private Partnership (PPP) arrangement but included around £1bn
[from the] Japanese Export Credit Agency. However, there may be
potential to establish a government funded rolling stock company
which could seek co-investors in due course.®®

2.4 Value for money

As the anticipated costs of HS2 increased, the Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR)
fell. However, further projected cost savings and changes to appraisal
methodology increased the BCR.®°

Estimate to: February 20117°  October 20137" November 201672  July 201773
BCR

Phase 1 1.6 1.4 n/c n/c
(with WElIs) (2.0) (1.7)

Phase 2 - - 2.5

(with WElIs) (3.1

Phase 2a - - - 1.6
(with WEIs) (1.9)
Phase 2b - - - 2.1
(with WEIs) (2.6)
Full' Y network 2.2 1.8 2.1 1.9
(with WElIs) (2.6) (2.2) (2.7) (2.3)

According to the Government'’s guidance on value for money
assessments:

. a BCR of 1.4 (Phase 1 without WEIs) would represent ‘low’ value
for money;

. 1.9 (Full' Y network without WEIs) would represent ‘medium’ vfm;
and

o 2.6 (Phase 2b with WEIs) would represent ‘high’ vfm.”*

88 op. cit., HS2: Outline Business Case - Section 4: Financial Case, para 95

89 BCR is essentially the net monetised benefit divided by the net cost to Government

70 HS2 Ltd., Fconomic case for HS2: The Y network and London-West Midlands,
February 2011, p12&p43

7 op. cit., The Economic Case for HS2, p85; and DfT, High Speed Two: East and West:

The next steps to Crewe and beyond, Cm 9157, 30 November 2015, para 2.50, p46

2 DIT, High Speed Two Phase 2b. Strategic Outline Business Case - Economic Case, 15
November 2016, p15

3 DfT, High Speed Two: Phase Two Economic Case, 17 July 2017, pp13, 16 & 26

74 DIT, Value for Money Assessments [archived 11 August 2016]
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The Government’s October 2013 HS2 strategy paper gave the following

reasons as to why the BCR had decreased:
The changes to the benefit-cost ratio compared to August 2012
are driven by the following factors. Upward influences on the
benefit-cost ratio are associated with improvements in services
through use of released capacity, including to towns such as
Preston, York and Milton Keynes, and better evidence on travel
patterns which mean we are now forecasting more business
travellers on key routes served by HS2. These are offset by
downward pressures on the benefit-cost ratio from factors such as
increases in costs and the reduction in the value of business travel
time savings.”®

In effect, the factors that buoyed up the BCR were improvements in
services through use of released capacity, and more business travellers
using key routes served by HS2.7¢

The updated November 2016 financial case for Phase 2b said that the
reason the BCR had increased from previous estimates was due to a
number of updates to improve the modelling and appraisal
framework.”” The July 2017 economic case said that changes to the
BCR since the November forecast had come about due to a wide range
of issues such as model updates, assumptions about conventional rail,
changes to the Phase 2b route alignment and changes to appraisal.’®

In September 2013 the Government published a report by KPMG, which
estimated that investment in HS2 could potentially generate £15 billion
a year in productivity gains for the British economy in 2037 (2013
prices). This would represent an increase of around 0.8 per cent in the
total level of GDP in 2037.7° The methodology of the report was
subsequently criticised and a later FOI request by the BBC resulted in the
publication of the names of those areas that KPMG calculated would
lose out from HS2.%

Another issue which often comes up in discussions of HS2's costs and
whether it is value for money, is the ‘opportunity cost’, i.e. what else
the money could be spent on.

In 2016 a group of transport academics and planners published a paper
summarising the alternative studies that had been carried out, looking
at how to achieve the stated benefits of HS2 for less money, dispersing
works across the country.®' There are others who argue that in light of

75 op. cit., The Strategic Case for HSZ, para 5.4.16 [page 105]; supplemental documents
on the economic and financial cases were published in March 2014, see: DT, HS2.
strategic case supporting information, 6 March 2014

76 Mott MacDonald and MVA for HS2 Ltd, 7The economic case for HS2: Summary of key
changes to the Economic Case since August 2012, October 2013

7 op cit., High Speed Two Phase 2b: Strategic Outline Business Case - Economic Case,
p5, for more detail see chapter 3

8 op cit., High Speed Two. Phase Two Economic Case, pp9-10

7% KPMG for HS2 Ltd., HS2 Regional Economic Impacts, Ref: HS2/074, September 2013,
p13

80 for criticism, see: Robert Peston: “What KPMG ignored when arguing for HS2", BBC
News, 11 September 2013; and: Prof. Henry Overman: “The Regional Economic
Impacts of HS2", LSE SERC blog, 13 September 2013; and for the FOI outcome, see:
“HS2 'losers' revealed as report shows potential impact”, BBC NMews, 19 October
2013

8 May, Tyler et al., HS2 and the railway network . the case for a review, May 2016
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long term under investment in public transport in the North and recently
cancelled or downgraded transport schemes in the region, that the case
for the North needing HS2 is not proven and that the money would be
better spent on swifter and more extensive transport upgrades across
the region.® Supporters of HS2 argue that the Government is planning
to invest in rail and roads across the North, so it is not a case of having
to lose one to fund the other.®

Others argue that HS2 funding could be used to support housing or the
NHS. Most recently 7he Times’Economics Editor, Philip Aldrick pointed
to the ‘'symmetry’ of a 3% increase in NHS spending for five or perhaps
ten years costing about £4.7 billion more a year and the fact that from
2019, the Government “has set aside almost precisely the same amount
for HS2, £4.8 billion annually” .84

2.5 HS2 growth strategies

As well as bringing benefits to transport users, the government believes
that high speed rail will bring benefits to the wider economy (Wider
Economic Impacts or WEIs — see the bracketed figures in the table in
section 2.4, above). Such benefits are to be achieved through: improved
linkages between businesses (agglomeration impacts);® benefits to
consumers of higher output (imperfect competition);® and to a much
lesser extent, benefits to commuters (labour market impacts).®” Most of
the HS2 WEIs come from an enlarged labour market and greater
commuting capacity.

One of the concerns about the WEIs is that they cannot be achieved by
building HS2 alone and that they depend on further spending in local
areas, not accounted for in the HS2 budget. The Chair of the National
Infrastructure Commission, Sir John Armitt, seemed to support this
argument. An August 2018 article in the Sunday Telegraph by Sir John
set out his view that an extra £43 billion should be spent to “make the

82 e.g. "Andrew Vine: Scrap the waste of money that is HS2 and fix the North's rail
services”, Yorkshire Post, 28 August 2018

8 See, e.g. DfT press notice, “Northern transport investment to help create thousands of
jobs"”, 25 June 2018

84 “We can stop NHS going off the rails, but who would dare make the call?”, 7he
Times, 26 May 2018

8 the government believe that HS2 will bring agglomeration impacts by shortening the
journey time between cities, effectively bringing firms and markets closer together.
This should enable firms to derive benefits from being closer together such as:
enhanced knowledge sharing; staff specialisation; and enhanced competition
between suppliers. The benefits to such firms support the wider economy of the
area.

8 where firms are located in markets of imperfect competition they retain some control
over the price they charge. In such markets the value placed on additional
production (the price) exceeds production costs. If better transport means that firms
increase production, both the firm and consumer will be better off.

87 transport improvements can lower the cost and time associated with travelling to
work. This can increase a person'’s willingness to work in a similar way to an increase
in wage might. In addition to this some benefit is captured in the moving of jobs to
more productive areas.
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most of the HS2 project” and that this spending was needed to prevent
“inadequate public transport links” beyond the new line.®

In a June 2016 report the NAO highlighted the fact that the £55.7

billion funding package does not cover funding for all the activity

needed to deliver the promised growth and regeneration benefits:
The funding covers the cost of building the railway and buying
new trains and maintenance depots in order to deliver the
capacity and connectivity benefits assessed in the economic case
for High Speed 2. Local authorities, in partnership with others
such as Local Enterprise Partnerships, are responsible for driving
regeneration and local growth benefits, and there is a risk that

these wider benefits will not materialise if funding cannot be
secured.®

The Public Accounts Committee highlighted this issue in its September
2016 follow-up report and recommended that the Government “seek
assurances from the relevant local authorities that they have plans in
place to identify sources of funding and financing, to secure the local
regeneration and growth benefits [of HS2]”.%° In its response to the
Committee, published in December 2016, the Government said that this
work was ongoing as part of local authorities’ HS2 growth strategies
and that it expected to see these in place by March 2018.°"

In November 2017 the Government published a new HS2 policy

paper, HS2: Getting the best out of Britain, which set out the regional
strengths of highly skilled manufacturing clusters, universities and
research centres, and cutting-edge technology entrepreneurs. It warned
that more needed to be done to draw them together and “realise their
full potential to the economy”.%?

Greater Manchester, the East and West Midlands and Leeds have
published their HS2 growth strategies.?®* Only one of these strategies
contains costings: the West Midlands strategy estimates the total cost of
its local growth plans for HS2 at £3.3 billion.** In the north, these
growth strategies are designed to link up to the transport strategy being
development by Transport for the North (see section 5.2, below).

8 Reported in: “’We should spend billions more to make most of HS2'", The Times, 6
August 2018

8 NAO, Progress with preparations for High Speed 2, HC 235, 28 June 2016, p8, see
also pp39-40

N PAC, Progress with preparations for High Speed 2 (Fourteenth Report of Session
2016-17), HC 486, 14 September 2016, p6, recc. 5

N HMT, Treasury Minutes: Government responses to the Committee of Public Accounts
on the Thirty Ninth report from Session 2015-16; the Fourteenth to the Twenty First
reports from Session 2016-17; and progress on Government Cash Management, Cm
9389, December 2016, pp6-7

92 DT, HS2: Getting the best out of Britain, 30 November 2017, p3

%3 TfGM press notice, “High-speed rail provides launch pad for growth in Greater
Manchester and the North”, 16 March 2018; D2N2 press notice, “Thousands of jobs
and almost f4billion for economy detailed in HS2 Strategy”, 3 October 2017;
WMCA, Midlands HS2 Growth Strategy, July 2015; and WYCA, Leeds City Region
HS2 Growth Strategy, January 2018

% |bid., Midlands HS2 Growth Strateqy, p27



https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/we-should-spend-billions-more-on-hs2-kwbc3lm9x
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Progress-with-preparations-for-High-Speed-2.pdf
https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201617/cmselect/cmpubacc/486/486.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/577907/57980_Cm_9389_Treasury_Minute_Accessible.pdf#page=7
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/577907/57980_Cm_9389_Treasury_Minute_Accessible.pdf#page=7
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/577907/57980_Cm_9389_Treasury_Minute_Accessible.pdf#page=7
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/664904/hs2_getting_the_best_out_of_britain_2017.pdf
https://www.tfgm.com/press-release/hs2-npr-growth-strategy
https://www.tfgm.com/press-release/hs2-npr-growth-strategy
http://www.d2n2lep.org/news/thousands-of-jobs-and-almost-4billion-for-economy-detailed-in-hs2-strategy
http://www.d2n2lep.org/news/thousands-of-jobs-and-almost-4billion-for-economy-detailed-in-hs2-strategy
https://gbslep.co.uk/resources/reports/midlands-hs2-growth-strategy
https://www.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/transport/leeds-city-region-hs2-growth-strategy/
https://www.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/transport/leeds-city-region-hs2-growth-strategy/
https://gbslep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/HS2-GS-FINAL.pdf#page=27
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2.6 Comment

The cost of HS2 has been one of the key bones of contention between
supporters and opponents of the scheme.®

One of the reasons it has taken on such importance is that the cost will
largely fall on the taxpayer. Governments have consistently argued that
‘some’ funding could come from the private sector and from the EU:

" ... further contributions will be sought from certain businesses and
developers directly benefitting from the project”.*® However, the
Coalition Government acknowledged that “third party contributions
could only ever deliver a small percentage of the core costs for HS2".%’

That said, once the line is operational it is likely that the Government of
the day will seek to recoup some of the construction costs by letting out
a contract to operate the line. Such a contract is currently in place on
HS1.% While the Department has “not decided at this stage” whether
to let a similar concession for HS2,% “there is likely to be significant
market capacity for an HS2 concession”. The value of such a
concession:

... will be determined largely by the level and certainty of access
charge revenues, but the potential scale may be such that the
delivery of finance may be best sought by letting two or even
three separate concessions. An operating concession would mean
government would still need to meet the up front capital costs of
the project, and would also bear post construction defect risk.
However, risk transfer could be structured to focus on those
elements where the private sector can enhance efficiency (e.g.
operating costs).'®

More generally, successive Governments have maintained that HS2 is a
good investment for the country, that it would stimulate growth
(particularly in the regions) and have an overall positive impact on jobs
and business. ' Those opposed to HS2 disagree. They assert that it will
not deliver jobs and growth; it is not value for money; it is not needed
for capacity; and it blights homes. %2

There have been a number of Parliamentary reports looking at the costs
and benefits of HS2 since the firm plans for Phase 1 were published in
2011.

The Commons Treasury Select Committee: published a report in
October 2013 on the 2013 Spending Round and stated that the
Treasury should not allow HS2 to proceed “until it is sure the cost-
benefit analysis for HS2 has been updated to address fully the concerns

% There have been a number of Parliamentary debates on the costs of HS2, see for
example Second Reading of Christopher Chope’s HS2 Funding Referendum Bifl on
23 January 2015

% Bill 132 2013-14 - EN, para 505

97 op. cit., HS2: Outline Business Case - Section 4. Financial Case, para 62

% for details see section 3 of HC Library briefing paper SN267

% op. cit., The Strategic Case for HSZ, para 105, p37

190 op. cit., HS2: Outline Business Case - Section 4. Financial Case, para 94

91 e.g. op. cit., High speed rail: investing in Britain’s future — Phase Two: the route to
Leeds, Manchester and Beyond, p5

192 2,g. HS2AA press notice, “HS2AA responds to announcement of route for phase two
of HS2", 28 January 2013



http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmhansrd/cm150123/debtext/150123-0002.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/cbill/2013-2014/0132/en/14132en.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150207135346/https:/www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/286797/financial-case-hs2.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/SN00267/railways-channel-tunnel-rail-link-hs1
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150201012457/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/hs2-strategic-case
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150207135346/https:/www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/286797/financial-case-hs2.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140324045638/https:/www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69738/hs2-phase-two-command-paper.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140324045638/https:/www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69738/hs2-phase-two-command-paper.pdf
http://www.hs2actionalliance.org/press-release/hs2aa-responds-to-announcement-of-route-for-phase-two-of-hs2/
http://www.hs2actionalliance.org/press-release/hs2aa-responds-to-announcement-of-route-for-phase-two-of-hs2/
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raised by the National Audit Office” (see below); that the Treasury
should publicly quantify the benefits for HS2 “not captured by the
existing economic appraisal”; and that prior to any decision by the
Treasury to proceed with HS2, it “should publish its own comprehensive
economic case supporting its decision”.'® The Government responded
to the report in December 2013, pointing to the recently published
Strategic Case and updated Economic Case for HS2 as a response to the
Committee’s concerns.’® The then Chairman of the Committee,
Andrew (now Lord) Tyrie, wrote to the Transport Secretary on
subsequent occasions, continuing to flag up concerns with the
economic case.'® The current chair, Nicky Morgan, does not appear to
have written on this issue.

In addition to the report described in section 2.5, above, the Public
Accounts Committee: published two reports in May 2013 and January
2015 on the back of reports by the National Audit Office (NAO). The
2013 report on preparations for HS2 estimated that there was a £3.3
billion funding gap over four years (2017-18 to 2020-21) which the
Government had yet to decide how to fill. It criticised the Department
for Transport for making decisions “based on fragile numbers, out-of-
date data and assumptions which do not reflect real life” and having a
large contingency that appeared “to be compensating for weak cost
information”."° The 2015 report on major rail infrastructure
programmes set out the Committee’s concern that ‘generous
contingency funds’ could be used to hide cost overruns, and sought the
Government'’s assurance that this would not happen.'%’

The Lords Economic Affairs Committee: published a report in March
2015 posing a series of questions to the Government, and querying the
cost-benefit analysis, particularly the values of non-work travel time
savings that contribute significantly to the anticipated net benefits of
the scheme.'® The Government responded to the report in July 2015,
generally dismissing the Committee’s concerns and asserting that “the
case for HS2 is clear and robust” and “our appraisal techniques are
world class”.'% There followed an exchange of letters between the

103 Treasury Committee, Spending Round 2013 (third report of session 2013-14), HC
575, September 2013, para 67

1% Spending Round 2013: Government Response to the Committee's Third Report of
Session 2013—14 (Third Special Report of session 2013-14), HC 932, December
2013, p11

195 Letter from Committee Chair to Transport Secretary, 14 September 2016 and Letter
to Chris Grayling MP. Secretary of State for Transport on the economic case for HS2,
4 January 2017

1% PAC, High Speed 2: A review of early programme preparation (twenty-second report
of session 2013-14), HC 478, 9 September 2013, p5 (based on NAO, High Speed 2:
A review of early programme preparation (session 2013-14), HC 124, 16 May 2013)

197 PAC, Lessons from major rail infrastructure programmes (twenty-eighth report of
session 2014-15), HC 709, 12 January 2015, p5 (based on NAO, Lessons from major
rail infrastructure programmes (session 2014-15), HC 267, 29 October 2014)

1% | ords EAC, The Economics of High Speed 2 (first report of session 2014-15), HL
Paper 134, 25 March 2015

199 House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee. The Economics of HS2 Government
Response, July 2015, p4 & p27



https://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/treasury-committee/publications/?type=37&session=29&sort=false&inquiry=all
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmtreasy/575/575.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmtreasy/932/932.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmtreasy/932/932.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/treasury/Correspondence/Chairman-to-Transport-Secretary-Airport-Expansion-and-HS2-15092016.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/treasury/Correspondence/Treasury-Committee-Chair-to-Transport-Secretary-04-01-17.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/treasury/Correspondence/Treasury-Committee-Chair-to-Transport-Secretary-04-01-17.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmpubacc/478/478.pdf
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Full-Report.pdf
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Full-Report.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmpubacc/709/709.pdf
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Lessons-from-major-rail-infrastructure-programmes.pdf
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Lessons-from-major-rail-infrastructure-programmes.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/economic-affairs/Economic-case-for-HS2/House%20of%20Lords%20Econimic%20Affairs%20Committee%20The%20Economics%20of%20HS2%20-Government%20Response.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/economic-affairs/Economic-case-for-HS2/House%20of%20Lords%20Econimic%20Affairs%20Committee%20The%20Economics%20of%20HS2%20-Government%20Response.pdf

19 Commons Library Briefing, 11 September 2018

Committee and the Government on what the Chairman considered to
be unanswered questions in the report.™"°

The Government’s Infrastructure and Projects Authority (IPA)
publishes annual reports with accompanying portfolio data, detailing
the rating it has given to a number of transport projects.”"" HS2 has had
an ‘amber/red’ rating, denoting that “successful delivery of the project
is in doubt, with major risks or issues apparent in a number of key
areas” and that “urgent action is needed to ensure these are addressed,
and whether resolution is feasible” since 2013."

