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Are Mega Infrastructure Project appraisals appropriate for the twenty-first

century? — An investigation using High Speed Rail 2

Abstract:

Given twenty-first century challenges of spatial inequality, the climate emergency, and the post-
pandemic world, it has never been more critical to effectively plan the built environment. Public Private
Partnerships (PPPs) are having increasing influence due to their dominance throughout Mega
Infrastructure Project (MIP) planning and appraisals. While MIPs carry huge potential to bridge the
global infrastructure gap and solve spatial inequality, private investment prioritises economic returns,
and governments often incentivise symbols of national development rather than basic infrastructure
needs. Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and Forecasting appraisal approaches are often used due to their
efficiency in determining project objectives (Willis et al., 1998; Lee 2000; Goodman and Hastak, 2006;
Annema et al, 2007; World Bank, 2010), however they are inappropriate given the complexity of
contextual challenges (Dimitriou, Ward and Wright, 2013). Meanwhile, consultation methods have a
history of silencing opposition to get projects approved promptly, rather than gaining insight into public
opinion (Carlaw, 2020). Alternative methods such as back-casting and Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA)
have been developed to create socially, environmentally and economically sustainable proposals
(Munda, 2008; Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2014). Nevertheless, they are often undermined in practice

despite their ability to create proposals that better address current challenges.

These themes are explored through High-Speed Rail 2 (HS2); its contemporary nature helps determine
whether these issues are still present within the UK, aiding suggestions for policy and practice. The
potential of using MCA is discussed in reference to the case study with mentions to impacts of its wider

use, facilitating the proposal of a new model for the future of planning.
Introduction:

One of the key challenges of the twenty-first century is the global infrastructure gap, creating inequality
across countries, nations, regions, and cities (The McKinsey Global Institute, 2013, 2016). Dimitriou
and Field (2020) define this gap as the difference between current global investment in infrastructure,
and estimated future worldwide infrastructure needs. The intention of defining the gap was to justify
investment in worldwide infrastructure, and enhance economic and social development. It is generally
agreed across theory and practice that the gap is between $2-4 trillion (OECD, 2017; Milken Institute,
2019), however where to focus investment is contested amongst stakeholders. The MGI (2016) report
suggests that around 60 percent of investment should focus on emerging economies and provision of
essential services and needs, to ensure equal access to a good quality of life. Nevertheless, following
the 2008 financial crisis, coupled with globalisation influences, infrastructure has opened to the private
sector and follows a neoliberal investment strategy (Dimitriou, 2009). Since infrastructure is now largely
funded by global corporations and banks, investment is focussed on stable economies and financial
returns (Milken Institute, 2019). Consequently, there is widespread scepticism over the outsourcing to
the private sector, as MIPs are now seen as an exchange value rather than critical infrastructure to
support everyday lives (Flyvbjerg, 2014).




Academic consensus is calling for distinction to be made between need and demand, as these terms
are too often used interchangeably. Need should refer to purposeful infrastructure such as electricity,
clean water, housing, and health care rather than high speed rail services that are beyond aspirational
(Dimitriou and Field, 2020). Even within developed countries such as the UK, spatial inequality is large
and persistent, with greater disparity across education, health, productivity and pay than many other
developed countries. In the UK, average annual earnings in London are 50 percent higher than in the
Northeast, and 30 percent higher than the country’s average. Former mining communities, seaside
towns and outlying urban estates are in urgent need of community support as they suffer from
deprivation and crime (Overman, 2022). This is a result of the uneven impacts of globalisation,
advances in transport, technological progress, a shift from technical training to university study, and
from heavy industry to knowledge-intensive sectors (Dimitriou, 2009). Graham and Marvin (2001) argue
that cities and urban regions are continually characterised by polarised landscapes, with the most
favoured users and places selectively connected by ‘premium’ infrastructure networks, by-passing less
favoured intervening places.

MIPs are construction projects costing in excess of §1 billion. They are increasingly seen as agents of
change within the global infrastructure gap (Dimitriou and Field, 2020), highlighting the need for effective
decision making and appraisals (Flyvbjerg, Bruzelius and Rothengatter, 2003). They hold responsibility
for addressing the nation’s transport challenges, and require the management of increasingly complex
public dynamics (Capka, 2004). However, many academics have pointed to the use of MIPs as symbols
of national development rather than to serve local needs and ‘bridge the gap’ (Dimitriou, 2009). This is
generally seen as a consequence of the conventional MIP planning approach, characterised by the
interaction between private business and the political establishment, commonly referred to as a PPP.
Their power as ultimate decision makers limits the influence of participatory planning and involvement

of wider stakeholder groups, and sustains business-as-usual (BaU) practices.

Despite the UK government's levelling up agenda (first introduced in 2014) which aimed to boost
economic growth outside of London, there has been little evidence of successful efforts. It is likely that
London’s position as the financial hub will remain a priority over the performance of the rest of the
country (Institute for Fiscal Studies, 2020). Although ‘Levelling up the United Kingdom White Paper’
outlines its commitment to ending geographical inequality by improving economic dynamism, it also
mentions not sacrificing the success of the most productive towns, cities and counties (HM Government,

2022). However, is it possible to level up an area without levelling down somewhere else?