110 see: Fconomics of HS2: correspondence with Ministers [accessed 14 February 2017]
" formerly the Major Projects Authority (MPA), which was combined with Infrastructure
UK on 1 January 2016 to form the IPA, see: IPA, About us[accessed 6 September

2018]
12 Cabinet Office, The Major Projects Authority Annual Report, 24 May 2013, chapter
2; all the data is available on the IPA website [accessed 6 September 2018]



http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/lords-select/economic-affairs-committee/inquiries/parliament-2010/economic-case-for-hs2/?type=41#pnlPublicationFilter
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/infrastructure-and-projects-authority/about
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150319085249/https:/engage.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/major-projects-authority/chapter-2-the-major-projects-authority-remit/
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/major-projects-data
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3. Compensation

There is a guide to the available compensation schemes on the
Gov.uk website,""* with information on eligibility and how to
apply. In summary they are as follows:

) In a safeguarded area: Express Purchase Scheme and Need to Sell
Scheme

) In a rural support zone: Cash Offer or Voluntary Purchase Scheme and
Need to Sell Scheme

) In a homeowner payment zone: Homeowner Payment Scheme (Phase
1 only) and Need to Sell Scheme

. Outside the zones: Need to Sell Scheme

Rent Back: It is possible to apply to rent and continue living in the
property if it is sold to the government under one of these schemes.
For Phase 2a the relevant property scheme maps showing compensation
zones are available on the HS2 Ltd. website.

3.1 Overview

Petitioners to the HS2 Phase 1 Bill Committee and Members of . .
Parliament were concerned about the adequacy of the proposed Further information
compensation arrangements for those affected by the HS2 line since on the development
they were first announced in 2012. Those concerns continue, of the HS2

ticularly as th i tl t for Phase 1 th del compensation
particularly as the compensation settlement for Phase 1 are the mode schermes can be

for Phase 2.7 In his 30 November 2015 statement, the Secretary of found in HC Library

State said: briefing paper CBP
The Government are committed to assisting people along the HS2 316 on Phase 1 of
route from the west midlands to Crewe [... | therefore propose] to HS2.

implement the same long-term property assistance schemes for
phase 2a as we have for phase 1. As with phase 1, the
Government propose to go above and beyond what is required by
law, including discretionary measures to help more people. HS2
will deliver economic growth for this country, not just in the
immediate future but for the long term, and that is why we
continue to commit to this essential project.'™

A consultation on compensation for Phase 2a was launched at the same
time. It was based on the existing package available to owner-occupiers
affected by the Phase 1 route. In addition to receiving the unblighted
value of their home, eligible owner-occupiers can expect to receive a
home loss payment of 10% of the value of their home (up to £53,000)
and reasonable moving costs.'"® The Government published the

V13 DT, Claim compensation if your property is affected by HS2 [accessed 6 September
2018]

14 plaintiffs were successful in a legal case challenging the first consultation on the
compensation scheme; the Government decided not to appeal and reran the
consultation in line with the judge’s finding, see: DfT, HS2 judicial review the
challenges explained, 15 March 2013, and DfT press notice, “High court rejects legal
challenges to HS2 in landmark victory for the government”, 15 March 2013

115 HC Deb 30 November 2015, ¢23

16 DfT press notice, “Property consultation launched as HS2 route from West Midlands
to Crewe confirmed”, 30 November 2015; and AS2 Phase Two. West Midlands to
Crewe Property Consultation 2015, 30 November 2015
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http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150201095859/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/hs2-judicial-review-the-challenges-explained
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150201095859/https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/hs2-judicial-review-the-challenges-explained
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140321094456/https:/www.gov.uk/government/news/high-court-rejects-legal-challenges-to-hs2-in-landmark-victory-for-the-government
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140321094456/https:/www.gov.uk/government/news/high-court-rejects-legal-challenges-to-hs2-in-landmark-victory-for-the-government
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201516/cmhansrd/cm151130/debtext/151130-0001.htm#1511303000003
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20151217135247/https:/www.gov.uk/government/news/property-consultation-launched-as-hs2-route-from-west-midlands-to-crewe-confirmed
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20151217135247/https:/www.gov.uk/government/news/property-consultation-launched-as-hs2-route-from-west-midlands-to-crewe-confirmed
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20151217135247/https:/www.gov.uk/government/consultations/hs2-phase-two-west-midlands-to-crewe-property-consultation-2015
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20151217135247/https:/www.gov.uk/government/consultations/hs2-phase-two-west-midlands-to-crewe-property-consultation-2015
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/SN00316
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/SN00316
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outcome to the consultation in May 2016, announcing that it had
decided to implement the package of compensation and assistance
schemes for owner-occupiers along the Phase 2a route that had
previously been applied to Phase 1.'"

3.2 HS2 residents & communities

The HS2 Residents’ Charter came into being on 16 January 2015. It is
intended to “ensure that residents are treated in a fair, clear, competent
and reasonable manner” .8

To date, the Residents” Commissioner, Deborah Fazan, has published
nine reports, the most recent dated 8 June 2018. In terms of the
operation of the various compensation schemes the report said that as
at 30 April 2018:

o 825 properties had been acquired by HS2 Ltd. under different
property schemes;

o 635 blight notices in the Express Purchase Zone had been
accepted, and a further 15 were being assessed. Over 400
applications from Phase 2b had been received (although no
construction work in this phase is expected to begin before 2023);

o 431 Rural Support Zone applications had been received, of which
325 had been accepted and 89 were being assessed. The majority
of applications (305) came from Phase 2b;

o 631 Need to Sell scheme applications had been received, of which
234 had been accepted and a further 74 were waiting for a
decision. The acceptance rate for Phase 2b remained low at about
31%, particularly when compared with acceptance rates on
applications from Phase 1 and 2a, which averaged 56%;

. 739 applications to the Phase 1 Homeowner Payment scheme had
been received, of which 654 had been accepted and a further 32
were in progress. Over 615 applicants had received payments.'"?

In November 2015 the Parliamentary and Health Services Ombudsman
(PHSO) found serious failings in HS2 Ltd.’s engagement with a
community in Staffordshire. In its report it stated that:

We found that overall HS2 Ltd’s actions fell below the reasonable
standards we would expect, so much so that they constituted
maladministration ... We have found that by failing to engage
with the residents or their proposals reasonably, HS2 Ltd
unnecessarily prolonged the uncertainty that the residents were
experiencing.'?®

HS2 Ltd. subsequently apologised, made a number of payments to
those affected totalling £10,500, and made some improvements to how
it interacts with the public. It also commissioned lan Bynoe to publish an

"7 DfT, Decision Document HS2 Phase Two: West Midlands to Crewe Property
Consultation 2015, Cm 9286, 26 May 2016, p3

118 Commons HS2 Bill Phase 1 Committee, “High Speed Rail Bill Select Committee:
Statement by the Promoter and by the Chair”, 20 January 2015

M9 HS2 Ltd., HS2 Residents’ Commissioner Report 9 — May 2018, 8 June 2018

120 PHSO, Report on an investigation into complaints about High Speed Two Limited, HC
620, 26 November 2015, p3
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http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/high-speed-rail-london-west-midlands-bill-select-committee-commons/news/chairs-statement-19-jan/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/714810/CS977_Residents__Commissioner_report_9.pdf
https://www.ombudsman.org.uk/sites/default/files/Report_on_an_investigation_into_complaints_about_High_Speed_Two_Limited_report.pdf
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independent report into its complaints handling and community
engagement. This was published in April 2016.'%!

The Public Administration and Constitutional Affairs Committee
followed up the PHSO'’s report with its own in March 2016. PACAC
concluded that on the basis of a “large body of evidence” it had
received, it was “unconvinced that the necessary fundamental changes
have taken place”. The Committee urged “those in senior positions to
recognise that this is a matter of primary importance”.'*

In September 2017 HS2 Ltd. published its Community Engagement
Strategy, which set out its approach to community engagement with
those who live or work within the communities along the HS2 route.'*

121 HS2 Ltd., Report on HS2 Ltd’s complaints handling and community engagement, 21
April 2016

122 PACAC, Follow up to PHSO Report of an investigation into a complaint about HS2
Ltd (sixth report of session 2015-16), HC 793, 23 March 2016, p3

123 HS2 Ltd., HS2 Ltd's Community Engagement Strategy, 28 September 2017
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4. Route development for Phase
2b

4.1 Initial proposals, 2010-13

The plans for Phase 2 generally have changed since 2010: it was initially
supposed in the January 2012 command paper that Phase 2 would
include a direct link between HS1 and HS2, allowing direct travel
between the Continent and the north of England without the need to
change in London, and that ‘route options’ should be developed for a
spur to Heathrow Airport.™* In January 2013 the Government
announced a ‘pause’ on work for a Heathrow spur, pending the
outcome of the Davies Commission review of airport hub capacity. '
Provision for the HS1-HS2 direct link was included in the Phase 1 Bill; in
March 2014 the Government announced its intention to remove it from
the Bill on the basis that it should not proceed. '

In January 2013 the Government published a command paper setting
out in some detail its proposals for Phase 2 from Birmingham north to
Manchester (via Crewe) and Leeds (via the East Midlands and
Sheffield).'?” The proposed route interchanges/terminals were as
follows:

. Manchester city centre alongside the existing Manchester
Piccadilly main line station;

. Manchester Airport, alongside the M56, between Warburton
Green and Davenport Green “subject to agreement of a suitable
funding package”;

. East Midlands at Toton (East Midlands Hub), located between
Nottingham and Derby, 1.2 miles from the M1 and close to the
A52;

. South Yorkshire at Sheffield Meadowhall, to the east of
Sheffield city centre, adjacent to the M1;

o Leeds at New Lane, in Leeds city centre to the south of the River
Aire and with close links to the existing Leeds City station; and

o connections to the West Coast Main Line, just to the south of
the existing Crewe station and to the south of Wigan, near
Golborne; and to the East Coast Main Line near Church Fenton
approximately 9 miles to the south west of York.'#®

In July 2013 the Government published a consultation document on
Phase 2. It explained the Government'’s case for Phase 2 and set out the
proposed route from the West Midlands to Manchester and Leeds with

124 DfT, High Speed Rail: Investing in Britain’s Future — Decisions and Next Steps, Cm
8347, January 2012, p37

125 DfT, High speed rail: investing in Britain’s future — Phase Two: the route to Leeds,
Manchester and Beyond, Cm 8508, January 2013, p71

126 HC Deb 17 March 2014, cc53-54WS

127 op. cit., High speed rail: investing in Britain’s future — Phase Two. the route to Leeds,
Manchester and Beyond, p9

128 ibid., pp36-37&47
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stations at Manchester Airport, Manchester City Centre, in the East
Midlands close to Derby and Nottingham, Sheffield and Leeds; the
connections to the existing railway at Crewe, south of Wigan and south
of York to allow the trains to serve further destinations; and the
supporting infrastructure required (e.g. depots). It sought views on
whether there should be any additional stations on either leg; explained
the sustainability impacts of the proposed route; looked at ideas on how
to use the rail capacity freed up on the conventional rail network; and
looked at how to integrate HS2 with other utilities, like water or
electricity, alongside the line. The consultation closed in January
2014.1%

Alongside the consultation document, the Government published a
sustainability statement. The non-technical summary stated that Phase 2
“would have no direct impacts on AONBs, Registered Battlefields, Grade
| and Grade Il structures, Registered Parks and Gardens and Natura
2000 sites” .30

4.2 Higgins Report and beyond, 2014-16

In October 2014 the then Chairman of HS2 Ltd., Sir David Higgins,
published his second report on developing Phase 2. His central
proposals were as follows:

o There should be an investigation into the possibility of running
classic compatible services to Stoke-on-Trent, Macclesfield and
Stockport.™’

o Leeds Station should be fundamentally reviewed by HS2 Ltd.,
Network Rail and Leeds City Council, as by the time Phase 2 is
complete, the existing station will need to be remodelled.'*?

o The route approach to Manchester should be via Manchester
Airport, but “whether the airport station is built at the same time
as the HS2 approach to Manchester is a matter for Ministers and
Greater Manchester to agree in the future”.'?

. The route between Warrington and Manchester to the existing
West Coast Main Line (WCML) via the Golborne link and the
construction of a depot in an environmentally sensitive part of the
route require further, urgent work as “a link to the [WCML] will
be necessary sooner rather than later as part of the wider
consideration of how to improve services to Scotland”."*

o The proposal for a new station at Toton, located between Derby
and Nottingham, should be reviewed with a view to investigating
alternative station sites to the west of Toton “which can provide

129 DIT, High Speed Rail: investing in Britain’s future - Consultation on the route from
the West Midlands to Manchester, Leeds and beyond, July 2013

130 Temple-ERM for HS2 Ltd, High Speed Rail: Consultation on the route from the West
Midlands to Manchester, Leeds and beyond - Sustainability Statement, Non-technical
summary, July 2013, p28

31 op. cit., Rebalancing Britain. from HS2 towards a national transport strategy, p8
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much better road and rail connections via the M1 and Midland
Main Line respectively”.'*

o On the two opposing schemes for a Sheffield station/South
Yorkshire hub — at the old Sheffield Victoria Station to the north
east of the city centre and at the existing station, Sheffield
Meadowhall, in the east of the city — there is “insufficient
evidence to recommend altering the current proposal at this
stage, so | remain of the view that Sheffield Meadowhall is the
right answer for the South Yorkshire hub” .13

Liverpool launched a campaign for Phase 2b to be extended '20 Miles
More’ to the city and has said that it would be able to repay £2 billion
of the estimated £3 billion cost for the extension on the basis of
increased business rates and income from devolved local employers’
National Insurance Contributions.™’

Initial problems with Leeds & Sheffield stations
Two of the most contentious issues are the locations of the Sheffield
and Leeds stations on the eastern branch of the Phase 2 route.

In February 2015 the Government asked Sir David to look at the options
for HS2 into Leeds city centre following concerns that the originally
proposed new station at New Lane was a quarter of a mile from the
existing Leeds station.'*® Sir David published his conclusions in
November 2015, recommending his so-called ‘option 2’, i.e. extending
the existing Leeds Station to the south, with HS2 platforms reaching
directly into the existing station, creating a common concourse between
services. '

Following the announcement in November 2015 of the changes to
Leeds station, Sheffield City Council chiefs renewed their calls for its
high speed station to be located in the city centre rather than at
Meadowhall. In its November 2015 command paper the Government
said that its preference remained for Meadowhall but that it recognised:

... the arguments put forward for a city centre station in Sheffield
and we continue to explore them. We are committed to ensuring
that HS2 delivers the largest possible benefits and continue to
work with local partners to ensure that Sheffield city centre will
benefit from HS2.1

135 ibid., p30

136 ibid., p32

137 | iverpool offers £2bn to be included in HS2 network"”, 7he Guardian, 23 February
2016

138 “Higgins to look at other sites for Leeds HS2 station”, Rai/ Technology Magazine, 6
February 2015

139 HS2 Ltd., The Yorkshire Hub. An interim report on the redevelopment of Leeds
station, 30 November 2015, pp14-15

140 “Call to ‘see sense’ over Sheffield HS2 station after Leeds decision”, 7he Star, 30
November 2015

1 op. cit., High Speed Two: East and West: The next steps to Crewe and beyond, para
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There were reports in March 2016 that disagreements over the location
of the Sheffield station were a contributory factor to delays with Phase
Zb.‘l42

In July 2016 Sir David published a further report analysing the various
options for Sheffield and South Yorkshire. He recommended that the
Government proceed with his suggested plan to physically separate the
service to South Yorkshire from that to the route further North. He
argued that this could “be achieved by what is termed a classic
compatible service — a dedicated link taking high speed trains off the
main line and running up to two trains per hour into Sheffield on
existing lines whilst the main HS2 line continues to carry trains serving
Leeds and further North”. It would also allow a re-appraisal of the main
HS2 route to the East, running it initially parallel to the M18 to avoid
not only the complexities associated with the Meadowhall viaduct but
the legacy of mining in the area and allowing for fewer potential
watercourse diversions.'*

4.3 Announcement of preferred route,
November 2016

An announcement on the full Phase 2 route was much delayed: it was
originally expected towards the end of 2014.'%*

In the event, the Government announced its preferred route from
Crewe to Manchester and the West Midlands to Leeds on 15 November
2016:

On the western leg, HS2 will:
o continue north from Crewe to Manchester Airport

. continue from Manchester Airport on to Manchester city
centre, where a new HS2 station will be built next to
Manchester Piccadilly

There will also be a connection to Liverpool and to the existing
West Coast main line allowing HS2 services to continue north,
serving stations to Glasgow and Edinburgh.

On the eastern leg, HS2 will:

. continue from the West Midlands to Toton in the East
Midlands, where a new HS2 station will be built to serve
Nottingham, Derby and the wider region

. continue north from the East Midlands to South Yorkshire

o in line with Sir David Higgins' recommendation, we
propose HS2 should serve Sheffield with a connection to
the existing station with the main route be moved further
east and we will be consulting before a final decision is
made next year

142 "HS2 station row threatens Osborne’s northern powerhouse”, Sunday Times, 6
March 2016

143 HS2 Ltd., Sheffield and South Yorkshire Report 2016, 7 July 2016

44 op. cit., High Speed Rail: investing in Britain’s future - Consultation on the route from
the West Midlands to Manchester, Leeds and beyond, para 5.3.1, p42
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. from South Yorkshire, HS2 will continue to Leeds where a
new HS2station will be built in Leeds city centre, adjacent
to the existing station

HS2 will also have a connection onto the East Coast Main Line,
allowing HS2 to serve York, Newcastle and other places in the
north-east. '

On the thorny question of the alignment around Sheffield, the Information on how
command paper indicated that the Secretary of State was “minded to the scheme would
accept” Sir David Higgins' July 2016 recommendations of a 9.4km tie up with
southern spur at Stonebroom off the HS2 mainline, enabling HS2 trains Northern

to run into Sheffield city centre along the existing rail network; and that Powerhouse Rail

the main north-south alignment should follow a more easterly and routes to
alignment over some 70km between Derbyshire and West Yorkshire as Scotland are

its preferred option. ' It sought views on this option (instead of the examined in
original Meadowhall option) in a design refinement consultation (see sections 5 and 6
below). below.

With regards to Liverpool, journey times to London are expected to be
cut by more than 45 minutes after Phase 2a opens in 2027. More
widely, Transport for the North (TfN) has examined two options that
make use of HS2 to connect Manchester and Liverpool. Both options
involve construction of a new line to Liverpool, and a junction onto the
HS2 route. Under these options it would be possible to deliver a 30-
minute journey between Manchester and Liverpool, connecting the
cities via Manchester Airport. '’

Responses to the announcement were mixed, with some arguing that
“the Government have finally come clean in admitting ‘freeing up
capacity’ means for many cities ‘losing the trains you already have'”, %
others that “the Government must set out an integration plan to show
exactly how HS2 will enable extra freight and passenger trains on the
existing network and how the new high speed services and stations will
link with the rest of the transport network” .4

In July 2018 the Government announced that the East

Midlands HS2 Partnership would receive up to £1.8 million of funding
to maximise the benefits of the new HS2 station at Toton, specifically
by funding the development of proposals for public transport
connections to the Toton hub.™®

145 DT press notice, “HS2 route to the East Midlands, Leeds and Manchester set out by
the government”, 15 November 2016
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Liverpool’s current connectivity, challenges and how it can be enhanced by HS2
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4.4 Design refinements, 2016-17

Alongside the announcement of the preferred route in November 2016
the Government issued a consultation on a number of design
refinements, on both the western and eastern legs. These were:

On the western leg:

o to move the previously proposed rolling stock depot at
Golborne to a site north of Crewe

. to move the approach to Manchester Piccadilly up to 370
metres eastwards with the northern tunnel portal in
Ardwick, to avoid direct impacts on residential properties
and a school at West Gorton

. to move the route in the Middlewich - Northwich area in
Cheshire up to 800 metres westwards

On the eastern leg:

. to move the route to the east of Measham in Leicestershire,
avoiding the most significant impacts on local
manufacturing businesses and development sites

o to go around instead of tunnel under East Midlands Airport

o to amend the alignment of the preferred route as it passes
through Long Eaton to reduce severance in the local
community and reduce impacts on the highway network
and existing rail infrastructure

o to move the alignment of the route from Derbyshire to
West Yorkshire to reflect a change in the proposals for
serving the Sheffield city region, as recommended by Sir
David Higgins in his report Sheffield and South
Yorkshire published in July 2016'>

The Secretary of State for Transport, Chris Grayling, announced his
decisions on 17 July 2017:

After carefully considering the responses to the consultation, |
have decided to confirm the following changes to the route. The
western leg rolling stock depot will move from a site near
Golborne to a site north of Crewe. That site will be included in the
full environmental assessment being undertaken for the whole
route and | will look carefully at that assessment.

A 26 km section of the route in the Middlewich and Pickmere
area of Cheshire will change and be raised as it passes through
the Cheshire salt plains, to avoid brining and gas storage
infrastructure. The approach to Manchester Piccadilly station will
be adjusted to improve operational efficiency and reduce impacts
on residential areas and a primary school. The route near East
Midlands airport will now closely follow the eastern side of the
A42. This avoids tunnelling under the airport and reduces the
impacts on some communities. At Long Eaton, after much
consultation with the local community, the route will pass
through the town on a high viaduct.

151 DT, HS2 Crewe to Manchester, West Midlands to Leeds: Route Refinement
Consultation 2016, 15 November 2016
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The route in South Yorkshire will be the route we consulted on in
2016, which in part follows the M1 and M18, and serves Sheffield
city centre via a spur from the HS2 line. I am also asking HS2 Ltd
to take forward the provision of a northern junction back on to
HS2, giving a city centre to city centre connection between Leeds
and Sheffield in less than 30 minutes. That is very important for
the development of Northern Powerhouse Rail. We will also
continue to work on a possible parkway station.

Finally, | have decided not to proceed with the proposed change
of route to the east of Measham. Instead, | am confirming a
modified version of the 2013 preferred route to the west of
Measham. In Measham itself, the route is moved approximately
80 metres and the viaduct extended to mitigate commercial
property impacts. | have heard the concerns raised by local
communities about the proposed eastern leg rolling stock depot
at Crofton. HS2 Ltd believes it has found a better option, on
which | am now consulting, which is east of Leeds in the Aire
valley, adjacent to the M1 on a brownfield site.™?

Eastern leg rolling stock depot

As indicated by Mr Grayling, above, there have been concerns raised by
local communities about the proposed eastern leg rolling stock depot at
Crofton. HS2 Ltd. consequently developed a different option, east of
Leeds in the Aire valley, adjacent to the M1 on a brownfield site.

HS2 Ltd. issued a consultation on this new site in July 2017. It stated:

The Secretary of State is minded to relocate the Eastern Leg RSD
to a site east of Leeds in the Aire Valley, adjacent to the M1 and
the A63 corridor ...

The site is brownfield land, previously used for industrial purposes.
There are good connections to the local highway network, and
the site has planning consent for a large area of commercial
development.

This site provides operational benefits when compared to the
previously proposed site at New Crofton, and there is potential to
further improve the site’s operational suitability without increasing
costs or impacts. The site also has the potential to provide an
operational cost saving due to its proximity to Leeds as this will
reduce the distance empty trains need to run from the station to
the depot.

The site would be connected to the Leeds spur corridor using a
flat junction and two approach tracks.

It is possible additional maintenance sidings will be needed and
work continues to assess this. >

The consultation closed in October 2017. In July 2018 the Government
confirmed its intention to move the depot site to the Aire Valley.'*

152 HC Deb 17 July 2017, cc662-3; see also: DIT, High Speed Two Phase 2b. Crewe to
Manchester & West Midlands to Leeds Route Refinement Consultation 2016, a
summary of consultation responses, 17 July 2017

153 HS2 Ltd., High Speed Two Phase 2b Crewe to Manchester West Midlands to Leedss:
Lastern Leg Rolling Stock Depot Consultation document, 17 July 2017, pp8-9

154 DT press notice, “Leeds confirmed as site of HS2 eastern leg rolling stock depot”, 4
July 2018
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4.5 Next steps — hybrid bill

We had expected the hybrid bill for Phase 2b to be published by the end
of 2019.">° In preparation, HS2 Ltd. published a consultation on the
technical scope and methodology to be used in the environmental and
equality impact assessments. ¢

However, at the beginning of September 2018 it was announced that
the Bill would now likely to be delayed to the end of 2020 to enable its
design to be properly integrated with Northern Powerhouse Rail (see
section 5, below). 7he Times reported:

... the legislation needed to pave the way for the second section
of HS2 to serve northern England has been put on hold for a year.
The bill enabling the line to be built to Manchester and Leeds will
now be tabled in 2020.

The government insisted that the delay was needed to ensure that
HS2 was linked into a proposed upgrade of the main east-west
railway line across the Pennines, which is still on the drawing
board [...] The Department for Transport confirmed that the
hybrid bill was being paused to take account of “northern
powerhouse rail”, the east-west network linking Liverpool,
Manchester, Leeds, Sheffield and Newcastle.

“To maximise the huge potential of HS2, it is important to take
full account of the emerging vision for the other transformative
project of northern powerhouse rail,” a spokesman said. '’

The following day it was announced that Paul Griffiths, managing
director of Phase 2 at HS2 Ltd., is leaving his position at the end of
2018.1%#

155 HC Deb 17 July 2017, c663

156 HS2 Ltd., HS2 Phase 2b draft Environmental Impact Assessment Scope and
Methodology Report and_HS2 Phase 2b draft Fquality Impact Assessment Scope and
Methodology Report, 17 July 2017; both closed in September 2017, the
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158 “HS2 boss quits as northern section delayed for a year”, 7he Times, 4 September
2018
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5. Northern Powerhouse Rail
(NPR)

5.1 Terminology

Over the past four or five years there have been a flurry of proposals to
upgrade the rail network across the North of England. Different names
have been attached to these proposals, which began to coalesce around
the idea of the ‘Northern Powerhouse'.

Initially there was talk of ‘High Speed 3’ (HS3) — a plan to build a new
‘high speed rail’ connection across the Pennines, from Manchester to
Leeds. Gradually this morphed into a wider concept of ‘Northern
Powerhouse Rail’ (NPR), extending beyond the initial idea of HS3. In
terms of what this means in practice, in December 2015 the then
Transport Minister in the Lords, Lord Ahmad of Wimbledon, explained:

The Northern Powerhouse Rail network develops the HS3 concept

to offer a vision for radically improved journey times and service

frequencies between the major cities of the North, building on the

substantial rail improvements to which the government is already
committed. >

NPR now goes beyond the single trans-Pennine line originally
designated HS3 and is generally used to refer to the wider programme
of strategic rail projects across the North. Therefore when the
Government, Transport for the North (TfN) and others talk of
integration between HS2 and NPR they are not only talking about
closing that trans-Pennine link between the HS2 termini in Leeds and
Manchester but about other linkages across the north.

The idea of the trans-Pennine rail upgrade is now sometimes referred to
as 'Crossrail for the North’ (XR4N). In August 2017 a group of Northern
leaders wrote to the Prime Minister, equating NPR and XR4N, though
this has not appeared in any official reports by, for example, TfN (see
below). '€

159 WPQ HL4692, 21 December 2015
160 “YP | etters: Plea to Theresa May for ‘Crossrail in the North'”, Yorkshire Post, 22
August 2017
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What is ‘high speed’ rail?

While there is no internationally agreed definition of what constitutes a high
speed railway, policymakers have now generally fallen into line with the
definition set out in the European Union’s 1996 Directive dealing with high-
speed rail. This defined ‘high speed line’ in the following way:
High-speed lines shall comprise:
- specially built high-speed lines equipped for speeds generally equal to or
greater than 250 km/h [155 mph],
- specially upgraded high-speed lines equipped for speeds of the order of
200 km/h [124 mph],
- specially upgraded high-speed lines which have special features as a
result of topographical, relief or town-planning constraints, on which the
speed must be adapted to each case.’®
This causes confusion in the debate about the trans-Penning upgrade, as a 125
mph conventional rail line is technically a high speed line, but the prevailing
debate about HS2 means that to most people 'high speed’ means the speeds of
200 mph+ being proposed for that route.

5.2 Background, 2010-14

A trans-Pennine high speed rail link has long been discussed as a
desirable part of any "high speed network.’ for the UK.. In fact it was part on the Northern

of the recommended scheme, called the ‘inverse A" alignment, that HS2| o house can be
Ltd. put to the Labour Government before the 2010 General Election: | 5nd in HC Library

More information

The Inverse A configuration is an adaptation of networks which briefing paper CBP
have been examined in other past studies. It is the most /676.
comprehensive network able to be supported by the capacity of

HS2, relying as it does on one route north from London. We
report on the possible need for a second line from London later in
this chapter.

The Inverse A aims to maximise benefits to the widest number of
people by offering direct London access to each of the
conurbations in our remit, as well as Merseyside (via the existing
classic line), East Midlands and South Yorkshire. The transpennine
link between Manchester and Leeds would carry only east-west
flows, with services to and from London travelling either side of
the Pennines. This configuration would also unlock potential for a
network of high speed inter-regional services.'®?

This would have delivered journey times between Leeds and Manchester
and Liverpool of approximately 25 minutes.'® It put the cost of the
trans-Pennine element at between £3.8 billion and £4.6 billion,
depending on whether the line went to the east or west of Manchester,
with a total length of between 54 and 69 km.®*

In its March 2010 command paper the Labour Government rejected the
trans-Pennine link as part of its broader support for a 'Y network’:

... the Government believes that the link between Manchester
and Leeds would be best enhanced through consideration of

161 Directive 96/48/EC, 23 July 1996, Annex |, para 1(b)

162 HS2 Ltd. for DfT, High Speed Rail London to the West Midlands and Beyond: A
Report to Government by High Speed Two Limited, March 2010, p220, paras
6.1.11-12; for recommendation see p9

163 ibid., p226

164 ibid., p229, figure 6.1f



http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1996:235:0006:0024:EN:PDF
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100505161152/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/pi/highspeedrail/hs2ltd/hs2report/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100505161152/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/pi/highspeedrail/hs2ltd/hs2report/
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7676
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7676

33 Commons Library Briefing, 11 September 2018

options for a conventional upgrade of the existing line rather than
through a new high speed line, given the proposals for upgrading
the line contained in Network Rail’s Northern Hub plan. '

It then sat on the backburner somewhat until 2014, when the
Government began talking about the concept of a ‘Northern
Powerhouse’. In a June 2014 speech the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
George Osborne, said:

We need an ambitious plan to make the cities and towns here in

this northern belt radically more connected from east to west - to

create the equivalent of travelling around a single global city. As

well as fixing the roads, that means considering a new high speed
rail link.

Today | want us to start thinking about whether to build a new
high speed rail connection east-west from Manchester to Leeds.
Based on the existing rail route, but speeded up with new tunnels
and infrastructure.

A third high speed railway for Britain. ¢

The immediate responses to this idea were mixed. Sir Richard Leese,
leader of Manchester City Council and a supporter of HS2, told 7he
Guardian that the north could have “both vastly improved services on
what he admits are the currently "wretched" northern lines, while
looking 20 years ahead to super-high-speed links”."®” Dr Richard
Wellings, Head of Transport at the Institute of Economic Affairs and an
opponent of HS2, said that the relatively short distances between
northern cities “mean that high-speed rail is an expensive and inefficient
way of linking them together” and that smaller-scale schemes would
deliver higher returns for the taxpayer.'®®

In July 2014 five big city councils in the North of England (Leeds,
Liverpool, Manchester, Newcastle and Sheffield) published One North, a
report setting out a ‘strategic proposition’ for transport in the North.
This included a recommendation for:

A new 125 mph trans-Pennine route, connected to the HS2 lines
and the existing rail network, tunnelled as needed, linking the five
city regions together with Manchester Airport and the ports. It will
be a facility that will need to be planned for intensive use as a
high-reliability all-weather central component in the North's
transport system. '°

Sir David Higgins, the then Chairman of HS2 Ltd., published a report in
October 2014 which included consideration of what sort of east-west
rail link would benefit the North of England. Sir David reported that
Network Rail had undertaken an initial study for his report to look at
how journey times and reliability between Manchester and Leeds might
be improved:

165 op. cit., High Speed Rail, para 4.31, p74

166 HMT, Chancellor: 'We need a Northern powerhouse' 23 June 2014

167 “Forget HS3 — we need to fix the north of England's wretched rail service now"”, 7he
Guardian, 23 June 2014

168 |EA press notice, “HS3: A costly vanity project”, 23 June 2014

163 Northern Councils, One North. A Proposition for an Interconnected North, July 2014,
p25



http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100407011027/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/rail/pi/highspeedrail/commandpaper/pdf/cmdpaper.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150202222943/https:/www.gov.uk/government/speeches/chancellor-we-need-a-northern-powerhouse
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2014/jun/23/hs3-north-england-rail-service-george-osborne
http://www.iea.org.uk/in-the-media/press-release/hs3-a-costly-vanity-project
http://web.archive.org/web/20150317200133/http:/www.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/uploadedFiles/Content/News/Articles/One%20North.pdf

34 High Speed 2 (HS2) Phase 2b and beyond

It has examined broad options of varying scales of complexity and
cost ranging from a new dedicated, high speed track involving the
construction of a tunnel underneath the Pennines to an upgrade
of the existing line using existing but unused tunnels. They also
looked at upgrading the Manchester-Sheffield service in parallel to
that to Leeds.

The work demonstrates two things. Firstly, that a much improved
service is possible, delivering a journey time of somewhere
between 26 to 34 minutes for Leeds to Manchester ... Clearly
that is transformational and would, undoubtedly, lead to more
trade and commuting between the two cities. It is also within
reach of the aspiration set out in the One North report for a
journey time of 30 minutes, an increase in capacity of up to 8
trains an hour, and a marked improvement in the performance
and reliability of the line. This, plus further electrification and
upgrades in the meantime, could result in the journey time from
Liverpool to Leeds going from around 2 hours to an hour, and
cutting half an hour off the time from Manchester to Hull and
Newcastle.

The work also, however, illustrated the need for a deeper exercise
to bottom out which route between Leeds and Manchester would
be best and the cost and value for money of each option. That
work now needs to continue in order to turn the aspiration into a
practical plan.™°

5.3 National Infrastructure Commission
report, 2016

In March 2016 the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC), then
chaired by Lord Adonis, published its third report, called High Speed
North. Its central recommendation on rail was “kick-starting HS3,
integrating it with HS2 and planning for the redevelopment of the
North's gateway stations”.!”"

The Commission defined HS3/NPR as “a transformed east-west network
from Liverpool in the west to Hull and Newcastle in the east”.'”? It said
that HS3 should make use of key northern sections of HS2, upgraded
existing lines, and sections of new track where necessary “to provide
capacity, speed and congestion relief” and “enhanced connectivity and
improved journey times between the major cities of the North and to
Manchester Airport”.'”? This would be achieved by upgrading the
TransPennine line between Manchester and Leeds; designing the
optimal configuration for the northern phase of the HS2 network; and
redeveloping Manchester Piccadilly station.™”

The Commission explained that Network Rail had been commissioned
and funded to develop a plan for a major upgrade of the TransPennine
line from Leeds to Manchester via Huddersfield for delivery by 2022. It
said that, building on this, proposals should be developed to integrate it
with options for a second phase of major route enhancements, which

170 op. cit., Rebalancing Britain. from HS2 towards a national transport strateqy, p34

71 NIC press notice, “Put HS3 at the heart of a High Speed North — Adonis”, 15 March
2016

72 NIC, High Speed North, 15 March 2016, p4

73 ibid., p8

174 ibid., p8
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should aim to deliver a 30-minute journey time, together with capacity
and frequency improvements. Crucially, the Commission said that this

second phase “may not require a completely new line but will require

sections of major new infrastructure”.'”>

Bearing all this in mind, the Commission recommended:

The upgrade of the Leeds to Manchester link should form the first
phase of HS3 to be developed in detail. It should comprise a long-
term programme with the objective of reducing journey times to
30 minutes, alongside substantial capacity and frequency
improvements. The first part of this should be a shorter-term plan,
to be developed and implemented by TfN and Network Rail by
2022, to cut the journey time between these cities and to onward
destinations by roughly 20% from 49 to 40 minutes, enhance
capacity and improve service regularity and frequency.'’®

In the March 2016 Budget, published the day after the NIC report, the
Government accepted the NIC's recommendations and said it was
“giving the green light to High Speed 3 between Leeds and Manchester
to reduce journey times to around 30 minutes”.'”” To this end, it would
provide £60 million to develop plans both for the Leeds-Manchester
route by 2017 and to improve transport connections between cities of
the North.'7®

5.4 Command paper & Government policy,
2016-

As indicated in section 4.3, above, in November 2016 the Government
announced its preferred route for Phase 2b of HS2 from Crewe to
Manchester and the West Midlands to Leeds. It put a great deal of
emphasis on the importance of connecting HS2 to NPR in order to
leverage the anticipated local economic impacts of HS2 in the north.

The main NPR benefits highlighted in the command paper were as
follows:

o Building a connection north of Sheffield Midland would result in
Sheffield being served by a ‘loop’ and create the opportunity to
connect Sheffield city centre with Leeds, York and Newcastle. This
connection could be the first step in delivering a ‘Northern
Powerhouse network’, with journeys between Sheffield and Leeds
of around 25 minutes;

o A new connection for services travelling north from Sheffield
could serve York, Newcastle and Hull via Leeds station;

o The Government has begun work on a study to examine the
potential for a parkway station in Yorkshire, as well as whether
HS2 services between Sheffield Midland and London can also
serve Rotherham, Barnsley or Meadowhall,

o TfN has examined two options that make use of HS2 to connect
Manchester and Liverpool. Both options involve construction of

75 ibid., pp8-9

176 ibid., p9

V7 HMT, Budget 2076, HC 901, 16 March 2016, para 1.232, p62
178 ibid., para 1.291, p73
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a new line to Liverpool, and a junction onto the HS2 route. Under
these options it would be possible to deliver NPR's ambitions for a
30 minute journey between Manchester and Liverpool,
connecting the cities via Manchester Airport;

o There is strong local aspiration for NPR services into, and through,
Manchester to serve Manchester Piccadilly so that interchange
can be made easily with HS2; and

o Compared to the Leeds HS2 station proposed in the 2013
consultation, the current proposal better integrates HS2 into the
city centre and the existing rail station, enabling easy interchanges
onto current rail services across West Yorkshire and future NPR
services.'”

The Government indicated willingness to include ‘passive provision’ for
NPR services in the Phase 2b hybrid bill.

In October 2017 the Government announced £300 million in ‘extra’
funding to:

... go towards ensuring HS2 infrastructure can accommodate
future Northern Powerhouse Rail and Midlands Connect services.
Future-proofing will make it easier and less disruptive to build
Northern Powerhouse Rail in the future. This will enable faster
services between the Northern cities of Liverpool and Manchester,
Sheffield, Leeds and York, as well as on towards the East
Midlands and London. It will also enable services between
Liverpool and Leeds to pass via Manchester Piccadilly station.

In July 2018 the Rail Minister, Jo Johnson, summarised the
Government’s policy on upgrading the existing trans-Pennine rail line:
The government is investing nearly £3bn between 2019 and 2024
in this upgrade, one third of our expected investment in rail
enhancements between 2019 and 2024. It will be a rolling
programme of enhancements including both major civil
engineering and electrification. And we are working with Network
Rail and Transport for the North to determine the best way to
achieve major improvements for passengers. We will make further
decisions later this year.'®

5.5 Strategic Transport Plan for the North,
2014-

In his response to the Higgins report (section 5.2, above) the then
Secretary of State for Transport, Sir Patrick McLoughlin, announced his
intention to create a new sub-national transport body (STB) called
Transport for the North (TfN), made up of the main northern city
regions, to work together with other authorities and stakeholders and

178 op cit., High Speed Two. From Crewe to Manchester, the West Midlands to Leeds
and beyond, pp65-66

180 ibid., p66

181 HMT press notice, “Northern transport gets further funding from government”, 2
October 2017

182 Railways: North of England: Written question — 162584, 18 July 2018; this on the
back of long-term concerns about electrification of the route, for more information
see HC Library briefing paper CBP 5907
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“allow the north to speak with one voice on the big decisions, to
benefit the region as a whole”:
| would like to invite these cities to come together and work with
the Government on the options for HS3, alongside a wider
transport strategy for the north. | intend that this Government-led
strategy will be developed with input from Network Rail, the

Highways Agency as well as TfN, and will stretch from Liverpool to
Sheffield, Hull and Newcastle.3

In the 2015 Budget George Osborne announced that legislation would
be introduced to establish TfN as a statutory body.* Section 21 of the
Cities and Local Government Devolution Act 2016 provides for the
establishment of STBs to advise on strategic transport decisions and
priorities for the local area. TfN became the first STB on 1 April 2018, by
virtue of the Sub-national Transport Body (Transport for the North)
Regulations 2018 (51 2018/103)."% TfN is tasked with setting out the
requirements of the pan-Northern transport network through this
Strategic Transport Plan (STP) for the North.

In March 2015 the Government published a transport strategy for the
North, in partnership with TfN. It said that the Government would
consider “all options for moving towards the 30 minute journey time
ambition [between Manchester and Leeds], including options for
tunnelling where necessary to improve speeds [... in] the next rail
control period (2019-24)" .8

In the March 2016 update of the Northern Transport Strategy, TfN said:

... our work to date has indicated that in some cases achieving
the vision in full might involve entirely new lines, or in other cases
major upgrades to existing routes that are akin to a new line, such
as major bypasses and cut-offs. Further work on route options
and intermediate stations is being developed as outlined in our
November 2015 report. On routes between Leeds and
Manchester, and Manchester and Sheffield our work to date has
shown that we need to go further than committed investments in
the existing railway in order to achieve our vision for faster
journeys and more frequent services. We are therefore developing
a range of options, including new lines, that look at how we
could achieve our longer term transformational vision, as well as
accommodate the anticipated growth in freight.'®’

In its June 2017 report on integrated rail, it stated that:

There is a reasonable degree of certainty about the changes in
supply that will occur in the short to medium term. In the longer
term, HS2 Phases 2a and 2b will involve the provision of new
infrastructure in the North, in 2027 and 2033 respectively under
current plans. However, while work continues developing the
Phase 2a and 2b propositions, only Phase 1 of the scheme
(London — Birmingham) is committed at the moment. NPR
[Northern Powerhouse Rail] is under development, and will be
further refined by TfN over the remainder of 2017. NPR would
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also be a long term, transformative infrastructure project in the
North. 88

In January 2018 TN published its draft STP for consultation. It said that
it “for the first time outlined its emerging vision for Northern
Powerhouse Rail, a rapid, reliable and resilient rail network between the
North's six biggest cities and other economic centres”.'® [t stated that
the “emerging vision” for NPR included:

o A new line between Liverpool and the HS2 Manchester
Spur via Warrington

. Capacity at Piccadilly for around eight through services per
hour

. A new Trans Pennine rail line that connects Manchester

and Leeds via Bradford

. Significant upgrades along the corridor of the existing Hope
Valley line between Sheffield and Manchester via Stockport

o Leeds to Sheffield delivered through HS2 Phase 2B and
upgrading the route from Sheffield

o Leeds to Newcastle via HS2 junction and upgrades to the
East Coast Mainline

. Significant upgrades to existing line from Leeds to Hull (via
Selby) and Sheffield to Hull (via Doncaster)'®®

Further, on the trans-Penning XR4N route, it stated: “Alternative
concepts will continue to be assessed between Liverpool — Manchester,
Manchester — Sheffield, and Manchester — Leeds as part of developing a
Strategic Outline Business Case for the programme”.™"

And on integration with HS2 it stated:

TfN wants to ensure that Northern Powerhouse Rail is fully
integrated into the planning of HS2 Phase 2B, to ensure both
maximum value for money and that Northern Powerhouse Rail
can be developed without delay.

To enable the possibility for Northern Powerhouse Rail services to
make use of HS2 infrastructure, it is necessary to incorporate
passive provision in the HS2 Phase 2B Hybrid Bill, with funding
announced by the Chancellor in October 2017 intended to future
proof HS2 for delivery of Northern Powerhouse Rail connectivity.
A series of touchpoints between Northern Powerhouse Rail and
HS2 Phase 2B have been identified across the Eastern (Sheffield to
Leeds) and Western (Liverpool to Manchester) corridors, as well as
at Manchester Piccadilly.

Integration with HS2 provides the opportunity for parts of the
Northern Powerhouse Rail network to be delivered in an efficient
way, using parts of an already committed scheme with an agreed
programme. Together with the existing mainline route network,

'8 TIN,_/nitial Integrated Rail Report Strategic Transport Plan Evidence Base Report by
Steer Davis Gleave commissioned by Transport for the North, 19 June 2017,
executive summary

189 TfN press notice, “Northern leaders publish plan to transform the region”, 16
January 2018

190 TN, Strategic Transport Plan Draft for public consultation, January 2018, p46

91 |bid., p46
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HS2 and Northern Powerhouse Rail can create a flexible set of
services to maximise the economic outcomes for the UK.

The government has been working closely with TfN in the
development work for junctions. These are:

. Junctions in the Leeds area, enabling trains from
Manchester, Sheffield and the Midlands to travel via Leeds
and on to York and the North East. This could also release
capacity for more local and commuter services east of
Leeds

o Junctions in Cheshire to serve Liverpool via a new line,
enabling services between Liverpool and Manchester via
the HS2 Manchester spur, and offering the potential for
faster Liverpool - London HS2 services on to the HS2
mainline

. Junctions at Manchester Piccadilly, which combined with a
range of other interventions, would enable services from
Manchester Airport and Liverpool to use either an
underground Northern Powerhouse Rail through station or
a surface turn-back station to continue east towards Leeds
and the North East.

. A junction north of Sheffield at Clayton, enabling trains to
run through Sheffield and re-join the HS2 mainline to Leeds
(This is already being considered in the design by HS2 Ltd
as part of the Phase 2B Hybrid Bill work).9?

TfN’s plans are show in the graphic on the following page.'?

An analysis of findings and responses to the consultation was published
in June. The STP will become a statutory document in late 2018.%

192 |bid., p46
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6. High speed rail and Scotland

6.1 Background, 2010-15 Background on
The Scottish National Party (SNP) has called for HS2 to be extended to debates about high
speed rail in

Scotland for a number of years and in 2012 it said it was considering
building a separate high speed rail link between Edinburgh and
Glasgow by 2024." In June 2014, following the announcement of the .

. of HC Library
Government’s plans to look into "HS3’, Gordon MacDonald MSP, briefing paper RP
member of the Scottish Parliament’s Infrastructure and Capital 11/75 o

Scotland can be
found in section 3.3

Investment Committee, said that “it is ridiculous that Westminster is
extending the High Speed Rail network but without any consideration
for Scotland ... There is an undeniable economic case to connect
Scotland to the rest of the UK and the continent”.™®

In February 2015 the Scottish Infrastructure Secretary, Keith Brown,
highlighted research by Greengauge 21 indicating that a high speed rail
link between Scotland and Manchester could generate almost £25
billion for the UK economy. He said the Scottish Government was
"committed to a genuinely national high-speed rail network" and
expanded on this theme in a debate in the Scottish Parliament.'’

Meanwhile, in November 2013 the Government and Transport Scotland
instructed HS2 Ltd. to “identify ways to make further rail capacity and
journey time improvements between northern England and Scotland for
both passengers and freight. This will include looking to cut journeys
from Glasgow and Edinburgh to London to 3 hours or less”."® When
guestioned about it by the Transport Select Committee in November
2014 Sir David Higgins said that it would contain “a range of options,
from ambitious schemes of an entirely new high-speed network or
probably the more realistic ones, ones of upgrades and the staging of
that”.™°

In September 2015 Keith Brown said that the final report would enable
the Scottish Government to develop its planned high-speed line
between Edinburgh and Glasgow.?% There followed reports in early
2016 that the Edinburgh-Glasgow link had been ‘shelved’.?’

195 SNP press notice, “SNP welcome commitment to high speed rail by 2024", 12
November 2012

19 SNP press notice, “HS3 plans leave Scotland in the slow lane”, 23 June 2014

197 "Westminster challenged to commit to high-speed rail in Scotland”, S7V News, 24
February 2015, and Scottish Parliament motion S4M-12382, 24 February 2015

198 DfT press notice, “Next phase of work for High Speed 2 and Scotland”, 1 November
2013

199 Transport Committee, Oral evidence: HS2: update, HC 793, 17 November 2014, Q13

200 “Scots high-speed HS2 rail report suffers new delay”, 7he Scotsman, 3 September
2015

201 see, e.g., “High speed Glasgow-Edinburgh rail link plans ‘shelved'”, BBC News, 15
January 2016; and “Scottish Government has “dropped” Glasgow to Edinburgh
bullet train”, 7he Scotsman, 18 February 2016
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6.2 UK and Scottish Government reports,
March 2016

In March 2016 the UK and Scottish Governments published two reports
on HSR to and within Scotland. The first report, produced by HS2 Ltd.,
considered various options including upgrades or new routes to deliver
a three-hour journey time between the central belt of Scotland and
London. These options fell under two headings: upgrades to existing
routes and high speed options:

Upgrades to existing routes

Upgrades to both the East and the West Coast Main Lines would be
challenging and, within the footprint of the existing network, would deliver
limited journey time savings, short of the three-hour journey time
aspiration.

Achieving a three-hour journey time to Glasgow and Edinburgh through
upgrades to existing lines would require around 137 miles of new high
speed bypasses on the West Coast Main Line at a cost of between £17
billion and £19 billion and would present sustainability and engineering
challenges similar to those for a new line.

On the unimproved sections of the railway, existing challenges regarding
capacity, traffic mix, disruption and resilience would remain. Upgrades on
the East Coast Main Line alone, with slightly fewer bypasses, could deliver a
three-hour journey time to Edinburgh, but not Glasgow. This would cost
between £11 billion and £13 billion without addressing the capacity issues,
a solution addressing the capacity issues would cost up to £20 billion. 2%

High speed options

A new high speed route from the northern end of Phase 2 to Scotland
would involve more than 190 miles of new railway, and the potential to
serve other city centres. It would increase capacity and reduce journey
times, but it would have associated sustainability impacts.

A high speed route using the western leg of Phase 2 of HS2 could serve
both Edinburgh and Glasgow by connecting to the mid-point of an
Edinburgh to Glasgow high speed line. This would cost between £22 billion
and £25 billion (excluding the cost of an Edinburgh to Glasgow high speed
line).

A slightly different configuration to the west serving both Glasgow and
Edinburgh would cost between £32 billion and £34 billion, while a route to
the east would require significantly more infrastructure and cost anything
between £27 billion and £43 billion.2%

A separate report, published by Transport Scotland, concluded that the
benefits of a high speed rail line between Glasgow and Edinburgh were
“not considered to be sufficient in themselves to cover the very high
cost of building a high speed link between Glasgow and Edinburgh as a
free standing scheme”. A high speed line between Glasgow and

202 HS2 Ltd., Broad options for upgraded and high speed railways to the North of
England and Scotland, 21 March 2016, p3
203 ibid., p4
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Edinburgh would be possible, “but its feasibility is dependent on a
commitment to extend high speed rail to Scotland”.?%

The Scottish and UK Governments said that work would be carried out
in 2017 to identify options with the best business case for
implementation from 2019 onwards.?® This was reiterated in the
Government’s November 2016 announcement of its preferred route for
Phase 2b of HS2 from Crewe to Manchester and the West Midlands to
Leeds.?%

6.3 Recent developments

As indicated in section 1.2, above, the SNP manifesto for the 2017 .

: ) B . Information on HSR
General Election said that: “Connecting Scotland to HS2 must be a is available on the
priority, with construction beginning in Scotland as well as England, and | Transport Scotland
a high speed connection between Glasgow, Edinburgh and the north of | \wepsite.
England as part of any high-speed rail network”.?°” In November 2017

the Scottish Government announced that feasibility studies were being
commissioned to identify options to help improve train journey times,
capacity, resilience and reliability on services between Scotland and
England, with a focus on delivering three hour journeys between
Scotland and London.%%®

Most recently, in May 2018 Greengauge 21 published a new paper
looking 'beyond HS2'. It proposed turning HS2 from a “Y” to an “X"
shaped railway, with a new connection in the West Midlands meaning
that HS2 trains could operate from Bristol and Cardiff to destinations in
the Midlands, the North and Scotland. It also proposed a new line in
Scotland to halve journey times between Edinburgh and Perth and
speed up onward journeys to Inverness and Dundee/Aberdeen.?®

204 Transport Scotland, High Speed Rail Scotland: Summary Report, 21 March 2016, p2

205 DFT press notice, “Three-hour Scotland to London rail journeys on track”, 21 March
2016

206 op cit., High Speed Two. From Crewe to Manchester, the West Midlands to Leeds
and beyond, pp59-60

207 SNP, Stronger for Scotland, May 2017, p20

208 Scottish Government press notice, “Cross-border rail improvements planned”, 6
November 2017

209 Greengauge 21, Beyond HS2, 28 May 2018
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SUMMARY

Our 2015 report The Economics of High Speed 2 raised a number of questions
that the Government needed to answer on High Speed 2. Four years later, these
have yet to be answered satisfactorily. This report addresses the unanswered
questions on priorities for rail investment, the method used to appraise the High
Speed 2 project and ways to reduce its cost.

Priorities for rail investment

In 2015 we asked the Government to consider whether investment in rail
infrastructure in the north should be prioritised over High Speed 2. But no
assessment of the relative merits was carried out and over £4 billion has been
spent already on the first phase of High Speed 2, which will run between
Birmingham and London and has little benefit for northern cities. The second
phase of the project, which will improve journey times between Leeds and
Sheffield and alleviate pressure on some local services in the cities the new line
will serve, awaits Parliamentary approval and is not expected to be complete
until at least 2033.

The Government’s priority for investment in British rail infrastructure should
be the north of England. People travelling into northern cities are reliant on
overcrowded and unreliable services. There has been a doubling of demand for
local rail travel into central Manchester in the last 15 years but only a 50 per
cent increase in passenger capacity. And many local services rely still on ‘Pacer’
trains, introduced by British Rail in the late 1970s, which were built cheaply
using frames from Leyland National buses, to a design considered old fashioned
for the rail network a century earlier.!

Rail connections between northern cities are poor. It takes just under an hour
and a half to travel the 75 miles between Liverpool and Leeds by train, around
the same time it takes to drive between the two cities. By contrast, it takes
around two hours and a quarter to travel more than 200 miles between either
city and London by train.

We are far from convinced by the Government’s claim that the whole High
Speed 2 project will be built within the £55.7 billion budget. The costs do not
appear to be under control: Sir Terry Morgan, the former chairman of HS2
Ltd, told us that “nobody knows” what the final cost of the project will be. We
are concerned that if costs overrun on the first phase of the project, there will
be insufficient funding for the second phase and the northern sections of the
new railway will not be built. The northern sections of High Speed 2 must not
be sacrificed to make up for overspending on the railway’s southern sections.

High Speed 2 and Northern Powerhouse Rail

There is a plan—the Northern Powerhouse Rail Programme—to address
comprehensively rail infrastructure improvements in the north through new
lines and upgrades to existing lines. These works will not however begin until
the mid-2020s and the whole programme is not expected to be completed until
the end of the 2030s.

1 Simon Bradley, The Railways: Nation, Network and People, (London: Profile Books Ltd, 2015) pp
233-234
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We regret that construction of High Speed 2 started in the south rather than
the north. If construction on the first phase of High Speed 2 had not started
already, we would be urging the Government to prioritise rail links between
northern cities, rather than improving links with LLondon which are already
good.

Representatives from northern cities said that the Northern Powerhouse Rail
Programme could not be completed without the second phase of High Speed
2 being built. The planning and construction of Phase 2b of High Speed 2 and
Northern Powerhouse Rail should therefore be treated as one programme.
Decisions on the timing of works should be made according to the needs of
the rail network in the north: work could begin on improving connections
between northern cities without having to wait for the second phase of High
Speed 2 to be constructed fully. In any case, funding for Northern Powerhouse
Rail should be ringfenced and brought forward where possible.

Appraisal method for High Speed 2

The existing appraisal process for large infrastructure projects such as High
Speed 2 is inappropriate. The appraisal method takes insufficient account
of the transformative effect on local economies that the new railway may
bring and it places too much emphasis on travel time savings. The estimated
benefits of the project are very sensitive to demand forecasts for High Speed
2, particularly demand from business travellers, and the monetary value
placed on travellers’ time. But the evidence behind both assumptions is
unconvincing.

We are concerned this appraisal process has driven the decision to build a
railway to operate initially at a maximum speed of 360 kilometres per hour,
faster than any railway operates in the world at present.?

A new appraisal of the business case, which takes account of the issues raised
in this report, is essential and the final decision to proceed with the High
Speed 2 project should await that assessment. Given the substantial sum of
money already spent on the project, that assessment should be published
urgently.

Reducing costs

New analysis of the project is needed. With less emphasis on reducing journey
times, the Government could reduce the cost of the project by designing a
railway with a lower operating speed. A lower speed would provide the
opportunity for a less expensive route alignment, reducing the need for
tunnelling. Despite this Committee’s recommendation to do so in its 2015
inquiry on High Speed 2, the Government has not explored the cost saving
that could be achieved from this option.

The cost of the project could also be reduced if the LLondon terminus of the
new railway was at Old Oak Common in west London rather than Euston
station (which requires expensive tunnelling underneath London). Again,
despite this Committee’s recommendation in 2015, this option has not been
examined properly since 2010 and that analysis has not been made public.

2 ‘World’s Fastest Bullet Train Starts High-Speed Tests’, Bloomberg, 10 May 2019: https://www.
bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019—-05-10/world-s-fastest-bullet-train-starts-high-speed-tests-
in-japan [Accessed 10 May 2019]
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With the Elizabeth Line (the new west-east railway line across L.ondon
being constructed under the Crossrail programme) due to provide a fast
connection between Old Oak Common and central LLondon, it is not clear
why an expensive redevelopment of Euston to accommodate High Speed 2 is
necessary.

Notwithstanding the result of that assessment, Old Oak Common should be
the London terminus for Phase 1 (London to Birmingham) and Phase 2a
(Crewe to Birmingham) of the project. This will also permit an earlier start
on the northern sections.

5
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Priorities for rail investment

The conclusions in our 2015 report on capacity problems remain valid:
overcrowding is a problem on commuter services rather than long-distance
services. This is a problem that High Speed 2 addresses indirectly and in full
only for London commuters using Euston, who will be the main beneficiaries
of the overcrowding relief provided by the project. (Paragraph 36)

The evidence suggests that Northern Powerhouse Rail is required more
urgently than High Speed 2. If construction on High Speed 2 had not started
already, we would recommend investing in northern rail infrastructure first.
Northern Powerhouse Rail will better address overcrowding in the north and
improve rail connections between northern cities that are poor at present, in
contrast to north-south connections which are already good. (Paragraph 37)

Construction on High Speed 2 should have started in the north. The decision
to build High Speed 2 from the south upwards means that L.ondon, already
the city expected to gain most from the project, will also receive the benefits
of the new railway long before northern cities will. (Paragraph 38)

Representatives from the north were clear they require both High Speed
2 Phase 2b and the Northern Powerhouse Rail Programme. Given the
integration of the projects, the Government should consider Phase 2b
and Northern Powerhouse Rail as one programme, rather than two
separate programmes. A combined programme would allow investment in
rail infrastructure in the north to be prioritised where it is needed most.
(Paragraph 39)

In any case, funding for the Northern Powerhouse Rail needs to be ringfenced
and brought forward where possible. Investment in rail infrastructure in the
north is required urgently, and we do not see why High Speed 2 and Crossrail
2 are being prioritised over Northern Powerhouse Rail. (Paragraph 40)

Costs and appraisal of High Speed 2

We have serious reservations about the cost-benefit analysis used in
determining whether High Speed 2 provides value for money. Cost-benefit
analysis is an important discipline for comparing the merits of different
projects. But it has serious limitations as a technique for examining the
transformational benefits that new infrastructure can provide. (Paragraph 62)

We do not believe that asking business rail travellers hypothetical questions—
about how much they would be willing to pay for quicker journeys—is the
most robust evidence base on which to base a calculation of the benefits that
a £55.7 billion new railway will bring. (Paragraph 71)

We are concerned particularly that the time saved by long-distance rail
business travellers has increased in value for the purposes of appraisal since
our 2015 report, on the strength seemingly of a few hundred interviews
carried out on station platforms. (Paragraph 74)

We welcome attempts to update the evidence for travel time savings. But the
new values are based on unconvincing data. We note that 60 per cent of the
estimated benefits of High Speed 2 (£55 billion) relate to business travel.
(Paragraph 80)
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The Government maintain the demand forecasts for long-distance rail are
“conservative”. But for some of the routes which the modelling for High
Speed 2 anticipates will provide the most benefits, this is not borne out by
the observed demand growth in recent years. (Paragraph 92)

The forecast benefits of the project are very sensitive to the levels of demand
predicted by HS2 Ltd’s model materialising: a revision to forecasts GDP
per head growth in the latest business case caused the estimated benefits
of the project to fall by £10 billion. We note HS2 Ltd’s analysis does not
factor in the effect on business travel that developments in communications
technology may have. (Paragraph 93)

The estimated benefits of High Speed 2 are highly dependent on the forecast
numbers of business travellers on long-distance rail. The evidence upon
which the number of business travellers used in HS2 Ltd’s modelling is
based is now around 15 to 20 years old. It does not appear to correspond to
the proportion of journeys undertaken for business that the most recent data
from the National Travel Survey and the National Passenger Survey show.
(Paragraph 107)

The sensitivities of the estimated benefits of High Speed 2 to values of time
and demand forecasts demonstrate how important it is to the business case
that the new railway is designed to be as fast as possible. (Paragraph 108)

New analysis of the project is needed which takes account of the
transformative effects, including allowing for changes in land use, that new
infrastructure can have. The assumptions behind values of travel time and
the demand forecasts should be revised ahead of this new analysis. This
analysis should be published alongside the full business case by the end of
2019. (Paragraph 109)

Reducing the cost of High Speed 2

Our 2015 report recommended that the Government should review the cost
saving from lowering the maximum speed of the railway. This work has not
been carried out and it is disappointing that the Government’s rejection of
the idea remains based on an assessment from 2012. (Paragraph 127)

We do not see why High Speed 2 is being built to accommodate trains
operating at 400 kilometres per hour when the initial maximum operating
speed will be 360 kilometres per hour, which itself is faster than the maximum
operating speed of any railway in the world. The differences in journey times
between a railway operating at 360 kilometres per hour, and one operating at
300 kilometres per hour, are minimal. (Paragraph 128)

We are concerned that the flawed appraisal method, where the vast majority
of the project’s benefits are reliant on faster journey times, is behind the
Government’s unwillingness to reduce the cost of the project by designing a
railway to run at a lower speed. An appraisal method that took more account
of the transformative effects of new infrastructure would be less sensitive to
small changes in journey times. (Paragraph 129)

For Phase 1, the Government should instruct HS2 Ltd to update and publish
its analysis of the cost saving that would be made from designing the line to
a lower maximum operating speed. (Paragraph 130)
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For Phase 2b, the 2016 analysis by Atkins suggested substantial cost savings
could be achieved by alterations to the route and design of the railway.
Further analysis of those options should be carried out and published.
(Paragraph 131)

It is disappointing that the Government ignored our recommendation to
assess the cost saving that could be made by terminating the line at Old Oak
Common rather than Euston. The Government and HS2 Ltd cite a 2011
report from Atkins as the evidence base for rejecting the proposal, but that
report assessed only the reduction in benefits and made no estimate of the
possible cost saving. (Paragraph 151)

The Government has argued that High Speed 2 has to finish in ‘central
London’, which is taken to mean Euston. But this does not follow. What
matters is not the single point of the terminus, but the connections that
enable passengers to get to their final destination. Onward journey times to
final destinations using the Elizabeth Line from Old Oak Common appear
in most cases to be comparable, or better than, continuing from Old Oak
Common on High Speed 2 to Euston. (Paragraph 152)

We agree with Sir Terry Morgan that the redevelopment of Euston station
should be removed from the scope of Phase One of High Speed 2. Old Oak
Common should operate as the L.ondon terminus for Phase One and Phase
2a. (Paragraph 153)

Postponing the redevelopment of Euston station to Phase 2b will allow
time for a full assessment of the modifications required to allow Old Oak
Common to operate as the London terminus to the full High Speed 2
network, and the cost saving that would achieve relative to a terminus at
Euston. (Paragraph 154)

The Government should publish its analysis of the cost savings from reducing
speed and terminating at Old Oak Common alongside the full business case
by the end of 2019. (Paragraph 155)
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Rethinking High Speed 2

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

“There are fast growing, infrastructure constrained cities spread across
the regions of the UK, and addressing these constraints is the greatest
opportunity for infrastructure to help each region to do better. Most
major UK cities lag behind national productivity levels. This contrasts
with large cities in many other European countries, which add to their
countries’ productivity.” National Infrastructure Commission, July
2018°

The Committee fully supports investment in British rail infrastructure. But
the present plan for High Speed 2 risks spending a large sum of public money
on a project which addresses the wrong priorities for the railway network. As
we concluded in our 2015 report Economics of High Speed 2, “there should be
no embarrassment in being prepared to revise the project: the objectives and
cost are too important.”*

Our 2015 report raised questions about the High Speed 2 project which the
Government failed to answer. This report follows up on those unanswered
questions in the context of three factors which require the Government to
revise the project:

. The rail network in the north of England requires investment as soon
as possible: overcrowding is a major problem on commuter services in
northern cities and connections between northern cities are poor;

. The costs do not appear to be under control: the budget for the project
is £55.7 billion but Sir Terry Morgan, the former chairman of HS2
Ltd, told us that “nobody knows” what the final cost of the project will
be;

. The Government’s cost-benefit analysis of the project needs revising—a
more comprehensive analysis of High Speed 2 would give greater weight
to the economic development opportunities the new railway would
create and less emphasis on reductions in journey time.

Chapter 2 considers where rail investment should be prioritised, Chapter 3
examines the cost and appraisal of the High Speed 2 project and Chapter 4
considers how the cost of the project could be reduced.

Since 2015, Parliament has legislated for Phase 1 of High Speed 2. The
legislation for Phase 2a had its second reading in the House of Commons in
January 2018 and the legislation for Phase 2b is expected to be introduced
in 2020.

National Infrastructure Commission, ‘National Infrastructure Assessment’, July 2018: https:/www.
nic.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/CCS001_CCS0618917350—001_NIC-NIA_Accessible.pdf [accessed
1 May 2019]

Economic Affairs Committee, Economics of High Speed 2 (1st Report, Session 2014—15, HL. Paper 134)
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CHAPTER 2: PRIORITIES FOR RAIL INVESTMENT

This chapter considers overcrowding problems on the rail network,
improving rail connections for northern cities and where investment in rail
infrastructure should be prioritised.

Capacity problems on the rail network

The latest strategic case for High Speed 2 said the project was a “once in a
generation opportunity” to improve rail services on the West Coast and East
Coast Main Lines:

“HS2 will deliver a step change in capacity on the UK’s long distance rail
network. By providing direct intercity services on dedicated high speed
lines, HS2 will free up train paths and platforms on the heavily congested
WCML and ECML. This presents a once in a generation opportunity
to improve services on these corridors, including passenger services to
locations not directly served by HS2, and freight services. This will not
only improve passenger experience by reducing overcrowding on peak
time trains but will also allow train operators to run more varied and
frequent services.”

Our 2015 report accepted that the West Coast Main Line was nearing full
capacity in terms of train paths but that technological innovations, such
as in-cab signalling, could release capacity. We concluded “we have not
seen convincing evidence that the nature of the capacity problem warrants
building HS2.”® This was because:

. Present overcrowding on long-distance services on the West Coast
Main Line appeared largely to be a problem on Friday evenings and
weekend services;’

. No long-distance trains had passengers in excess of capacity®, and
passengers found to be standing on long-distance services were
commuters using services to travel short-distances;’

° The main beneficiaries of the overcrowding relief provided by High
Speed 2 will be London commuters on the West Coast Main Line.!°

Owercrowding on commuter services

Our follow-up work focused on overcrowding on commuter services. Table 1
details the percentage of passengers standing on long-distance and commuter
services arriving at, and departing from, Birmingham, Leeds, London
Euston, Manchester Piccadilly and Sheffield in 2017.

@)}
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Department for Transport, High Speed Two: Phase Two Strategic Case, (July 2017): https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/629393/high-
speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

Economic Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 5

Our 2015 report said that the first off-peak services on a Friday evening, when cheaper tickets become
available, and weekend services, particularly for sporting events such as when Manchester United
Football Club had a home fixture, were the times when overcrowding was a problem on Virgin Trains
services between London Euston and Manchester Piccadilly. Economic Affairs Committee, 7he
Economics of High Speed 2, p 49

Train capacity includes an allowance for some standing passengers.

For example, commuters travelling from Stockport to Manchester Piccadilly on a Virgin Trains
service. Economic Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 53

Economic Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 54
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629393/high-speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629393/high-speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf

Table 1: Percentage of passengers standing in the peak hours on a
typical autumn weekday by city in 2017 (fast long distance services are
highlighted in bold)"

City Train operator AM peak PM peak
arrivals departures
(0700-0959) (1600-1859)
Birmingham | Arriva Trains Wales 0% 11%
Chiltern Railways 17% 7%
CrossCountry 5% 7%
Virgin Trains West 3% 8%
Coast
West Midlands Trains 18% 14%
Leeds CrossCountry 2% 4%
London North Eastern | 0% 0%
Railway
Northern 13% 10%
TransPennine Express 16% 15%
London London Overground'? 55% 52%
Enston Virgin Trains West 2% 2%
Coast
West Midlands Trains 21% 18%
Manchester Arriva Trains Wales 10% 5%
CrossCountry 0% 13%
East Midlands Trains 12% 0%
Northern 15% 10%
TransPennine Express 23% 17%
Virgin Trains West 4% 1%
Coast
Sheffield CrossCountry 5% 1%
East Midlands Trains | 0% 1%
Northern 5% 7%
TransPennine Express 13% 12%

Source: Department for Transport, ‘Rail passenger numbers and crowding on weekdays in major cities in England
and Wales: 2017°, Table RAI10214, 24 Fuly 2018: hitps://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/rail-passenger-

numbers-and-crowding-on-weekdays-in-major-cities-in-england-and-wales-2017 [accessed 1 May 2019]

9. Table 1 indicates that the fast long-distance services are amongst the least
crowded trains that serve the cities that will be on the High Speed 2 line.

11 The overcrowding figures are based on the number of people on the train when it is at its busiest,
which is when it departs from, or arrives at, the cities listed.
12 London Overground trains are designed to accommodate large numbers of standing passengers and

have longitudinal seating (similar to trains on the London Underground).


https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/rail-passenger-numbers-and-crowding-on-weekdays-in-major-cities-in-england-and-wales-2017
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/rail-passenger-numbers-and-crowding-on-weekdays-in-major-cities-in-england-and-wales-2017
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Ben Still, Managing Director of the West Yorkshire Combined Authority,
said that for the cities in the north, “there is more overcrowding on the
commuter routes.”!®> The problem was that “many of the trains are serving
dual purposes; they are both inter-city and semi-fast, and serving commuter
markets™:

“For example, the trans-Pennine services between York, Leeds and
Manchester are most congested between Leeds and Manchester. They
are at the very most congested from Leeds into Huddersfield, and in
those areas there is standing room only.”!*

He said there was also overcrowding on the fast long-distance services that
are also used by commuters, but he accepted that present overcrowding
problems were “a commuter and short-distance issue.”??

Simon Warburton, Transport Strategy Director at Transport for Greater
Manchester, said that “rolling stock capacity and train capacity are now falling
well behind passenger demand ... Rail demand into central Manchester has
doubled in the last 15 years but there had been only a 50 per cent increase in
rolling stock capacity”.!°

High Speed 2 and overcrowding relief

Bridget Rosewell, founder of Volterra Partners, said that High Speed 2, by
taking long-distance trains off the West Coast Main Line, would free up
capacity for more commuter services: “you may well need the routes that are
currently used for Manchester to L.ondon to be able to use more Stockport
services, for example, which cannot be run because that capacity is used for
the fast trains.”"’

Chris Stokes, an independent rail consultant, however pointed out that
the existing long-distance services on the West Coast Main Line already
primarily serve commuters:

“If you take the morning peak as an example, there are two trains that
arrive in Manchester before 9 am—only two trains during the morning
peak ... one of those trains goes via Stoke and Macclesfield, and is not
full of people who left Euston at half past six in the morning but full of
people from Stoke and Macclesfield, while the other train goes via Crewe
and Wilmslow and is similarly full of people from Crewe to Wilmslow.
So those trains would have to run anyway, the position with Leeds is
exactly the same, and the amount of additional train path capacity that
HS2 brings to the northern cities is pretty much zero.”!8

As we concluded in our 2015 report, the main beneficiaries of overcrowding
relief from High Speed 2 will be London commuters who use the West Coast
Main Line. The benefits to these commuters were made clear in a report by
Steer Davies Gleave for the Department for Transport in 2017:

13

Q 55 (Ben Still)

Q 55 (Ben Still)

Q 55 (Ben Still)

Q 55 (Simon Warburton)

Q 41 (Bridget Rosewell)

Q 41 (Chris Stokes). As we concluded in our 2015 report, it is likely that the standing passengers
on long-distance services shown in Table 1 result from commuters using the services to travel short
distances.


http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97109.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97109.pdf
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“Introducing extra train services to Milton Keynes when HS2 is built
would decrease the crowding on services to Milton Keynes that depart
London Euston between 5pm and 6pm. Load factors on these services
were 115 per cent in 2015 (i.e. 15 percent more passengers than seats).
The transfer of long distance passengers to HS2 services in 2026 and the
introduction of additional services on the existing network could mean
a fall in the load factor to 81 per cent for Milton Keynes passengers.”!?

Chris Stokes said High Speed 2 was “a very expensive way of dealing with
the Milton Keynes-Euston commuter peak.”?°

Northern Powerhouse Rail and overcrowding relief

High Speed 2 will therefore offer limited benefits for addressing current
overcrowding problems outside of LLondon. But one project which would
address these issues more comprehensively is the Northern Powerhouse Rail
Programme.

Transport for the North published a ‘Strategic Transport Plan’ in February
2019 which outlined the scope of the programme. It consists of new lines,
improvements to existing lines and improvements that will come from Phase
2b of High Speed 2. The programme is summarised in Box 1.

Box 1: Summary of the main improvements under Northern Powerhouse

Rail

The main improvements under the programme include:

Faster and more frequent links between Liverpool and Manchester
Piccadilly via Warrington and Manchester Airport, including integrated
hub stations at Liverpool City Centre and at Manchester Airport serving
HS2, Northern Powerhouse Rail and local services;

A new hub station at Manchester Piccadilly, including Northern Powerhouse
Rail;

Faster links between Manchester and Leeds, via a new line serving
Bradford;

Significant upgrades along the corridor of the existing Hope Valley Line
between Sheffield and Manchester (via Stockport);

Leeds-Sheffield delivered through HS2 Phase 2b and upgrading the route
from Sheffield to/from the North;

Leeds-Newcastle via a junction off HS2 and significant upgrades to the
East Coast Mainline corridor (via York, Darlington and Durham);

Significant upgrades to the existing lines from Leeds to Hull and Sheffield
to Hull.

Source: Transport for the North, ‘Strategic Transport Plan’, 7 February 2019: https://transportforthenorth.com/wp-
content/uploads/TfN-final-strategic-transport-plan-2019.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

19.

Mr Warburton explained how a segregated railway between northern cities
would address commuter issues:

19

20

Steer Davies Gleave, ‘HS2 Released Capacity Study: Summary Report’, July 2017: https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629168/high-

speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case-appendix-hs2-released-capacity-study-summary-report.pdf

[accessed 1 May 2019]
Q 42 (Chris Stokes)


https://transportforthenorth.com/wp-content/uploads/TfN-final-strategic-transport-plan-2019.pdf
https://transportforthenorth.com/wp-content/uploads/TfN-final-strategic-transport-plan-2019.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629168/high-speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case-appendix-hs2-released-capacity-study-summary-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629168/high-speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case-appendix-hs2-released-capacity-study-summary-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629168/high-speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case-appendix-hs2-released-capacity-study-summary-report.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97109.pdf
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“[It] would allow us finally to deal with a railway that at the moment tries
to do two things: to link city pairs and to provide commuter options.
Frankly, it does neither of those things particularly well at the moment.
The journey times between the cities are held back by the commuter,
and the commuter is frustrated by the city-to-city movement that often
means that services do not stop en route.”*!

20. He gave Huddersfield as an example of a place where Northern Powerhouse
Rail would benefit commuters, providing easier access for residents to

Manchester and Leeds:

“At present, its residents are frustrated by a railway service which does
not serve them as well as it could, because that rail service is also trying
to run as fast as possible between two cities. If we remove the city-to-city
connectivity from that rail line through a segregated railway, Huddersfield
starts to present itself as a real locational choice for individuals, couples
and families with talent so that they can look through their careers to
trade across two northern cities rather than one.”*?

Improving rail connections for northern cities

Northern Powerhouse Rail

21. The Northern Powerhouse Rail Programme
substantially journey times between northern cities. The improvements it

is expected to reduce

will bring are shown for selected routes in Table 2 and Figure 1.

Table 2: Current service frequency and journey times between selected
northern cities and expected improvements following Northern
Powerhouse Rail

Train route

Best existing frequency
and journey time

Best possible frequency and
journey time with Northern
Powerhouse Rail

Number of Journey Number of Journey time
services per | time services per | (minutes)
hour (minutes) | hour

Newecastle- | 3 88-95 4 58

Leeds

Leeds-Hull |1 57 38

Sheffield- 1 39-42 28

Leeds

Sheffield- 1 80-86 2 50

Hull

Manchester | 2 49-57 4 40

-Sheffield

Leeds- 4 46-58 6 25

Manchester

Liverpool- 4 37-57 6 26

Manchester

Source: Transport for the North, ‘Strategic Transport Plan’, 7 February 2019, p 112: hitps://transportforthenorth.
com/wp-content/uploads/TfN-final-strategic-transport-plan-2019.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

21 Q49 (Simon Warburton)
22 Q60 (Simon Warburton)
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Figure 1: Northern Powerhouse Rail Programme (including junctions
with High Speed 2)
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content/uploads/TEFTN - NPR At _a_Glance.pdf [accessed 10 May 2019]
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22. Barry White, chief executive of Transport for the North, said that transport
links between northern cities had “held the jobs market back”. He said the
benefits of the Northern Powerhouse Rail, although expressed in terms
of journey time improvements, “are much more economically based and
are about economic opportunities for individuals.” He gave Bradford to

Manchester as an example:

“It is currently an hour’s journey. Under Northern Powerhouse Rail
that journey will reduce to 20 minutes. Bradford is a very big northern
city that is very poorly connected, so practically speaking this is a
transformation opportunity that would allow Bradford citizens to access
a wider jobs market or to study in Manchester but to continue to live at
home, for instance.”??

High Speed 2

23. The existing journey times between LL.ondon and northern cities, and the

improvements High Speed 2 will bring, are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Current journey times between London Euston and northern

cities and expected improvements following High Speed 2

London to Existing journey time | Journey time with
(minutes) HS2 (minutes)

Leeds 131 81

Liverpool 134 94

Manchester Piccadilly 127 67

Newcastle 170 137

Sheffield 121 87

Source: Department for Transport, ‘High Speed Two Phase Two Strategic Case’, Fuly 2017, p 5: hitps://assets.
publishing. service. gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629393/high-speed-two-
phase-two-strategic-case.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

24. The Government’s latest economic case for High Speed 2 however showed
that London receives the most benefits from the full High Speed 2 network.
Its distribution by region of the transport user benefits estimated to result

from the project is reproduced in Table 4.

Table 4: Distribution of the transport user benefits of High Speed 2
project by region, according to where a long-distance trip starts and
finishes (figures are proportions from HS2 Ltd’s modelling for 2037)

Region Full network Phase 2a Phase 2b
increment increment

London 40% 43% 36%

South East 3% 3% 3%

West Midlands 12% 1% 5%

North West 18% 39% 13%

East Midlands 4% 1% 7%

23 Q49 (Barry White)


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629393/high-speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case.pdf
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629393/high-speed-two-phase-two-strategic-case.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
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Region Full network Phase 2a Phase 2b
increment increment

Yorkshire and 10% 3% 17%

Humber

North East 4% 0% 6%

Scotland 5% 4% 7%

Other (East 3% 5% 4%

England, South

West, Wales)

Source: HS2 Ltd, ‘High Speed Two (HS2): Phase Two Economic case advice for the Department for Transport’,
Appendix 5, July 2017: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/svstem/uploads/attachment
data/file/628526/CS866_A_HS2 Phase 2a_Economic_case.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

25.

26.

27.

In terms of wider economic benefits, Tim Wood, Northern Powerhouse Rail
Director at Transport for the North, said that “HS2 is the spine for us to see
big businesses and opportunities in .ondon and Birmingham coming to the
north and to see that agglomeration effect that will happen.”?*

The Committee’s 2015 inquiry however heard evidence that LLondon was
likely to be the biggest beneficiary from agglomeration (agglomeration refers
to the productivity gains that occur when improved transport links allow
easier interaction between businesses and give businesses greater access to
the labour market, as businesses and workers are brought closer together).
Witnesses said that High Speed 2 may encourage longer-distance commuting
to London and the evidence from France’s experience of high speed rail was
that Paris had benefitted more than other cities.?® An academic study of high
speed rail across different countries found that “for regions and cities whose
economic conditions compare unfavourably with those of their neighbours,
a connection to the [high speed] line may even result in economic activities
being drained away and an overall negative impact.”?°

Prioritisation of rail infrastructure projects

The National Infrastructure Commission published its first ‘National
Infrastructure Assessment’ in July 2018. It set out the ‘fiscal remit’ for
infrastructure projects up to 2050 and recommended the Government adopt
the funding profile for High Speed 2, Crossrail 2 and Northern Powerhouse
Rail shown in Table 5. The Government will respond to the Assessment
when it sets out its long-term funding plans following the Spending Review,
which is expected later this year.?’

24
25
26

27

Q 52 (Tim Wood)

Economic Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 84

Albalete and Bel, ‘High Speed Rail: Lessons for Policy Makers from Experiences Abroad’, Public
Administration Review, Vol. 72, Issue 3 (May/June 2012), p 346: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/
abs/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02492.x [Accessed 1 May 2019]

HM Treasury, ‘Interim Response to the National Infrastructure Assessment Budget 2018’°, October

2018: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/752340/NIA_Interim Response pdf.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]
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Table 5: National Infrastructure Assessment and fiscal remit for High

Speed 2, Crossrail 2 and Northern Powerhouse Rail

Project Average annual expenditure over five year Total
time period (2018/19 prices)
2020-2025 | 2025-2030 | 2030-2035 | 2035-2040
High Speed | £f4.5 £3.9 £900 n/a £46.5
2 billion billion million billion
Crossrail 2 £200 £2.2 £2.9 n/a £26.5
million billion billion billion
Northern £200 £1.1 £1.7 £1.8 £24
Powerhouse | million billion billion billion billion
Rail

Source: National Infrastructure Commission, ‘National Infrastructure Assessment’, Fuly 2018, Table 7.1: https://
www.nic.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/CCS001 _CCS0618917350-001 NIC-NIA Accessible.pdf

28.

20.

30.

31.

High Speed 2 and Crossrail 2 receive more funding under the proposed
fiscal remit and receive it sooner.

Barry White, chief executive of Transport for the North, said the “high
level cost estimate” for the Northern Powerhouse Rail Programme was £39
billion. He said the new lines would have to go through a hybrid bill process:
“we have been told that would start in 2024 at the earliest ... and would
take about three and a half years.” Construction could start at the end of
the 2020s and “would be complete by the end of the 2030s.” Upgrading the
existing lines “could start in the mid-2020s.”%%

Chris Stokes said that “there is an opportunity cost about these projects,
and for example I think Northern Powerhouse Rail will not be the scheme
it might be if we were not spending all this money on High Speed 2.” On
Channel 4’s ‘Dispatches’ programme in February 2019, the Mayor of
Greater Manchester, Andy Burnham said that while both programmes
were important for the north, he would prioritise the Northern Powerhouse
Rail Programme if he had to choose between them. He described Northern
Powerhouse Rail as “the single highest transport investment priority for our
country.”?

Dependency of Northern Powerhouse Rail on High Speed 2

Representatives from the north who gave evidence to our inquiry argued that
both projects were required. Ben Still said the choice was “akin to saying
that you need only the M1 or the M62”

“Through these programmes we are having to rectify decades of
underinvestment in the north of England. Strong and efficient north-
south routes are required, as are better east-west routes. Northern
Powerhouse Rail is about joining up all the core metropolitan areas of

28

29

Q 50 (Barry White). Mr White said the upgrade of existing lines “could go through Network Rail’s
existing industry processes and be ready to go in what Network Rail would refer to as control period
seven—the next period of investment.”

‘HS2: The Great Train Robbery: Channel 4 Dispatches’, Channel 4, (11 February 2019): https:/www.
channel4.com/press/news/hs2-great-train-robbery-channel-4-dispatches [accessed 1 May 2019]
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the north using the elements of HS2 that make sense and infilling where
necessary.”?°

He said the Northern Powerhouse Rail Programme could not work without
High Speed 2. Barry White explained that as planned presently, Northern
Powerhouse Rail used High Speed 2’s infrastructure in three places:

“the tunnel coming north into Manchester from Manchester Airport;
east of Leeds heading out to York; and south of Leeds heading towards
Sheffield. Because the Government have committed to HS2, we have
planned on the basis of HS2 being delivered. Therefore, to make the best
value-for-money proposals, we have used spare capacity on those tracks
where available to make what we think is a very sensible proposition for
Northern Powerhouse Rail. We are reliant on HS2 to that extent.”?!

The links between High Speed 2 and Northern Powerhouse Rail are
described in more detail in Figure 1. Chris Stokes was less convinced about
the interdependency of the two projects: “The linkage between the two is
not very strong, because Northern Powerhouse Rail is really about east-west
access; obviously, HS2 is about north-south access.”*?

Simon Warburton said that delivering only one of the programmes would
not deliver the economic benefits:

“The level of transformation talked about in the northern powerhouse
independent economic review is equivalent to trebling the size of the
employment market in Manchester city centre and to nearly trebling the
size of the employment market in our neighbouring city centre in Leeds
and so on across the north ...

... the level of demand that that level of growth brings with it means
that a choice between HS2 and NPR is not realistic in bringing about
economic transformation. To deliver only one of those two elements will
not bring about a northern powerhouse transformation.”*

Tim Wood agreed: “It is a programme—a network—so it requires High
Speed 2 and the trans-Pennine upgrade, and it requires NPR to be built in
full.”3*

The conclusions in our 2015 report on capacity problems remain
valid: overcrowding is a problem on commuter services rather than
long-distance services. This is a problem that High Speed 2 addresses
indirectly and in full only for London commuters using Euston, who
will be the main beneficiaries of the overcrowding relief provided by
the project.

The evidence suggests that Northern Powerhouse Rail is required
more urgently than High Speed 2. If construction on High Speed 2 had
not started already, we would recommend investing in northern rail
infrastructure first. Northern Powerhouse Rail will better address
overcrowding in the north and improve rail connections between
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Q 53 (Ben Still)

Q 53 (Barry White)

Q 38 (Chris Stokes)

Q 51 (Simon Warburton)
Q 52 (Tim Wood)


http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97109.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97595.pdf
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northern cities that are poor at present, in contrast to north-south
connections which are already good.

Construction on High Speed 2 should have started in the north. The
decision to build High Speed 2 from the south upwards means that
London, already the city expected to gain most from the project, will
also receive the benefits of the new railway long before northern cities
will.

Representatives from the north were clear they require both High
Speed 2 Phase 2b and the Northern Powerhouse Rail Programme.
Giventheintegration of the projects, the Government should consider
Phase 2b and Northern Powerhouse Rail as one programme, rather
than two separate programmes. A combined programme would
allow tnvestment in rail infrastructure in the north to be prioritised
where it is needed most.

In any case, funding for the Northern Powerhouse Rail needs to be
ringfenced and brought forward where possible. Investment in rail
infrastructure in the north is required urgently, and we do not see
why High Speed 2 and Crossrail 2 are being prioritised over Northern
Powerhouse Rail.
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CHAPTER 3: COSTS AND APPRAISAL OF HIGH SPEED 2

41. This chapter sets out the planned cost of HS2 and examines the method by
which the Department for Transport has determined the project provides
value for money.

Planned cost of High Speed 2

42. The Spending Review 2015 set the funding for High Speed 2 at £55.7 billion
in 2015 prices. The latest breakdown of cost between the different phases of
the project is in Table 6. Nusrat Ghani MP, Minister for HS2, said that the
project “will be delivered within the envelope provided at £55.7 billion.”?’

Table 6: Breakdown of the £55.7 billion HS2 funding envelope (2015
prices)?®
Project phase Budget
Phase 1: London-West Midlands £27.18 billion
Phase 2a: West Midlands-Crewe £3.48 billion
Phase 2b: West Midlands-Leeds/Manchester £25.07 billion

Source: Department for Transport, ‘High Speed Two Phase Two Financial Case’, July 2017, p 7: hitps://assets.
publishing. service. gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629165/high-speed-two-phase-

two-financial-case.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

43.

44.

45.

The Spending Review 2015 increased costs in line with inflation (at the time
of our 2015 report, the total cost of the project was £50.1 billion in 2011
prices). Adjusting for construction price inflation since 2015 would suggest a
cost in today’s prices of around £59 billion.*’

HS2 Ltd told the Committee that spending to date on the project was
£4.3 billion. The main costs have been £1.8 billion on land and property
purchases and £1.3 billion on “indirect costs” such as consultation, design
and workforce.?®

A full business case for Phase One, with an updated cost estimate, was
expected to be published by the Government in June 2019 alongside an
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Q 18 (Nusrat Ghani MP)

Prices include contingency and rolling stock. The 2015 Spending Review set the budget for Phase 2a
at £3.72 billion and Phase 2b at £24.83 billion. The latest Financial Case for Phase Two, published
in July 2017, said there had been a £241 million budget transfer from Phase 2a to Phase 2b in relation
to a tunnel at Crewe. The Financial Case said this had not resulted in an increase to the overall
funding of the project. Department for Transport, ‘High Speed Two Phase Two Financial Case’,
July 2017: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment
data/file/629165/high-speed-two-phase-two-financial-case.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

The Office for National Statistics publishes an index of price increases for construction. This suggests
that the price of new construction work for infrastructure rose by 6.7 per cent from 2015 to December
2018. Office for National Statistics, ‘Construction Output Price Indices (OPIs), UK: October to
December 2018’, Table 2, 13 February 2019: https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/
constructionindustry/bulletins/constructionoutputpriceindicesopis/octobertodecember2018
[accessed 1 May 2019]

Letter to the Chairman from Mark Thurston, Chief Executive Officer of High Speed Two (HS2) 1.td,
7 March 2019. HS2 Ltd said that the indirect costs included technical designs and safety standards,
IT systems, design of Phase One and Phase Two routes, HS2 Ltd workforce, HR, legal and facilities
costs, consultation, communication and public engagement activities. The remaining spend was on
Hybrid Bill development and delivery (£300 million), enabling works (£144 million), main works
(£104 million), utilities (£72 million), ground investigation works (£65 million), network activity
(£165 million), VAT provisions (£275 million) and other work on behalf of the Department for
Transport (£60 million).



https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629165/high-speed-two-phase-two-financial-case.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629165/high-speed-two-phase-two-financial-case.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629165/high-speed-two-phase-two-financial-case.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/95594.html
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629165/high-speed-two-phase-two-financial-case.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/629165/high-speed-two-phase-two-financial-case.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/constructionindustry/bulletins/constructionoutputpriceindicesopis/octobertodecember2018
https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/constructionindustry/bulletins/constructionoutputpriceindicesopis/octobertodecember2018
https://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/economic-affairs/Letter%20Thurston%20to%20Chairman%207%20March%202019%20.pdf

22

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

RETHINKING HIGH SPEED 2

authorisation of notice to proceed with Phase One.?* The Government
however said in April 2019 that this would now “take place later in 2019” to
allow HS2 Ltd “to finalise costs and plans with its contracted suppliers.”*°

Estimates the project will overspend

There has been speculation that High Speed 2 will overspend its budget.
A December 2016 internal report from the Government’s Infrastructure
and Projects Authority, leaked to The Sunday Times last year, described the
project as being in a “precarious position” and that it was “highly likely to
significantly overspend, [by around] 20-60% with the likely cost increasing
... to more than £80 bn.”%!

The rail consultant Michael Byng has estimated the total cost of Phase One
will come to £48 billion excluding rolling stock (compared to HS2 Ltd’s
estimate of £24 billion excluding rolling stock). He priced the scheme using
costing methodology introduced by Network Rail in 2014.#2

We asked Sir Terry Morgan, the former chair of HS2 Ltd, about these
estimates. He said that “everybody has their own guestimate on this” and
he didn’t agree with the December 2016 report. When asked for his own
estimate, he replied that “nobody knows yet”.*?

Mark Thurston, the chief executive of HS2 Ltd, told the Committee that it
was “important to keep in mind that HS2 is the largest and most complex
infrastructure project undertaken in modern British history.” He said they
were working with their supply chain to reduce costs: “we are challenging
the supply chain to innovate, to work collaboratively and to draw on the
experience of some of the world’s leading infrastructure companies working
with us.”#

Project appraisal of High Speed 2

This section considers the Government’s appraisal of the High Speed 2
project and updates the analysis in our 2015 report on the assumptions used
in the appraisal process.
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HL Deb, 24 July 2018, col 1593. Baroness Sugg, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Transport,
said the cost estimate “will be informed by supplier feedback where contracts have been awarded and
will reflect expenditure to date and projected income and maintenance costs. Where contracts have
not yet been awarded (e.g. railway systems, rolling stock) HS2 Ltd estimates will be used.”

Written Answer from Baroness Sugg, 12 April 2019, Grouped Questions HI1.14997, HI.14998,
HI1.14999, HL 15000.

A. Gilligan, ‘HS2 budget ‘will balloon to £80bn’, says secret report’s, Sunday Times, 22 July 2018:
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/hs2-budget-will-balloon-to-80bn-says-secret-report-r9qtwpbpl
[accessed 1 May 2019]

Tony Berkeley, @tonyberkeleyl, 17 March 2018: https://twitter.com/tonyberkeleyl/status/
9749465143793868802ref
src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E974946514379386880&ref
url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.transport-network.co.uk%2FI.abour-peer-suggests-HS2-costs-double-
what-public-is-told%2F14910 [accessed 1 May 2019]

Q5 (Sir Terry Morgan). Sir Terry Morgan was the chair of HS2 Ltd from August 2018 to December
2018.

Letter to the Chairman from Mark Thurston, Chief Executive Officer of High Speed Two (HS2) 1.td,
7 March 2019. In an interview with BBC Look North in February 2019, Mr Thurston said “We’ve
always said we will know what it costs to build HS2 once we’ve got all our contractors mobilised, all
our supply team mobilised. This is a huge economic project for the country.” Steve Bird and Edward
Malnick, ‘True cost of HS2 not known, boss of controversial rail scheme admits’, Sunday Telegraph,
16 February 2019: https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2019/02/16/true-cost-hs2-not-known-boss-
controversial-rail-scheme-admits/ [accessed 1 May 2019]



https://hansard.parliament.uk/Lords/2018-07-24/debates/E3E39C89-52F7-4C21-B8B4-CEBBF518F007/HS2BudgetAndCosts
https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-questions-answers/?page=1&max=20&questiontype=AllQuestions&house=commons%2clords&uin=hl14997
https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-questions-answers/?page=1&max=20&questiontype=AllQuestions&house=commons%2clords&uin=hl14997
https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-questions-answers/?page=1&max=20&questiontype=AllQuestions&house=commons%2clords&uin=hl14997
https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-questions-answers/?page=1&max=20&questiontype=AllQuestions&house=commons%2clords&uin=hl14997
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/hs2-budget-will-balloon-to-80bn-says-secret-report-r9qtwpbpl
https://twitter.com/tonyberkeley1/status/974946514379386880?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E974946514379386880&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.transport-network.co.uk%2FLabour-peer-suggests-HS2-costs-double-what-public-is-told%2F14910
https://twitter.com/tonyberkeley1/status/974946514379386880?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E974946514379386880&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.transport-network.co.uk%2FLabour-peer-suggests-HS2-costs-double-what-public-is-told%2F14910
https://twitter.com/tonyberkeley1/status/974946514379386880?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E974946514379386880&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.transport-network.co.uk%2FLabour-peer-suggests-HS2-costs-double-what-public-is-told%2F14910
https://twitter.com/tonyberkeley1/status/974946514379386880?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E974946514379386880&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.transport-network.co.uk%2FLabour-peer-suggests-HS2-costs-double-what-public-is-told%2F14910
https://twitter.com/tonyberkeley1/status/974946514379386880?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E974946514379386880&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.transport-network.co.uk%2FLabour-peer-suggests-HS2-costs-double-what-public-is-told%2F14910
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/95531.html
https://www.parliament.uk/documents/lords-committees/economic-affairs/Letter%20Thurston%20to%20Chairman%207%20March%202019%20.pdf
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2019/02/16/true-cost-hs2-not-known-boss-controversial-rail-scheme-admits/
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2019/02/16/true-cost-hs2-not-known-boss-controversial-rail-scheme-admits/
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Latest cost-benefit analysis

The Department for Transport requires a cost-benefit analysis of all
transport projects requiring Government approval. Its guidance on cost-
benefit analysis explains why:

“The purpose of transport appraisal is to estimate the welfare impacts
of transport investment to satisfy the accounting officer responsibilities
that public expenditure represents value for moneys; this is in accordance
with the requirements of the Treasury’s Green Book.”*

There are two main categories of benefits that are assessed for transport
projects:

. Transport user benefits: the benefit which travellers enjoy as a result
of a project, for example due to reductions in travel time or travel cost.

. Wider economic benefits: these include an estimate of benefits not
captured by the transport user benefits such as productivity gains
through agglomeration, arising from the fact that businesses and
workers are brought closer together through quicker travel times, and
the benefits that arise as businesses and households relocate as a result
of the project.

The results of the latest cost-benefit analysis for High Speed 2, published in
July 2017, are in Table 7.

Table 7: Estimate benefits, revenues and costs of the full High Speed 2

network (2015 prices)?*¢

Net transport benefits £74.6
billion
Wider economic benefits £17.6
billion
Net benefits £92.2
billion
Capital costs £55.8
billion
Operating costs £27.6
billion
Revenues £43.6
billion
Net costs to Government £39.8
billion
Benefit cost ratio with wider economic benefits 2.3

Source: Department for Transport, ‘High Speed Two Phase Two Economic Case’, July 2017, p 13: hitps://assets.
publishing. service. gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/634196/high-speed-two-

phase-two-economic-case.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]
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Department for Transport, “TAG UNIT A2.1: Wider Economic Impacts Appraisal’, May 2018,

p 2: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/712878/tag-unit-a2-1-wider-impacts-overview-document.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

The figures in the table cover the 60 year appraisal period which is up to 2093 for the full network.


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/634196/high-speed-two-phase-two-economic-case.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/634196/high-speed-two-phase-two-economic-case.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/634196/high-speed-two-phase-two-economic-case.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/712878/tag-unit-a2-1-wider-impacts-overview-document.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/712878/tag-unit-a2-1-wider-impacts-overview-document.pdf
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Appropriateness of cost-benefit analysis for assessing large infrastructure projects

The Department’s guidance on cost-benefit analysis says that the economic
impacts of transport projects are “primarily captured by the estimation of
[transport] user benefits.”*” For projects that reduce journey times, such
as High Speed 2, transport user benefits are calculated by estimating the
amount of time saved by travellers who will use the new railway, and applying
a monetary value of time depending on the type of traveller (for example, a
person travelling for leisure has their time valued at £6.04 an hour, see Table
8 below).

In an ideal scenario, according to the Department, “[transport] user benefits
will capture the entire welfare effects of a transport investment.” But
additional benefits—the wider economic benefits—can also arise:

“Wider economic impacts refers to economic impacts which are
additional to transport user benefits. They arise because market failures
in secondary markets (non-transport markets), such as the labour and
land markets, mean that the full welfare impact of a transport investment
may not be reflected in the transport market.”*®

These ‘market failures’ mean provision is made in the assessment to estimate
the wider economic impacts, such as the productivity gains that result from
businesses and workers being closer together.

Limatations of Department for Transport’s method of appraisal

The Department’s method for analysing the wider economic impacts of a
project is limited however as it does not allow land use to vary as a result of
new transport infrastructure: for example, if a new railway released capacity
for more peak time trains to serve a town, the appraisal of the benefits would
not take into account that more houses may be built in that town as a result
of the greater capacity to serve commuters.

Nick Bisson, Director of HS2 Phase Two at the Department for Transport,
acknowledged these limitations. He characterised the benefits of transport
projects in three levels:

“The first and most established one is merely the benefits to transport
users ... The second attempts to quantify the wider economic impacts ...
but based on fixed land use ... and trend-based growth in employment
and population ...

... The third level, which is the most difficult to do, technically and
analytically, allows that land use to vary ... this allows the growth in
employment and population to vary as a consequence of the scheme.”

The third level of benefits—which capture more fully the transformative
effect new infrastructure can have—are not taken account of in the existing
appraisal. Mr Bisson said “so far, we have not produced a robust quantification
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Department for Transport, “TAG UNIT A2.1: Wider Economic Impacts Appraisal’, May 2018: https://
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/712878/
tag-unit-a2-1-wider-impacts-overview-document.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

Department for Transport, “TAG UNIT A2.1: Wider Economic Impacts Appraisal’, May 2018: https:/

assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/712878/
tag-unit-a2-1-wider-impacts-overview-document.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]
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of that third level for HS2.”4° We know from history however that transport
infrastructure, in particular railways, can bring about profound change in
land use, for example the new houses built alongside the expansion of the
Metropolitan Railway into Buckinghamshire in the early 20th century.>®

Bridget Rosewell told the Committee that assessing the project on the basis
of transport user benefits was “looking at it from the wrong way up” and
questioned how appropriate it was for large transport investments:

“It has grown out of a historic view of why we undertake transport
investments, which was not really about large-scale investment, and
which was based on the assumption that everything else was unchanged—
the economy and the transport system were therefore independent of
one another, which was a fundamental assumption of the modelling
approaches.”

She said the Department’s analysis provided “a poor measure of benefits” for
High Speed 2, “the business case is built on the proposition that people save
time and that time is valuable to them, that is not the right way we should
think about the benefits of large investments.””! She said the Department for
Transport was now moving away from this, putting together cases that look
first at some of those economic opportunities, “but it takes quite a long while
for the modelling people to catch up.”>?

We have serious reservations about the cost-benefit analysis used in
determining whether High Speed 2 provides value for money. Cost-
benefit analysis is an important discipline for comparing the merits
of different projects. But it has serious limitations as a technique for
examining the transformational benefits that new infrastructure can
provide.

The limited appraisal method leads to the distribution of benefits in Table
5: 81 per cent of the estimated benefits of High Speed 2 are derived from
the time savings (the transport user benefits) made by users of the railway.
This makes the cost-benefit analysis very sensitive to the monetary value
placed on travellers’ time and the estimated demand for the new railway. As
our 2015 report concluded, the reliability of cost-benefit analysis “depends
upon the quality of the evidence used in the analysis.””> We re-examine that
evidence below.

Value of travel time savings

Our 2015 report was critical of the evidence behind the values allocated to
travellers’ time. In the 2013 economic case (the most recent analysis of the
project’s benefits at the time of the Committee’s previous inquiry) the value
of business travellers’ time savings did not take account of the fact that time
on a train can be used productively and the value of non-travel time savings
was criticised for being based on surveys of motorists from 1994.5*
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Q 27 (Nick Bisson)

Andrew Martin, Underground, Overground, (London: Profile Books Ltd, 2013) p 169: “On what John
Betjeman called ‘these mild home county acres’ the Metropolitan would create Metroland, a series of
Tudorbethan havens for the office toilers of London”.

Q 37 (Bridget Rosewell)

Q 48 (Bridget Rosewell)

Economic Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 104

Economic Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, Chapter 8



http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/95594.html
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97109.pdf
http://data.parliament.uk/writtenevidence/committeeevidence.svc/evidencedocument/economic-affairs-committee/HS2-follow-up/oral/97109.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldeconaf/134/134.pdf
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65. These values, and the methods by which they are arrived at, have since been
updated. Table 8 compares the value allocated to travel time savings in the
2013 economic case with the most recent economic case in 2017.

Table 8: Comparison of values allocated to travel time savings for
business (by journey distance), commuter and leisure passengers (£ per
hour, 2010/11 prices)

Travel purpose and journey length | 2013 economic 2017 economic
case case
Business 0-50km £31.96 £10.02
50-75km £14.43
75-100km £18.41
100-125km £22.63
125-150km £26.77
150-175km £30.56
175-200km £33.80
200-225km £36.40
225-250km £38.40
250-275km £39.89
275km+ £40.96
Commuting £6.81 £9.95
Leisure £6.04 £4.54

Source: High Speed 2 Ltd, ‘PLANET Framework Model: PFMv7.1 Assumptions Report’, 2017, p 19: hitps://
assets. publishing. service. gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/699029/CS866_D.
Assumptions_Report_ PEM_7.1.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

66. The main difference for the purposes of appraising High Speed 2 is that the
value allocated to business time travel now varies depending on the length of
the journey. HS2 Ltd said that new evidence published by the Department
suggested that “the value of business time savings increases for longer trips.”>

Business travel time savings

67. Before 2016 travel time savings for business travellers were determined by
the ‘cost saving approach’. This approach assumed business travel time
savings were equivalent to the average hourly incomes of travellers, “on the
grounds that unproductive travel time when saved can be converted into
productive time which has a value equal to the wage rate.””® This approach

55 High Speed 2 Limited, ‘HS2 Phase Two Summary of key changes to the Economic Case 2015 to 2016’,

November 2016, p 15: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/574742/Summary_of key changes_to_the Economic_Case.pdf [accessed 1
May 2019]

56 Institute for Transport Studies, Valuation of Travel Time Savings for Business Travellers, April
2013, p 15: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/251997/
vtts_for_business_m ain_report-dft-005.pdf. The approach calculates the value of business travel
time by adding the gross wage to non-wage labour costs. The gross wage rate was calculated for rail
passengers using evidence from the National Travel Survey. A percentage increase was then applied
to reflect non-wage labour costs such as national insurance and pensions contributions. Economic
Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 108
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was criticised by witnesses during our 2015 inquiry because it did not take
into account that people can work during a train journey.>’

The new values of time for business travellers are based on ‘willingness to
pay’ where surveys indicate how much business travellers are prepared to
pay for a shorter journey. The Department introduced this approach in an
October 2015 report.”® This method was already used for calculating the
value of commuting and leisure time.>®

The values in Table 8 above are derived from surveys of travellers carried
out in 2014.%° Business travellers were presented with a number of scenarios
where they had to choose between two options. One option was a slower but
cheaper journey than the other.®! Business travellers were told that for each
pair of options, they should bear in mind their company’s travel policy.®?

Responses from the surveys were combined with data from the National
Travel Survey to produce “nationally representative values” for use in
transport appraisal.®?

We do not believe that asking business rail travellers hypothetical
questions—about how much they would be willing to pay for quicker
journeys—is the most robust evidence base on which to base a
calculation of the benefits that a £55.7 billion new railway will bring.

Increasing the value of travel time savings for business by distance

The number of business travellers surveyed in the research who were
travelling more than 50 miles is shown in Table 9 and compared with the
data from the National Travel Survey.
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Department for Transport, ‘Understanding and Valuing Impacts of Transport Investment: Values
of travel time savings’, October 2015: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/470998/Understanding_and_Valuing Impacts_of Transport
Investment.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019].

Commuting is counted as non-work travel for the purposes of transport cost-benefit analysis. Economic
Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 107

Arup, ‘Provision of market research for value of travel time savings and reliability’, 14 August 2015:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/470231/vtts-phase-2-report-issue-august-2015.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]. The research was
carried out by a consortium of Arup, the Institute for Transport Studies and Accent. The surveys also
included scenarios that determined what people were willing to pay to avoid crowded and unreliable
rail services. But for the values of time in Table 8, the results of the exercise described in paragraph 68
were used.

Accent, ‘Appendix E: Pilot Intercept Recruitment Questionnaire’, August 2015, page 82: https:/
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/470234/
appendix-e-final-14-august-2015-questionnaires.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019].

The Arup report acknowledged that this presented issues: “There continues to be a debate as to
whether [stated preference] can elicit credible valuations of travel time savings and reliability. This
challenge is especially vocal in the area of business travel, given that respondents might not act as
agents for their employer’s best interests.” If an employee had said that their employer would not
be interested in paying to save time, they were told to answer as if they were paying for the journey
themselves. Arup, ‘Provision of market research for value of travel time savings and reliability’.
Department for Transport, ‘Understanding and Valuing Impacts of Transport Investment: Values of
travel time savings’. The Department’s report describes how the results of the surveys were turned into
values of time: “Results from the choice models allow estimation of a value of time for a given mode,
journey purpose, trip distance, traveller income etc [but] the survey sample was not constructed to be
nationally representative ... Therefore, the study team also developed an ‘Implementation Tool’, which
applied results from the choice modelling to trips recorded in the National Travel Survey (NTS).
Using NTS data from 2010 to 2012, this essentially estimated a value of time for each N'T'S trip, which
could then be averaged to produce nationally representative values for use in transport appraisal.”
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Table 9: Number of surveys carried out for rail passengers travelling
more than 100 miles, stated preference survey versus National Travel

Survey

Stated preference surveys | National Travel Survey

100 to 150 miles | 311 142

150+ miles 201 126

Source: Arup, ‘Provision of market research for value of travel time savings and reliability, Phase 2 Report, 14
August 2015, page 79: https://assets.publishing. service. gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment
data/file/470234/appendix-e-final-14-august-2015-questionnaires.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]
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74.

75.

76.

The higher values of time for the six travel bands above 150 miles, as shown in
Table 8 above, are based on 291 responses from the stated preference surveys
and 126 responses from the National Travel Survey. This is the evidence
base for a large proportion of the estimated £55 billion of benefits (60 per
cent of the project’s total estimated benefits) that the project will provide
for business travellers. The Department said that the number of rail trips in
the National Travel Survey dataset was “sufficient for robust calculation of
average values.”®*

We are concerned particularly that the time saved by long-distance
rail business travellers has increased in value for the purposes of
appraisal since our 2015 report, on the strength seemingly of a few
hundred interviews carried out on station platforms.

Using business travel time productively

The ‘willingness to pay’ method in theory allows for the fact that a person
can use travel time productively, as survey respondents were expected to
factor this into their decision-making when deciding how much they were
willing to pay for faster journeys. The stated preference surveys also collected
data on how business travellers used their time on rail journeys, which are
summarised in Box 2.

The Department’s October 2015 report said that the data showed “two key
results”:

“while travel time is not ‘dead time’, it is not necessarily used as
productively as other ‘work time’, with the sentiment that “quicker
journeys are always more desirable.”

“How business travellers used their travel time was not found to have a
significant impact on the value of time in the choice modelling. The result
that the values of time did not vary with time use does not necessarily
mean that time use is not important - the values of time estimated in
this study are representative of current travelling conditions and uses of
travel time. The results could have been different if the opportunities to
use travel time productively were significantly different.”®

64

65

Ibid. The Department said there were “several reasons” why values of time for business travel could
be expected to increase with distance. Longer trips “tend to be more costly ... are more likely to
involve travel outside of normal working hours ... and while it is possible to work while travelling, [the]
qualitative research highlighted the limitations on the sorts of tasks that can be completed during a
journey.”

Ibid.
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Box 2: Activities undertaken by business travellers during rail journeys

Arup’s August 2015 report explained how data was collected on how business
travellers used their time during rail journeys, and how to interpret the results

“Employees were reminded of their reported one way trip time and asked
approximately how much of that time they spend undertaking work and non-
work related activities ... these findings should be contextualised against the
average travel times.”

The average travel time in the survey for business rail travel was 1 hour 58
minutes.

Table 10: Activities undertaken by business travellers during trip
(average minutes spent on each activity)

Activity Average duration
Work related Use laptop / tablet 26 minutes
activities Use smartphone/Blackberry/ 17 minutes
phone
Other work related to 13 minutes
employment
Non work related Talking on phone 2 minutes
activities Using smartphone/eBook/ 16 minutes
tablet/computer
Reading a book/magazine/ 15 minutes
newspaper
Eating/drinking 6 minutes
Talking to travelling 9 minutes
companions/other travellers
Listening to music 14 minutes
Planning things 4 minutes
Doing nothing/relaxing/ 22 minutes
looking out of window
Other 3 minutes

The report concluded “it is clear that a large proportion of rail travel time is
spent on non-work activities.”

Source: Arup, ‘Provision of market research for value of travel time savings and reliability’, 14 August 2015:
hitps:/fassets. publishing. service. gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/470231/vtts-
phase-2-report-issue-august-2015.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019].

Non-work travel time savings

77. 'The latest research also updated the values of travel time savings to apply
to commuting and leisure journeys (the 2013 economic case had relied on
surveys of motorists from 1994 to calculate these values).°® The latest values,
shown in Table 6, are based on surveys of commuter and leisure travellers
from the same study, with travellers asked to pick between two options for
different trips as described above.

66 Economic Affairs Committee, The Economics of High Speed 2, p 106
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The value of time for these journeys does not however differ by journey
time. The Government said that “further analysis of the data is required to
support possible further segmentation of the non-work values, for example
by distance.”®’

Audit of latest research

The new research was audited by Systra in 2015. Systra disagreed that the
‘willingness to pay’ approach was preferable to the ‘cost saving’ approach:
“On the evidence provided, we would, perhaps, have drawn a different
conclusion—which is that the issue is currently undecided. We do not think
that the evidence presented here is strong enough to draw clear conclusions.”®®

We welcome attempts to update the evidence for travel time savings.
But the new values are based on unconvincing data. We note that 60
per cent of the estimated benefits of High Speed 2 (£55 billion) relate
to business travel.

Demand forecasts

The other main factor that influences the size of the estimated benefits of
the project is the expected demand for long distance travel and given the
higher value of time for business travellers, the proportion of that demand
who will be travelling for business. This section examines the latest forecasts
for demand growth and compares them with recent trends.

Forecasting demand for long-distance rail

Our 2015 report concluded:

“Partial information on current railway usage, as well as uncertainty
about future technological developments in automative transport
and working habits, makes it difficult to assess the plausibility of the
Department’s forecasts of future demand for long-distance rail travel.”%

Nick Bisson from the Department for Transport said the modelling assumes
an average annual growth rate in demand for long distance rail of “only” 1.9
per cent, “an argument could be made that that is conservative”:

“Since privatisation, the rail network as a whole has seen annual average
growth of 3.9 per cent. On long-distance services, that has been 4.6 per
cent. In the last five years, although the long-distance annual average
growth has been 2.5 per cent, on the west coast main line it remained
at 4.7 per cent. We have continued to see strong growth on the core
markets that HS2 will serve.””
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Department for Transport, ‘Understanding and Valuing Impacts of Transport Investment: Values
of travel time savings’, October 2015: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/file/470998/Understanding_and_Valuing Impacts_of Transport
Investment.pdf [Accessed 10 May 2019]

They concluded: “Nevertheless, this study has progressed our understanding of travellers’ values
of time savings and we recommend that the DfT undertakes more frequent smaller-scale updating
exercises in future.” Systra, ‘Value of Travel Time Savings - Peer Review & Audit’, 30 July 2015: https:/
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/470256/
vtts-peer-review-final-report-v3.0.pdf [Accessed 1 May 2019]
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Q 24 (Nick Bisson)
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The Government argued similarly in our 2015 inquiry that the 2.2 per
cent average annual growth in long-distance rail travel that the modelling
assumed at the time, was “a very conservative estimate.””!

Growth in long-distance rail demand has varied in the last few years. Office
for Rail and Road statistics show that long-distance rail journeys across
Great Britain grew by 3.1 per cent in 2015/16, 3.8 per cent in 2016/17 and
0.9 per cent in 2017/18.7

Journeys between central London and the West Midlands increased by 6.2
per cent in 2016/17 compared with the previous year, but increased by 2.2
per cent between 2016/17 and 2017/18; journeys between London and the
North West increased by 5.1 per cent in 2016/17 compared with the previous
year, but decreased slightly between 2016/17 and 2017/18.7

Sensitivity of cost-benefit analysis to demand growth

The sensitivity of the project’s appraisal to demand was shown by the
reduction in benefits caused by a reduction in forecast GDP growth between
the 2016 and 2017 business cases.”™

The 2016 model had assumed GDP per head annual growth of 1.5 per cent
from 2014/15 to 2026/27, and 1.8 per cent from 2026/27 to 2037/38. The
2017 model assumed GDP per head annual growth of 1.25 per cent from
2016/17 to 2026/27, and 1.7 per cent from 2026/27 to 2037/38.7

The reduction in predicted demand reduced the estimated transport user
benefits by almost £10 billion. Given GDP per head growth forecasts have
been lowered again since 2017, the next business case for High Speed 2 may
contain further reductions to estimated demand growth.”

Reliability of long-distance rail statistics

As mentioned in our 2015 report, we note that the rail usage statistics do not
distinguish between local and long-distance journeys. For example, as Virgin
Trains are classified as an operator in the long-distance sector, all journeys
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Office of Rail and Road, ‘Passenger journeys by sector - Table 12.6’: http://dataportal.orr.gov.uk/
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High Speed 2 Ltd, ‘High Speed Two (HS2) Phase Two PFM v7.1 Step-through report: Summary
of key changes to modelling assumptions between PFM v6.1c and PFM v7.1°, July 2017: https:/
assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/628528/
CS866_C_PFMv7.1_Step-Through_Report.pdf [accessed 1 May 2019]

High Speed 2 Limited, ‘PLANET Framework Model: PFMv7.1 Assumptions Report’, July 2017:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/
file/699029/CS866_D_Assumptions Report PFM 7.1.pdf; High Speed 2 Limited, ‘HS2 Phase
Two Assumptions Report: PLANET Framework Model version 6.1c’, November 2016: https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/574740/Planet
Framework _Model_Assumptions_Report.pdf [Accessed 1 Mayu 2019]

The reduction in benefits caused by the lower demand growth meant the overall cost-benefit ratio of
the project was reduced to 2.0 from 2.6 in the 2016 analysis. However, following an update from the
Department for Transport to its appraisal guidance, the cap on demand growth in the HS2 modelling
was removed, allowing the number of journeys on the railway to increase with predicted population
growth up to the end of the appraisal period in 2093. Previously, demand for the railway had been
capped in 2037. The change increased the expected benefits by around 8 per cent and resulted in the
cost-benefit ratio increasing from 2.0 to 2.3. Department for T