HS2 was supposedly conceived due to increased rail demand (doubling between 1995 and 2011), and
the need to join up Britain to create a more balanced country (HS2, 2019). As Andrew Stephenson
(Minister of State at the Department for Transport) announced, the future of Britain's economic success
hinges on the ability to connect our cities and towns, and rebalance opportunity (DFT, 2020). Numerous
reports detail the potential wider economic impacts (WElIs); however these tend to focus on economic
forecasting and CBA. Phase one is intended to have a 1.2:1 central-case Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR),
and both phase one and phase two a BCR of 1.5:1 (DFT, 2020). The use of forecasting and CBA has
been heavily criticised due to its inability to recognise contextual changes (Dimitriou, Ward and Wright,




2013), often resulting in infrastructure that is socially and environmentally destructive and poorly reflects

local needs.
Statement of context:

This dissertation will explore the current appraisal methods used for MIPs, and the limited use of
participatory methads within planning and appraisals. It questions the dominance of PPPs, testing the
theory that their influence leads to the construction of flagship projects (SMEC, 2001), rather than those
that provide a solution to national and regional inequality.

While it is clear that the use of CBA and forecasting is inadequate for the twenty-first century, its
continued use remains fairly unquestioned, despite context appropriate alternatives such as back-
casting and MCA. Participatory methods present an opportunity to gather views of a wider range of
stakeholders to achieve a holistic understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of proposals,
however they are often not used. Public consultations often silence opposition rather than gain insight

from the communities the projects are intended to serve.

The study will use HS2 to examine the current appraisal methods deployed in the UK. Particularly
pertinent due to the governments levelling up agenda, and promises to tackle regional inequality
(Newman, 2021), despite its history of prioritising London’s growth as the economic, financial and
transportation hub. Speculation over the legitimacy of the appraisal method used for HS2, as well as
controversy over the supposed benefits of the project, will provide an interesting investigation of

different stakeholder’'s motivations.
Research aim:

The aim of this research is to investigate the appropriateness of current MIP appraisal methods, and
suggest a framework that will result in infrastructure that better addresses the challenges of the twenty-
first century. This is an attempt to refocus on social and environmental concerns through wider
stakeholder engagement, rather than prioritising the growth economy and PPP incentives.

Research objectives:

Research Objective Research Method

Investigate the appropriateness of current Secondary data: Critical literature review
appraisal methods

Explore and assess alternative methods Secondary data: Critical literature review
Unravel the appraisal and consultation Secondary data: CDA of PPP sources
process used for H32 Primary data: Semi-structured interviews

Evaluate the effectiveness of HS2 appraisals Secondary data: CDA of PPP sources

and consultations Primary data: Semi-structured interviews
Suggest more appropriate appraisal Analysis of the primary and secondary data with
techniques reference to the critical literature review

Table 1: Research objectives (Authors own)




Contribution:

My findings aim to shed light upon the inadequacies of current appraisal methods and the reasoning
behind their continued use. This will result in a reflection for practice through the proposal of a
framework that will yield more positive benefits for society. It is suggested that the use of this framework
could result in less megaprojects being built, and renewed attention on 15-minute cities and smaller
scale initiatives, especially considering the impacts of COVID-19. However, further exploration into the

impacts of participatory appraisals more generally is beyond the remit of study.

Statement of methods:

e

Semi-structured
Interviews

Critical literature review

l

Literary theories

l

Research questions
(case study specific)

N

Critical Discourse

Analysis

Discussion reflecting on research

questions

l

Figure 1: Research structure

Conclusion reviewing the theories

(Authors own)

Research was conducted from May to August 2022 and followed a deductive approach by distinguishing
theories from the literature, and testing these against a case study analysis. The research methodology
can be broken down into a three-stage process: initial examination of mega infrastructure appraisal
methods to distinguish common theories in the literature, critical discourse analysis (CDA) of
government and HS2 Limited publications, and semi-structured interviews with different stakeholder

groups. Using triangulation through its adoption of multiple methods, cross checking findings (Bryman,

2012) from the literature review to a specific case.
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HS2 has been chosen due to its relevance in exploring the literary theories; it is both a critical case as
it facilitates an exploration of these concerns, and an extreme case (Yin, 2018) due to its financial, time
and physical scales, making it highly controversial amongst stakeholders (Dudley and Banister, 2018).
The issues associated with the planning and development of the project can be seen globally across
MIP appraisals, however the study is not an attempt to generalise or act as a sample, but to shed
empirical light on the theories.

Both elements of the method will interpret qualitative data to provide a thick description (Geertz, 1973),
and explore opinions that are nested within the context of study. This will depict why and how each
stage of the HS2 appraisal went ahead, as well as its impacts on people and places. To ensure robust
qualitative analysis, secondary materials such as government publications, HS2 documents and online
media sources will be used alongside primary research.

Stage two of the research involves CDA of government publications, HS2 sources, and
counternarratives to reveal the competing discourses, and hidden interests from key stakeholders. This
draws on approaches from Foucault (1972) and will be used to link language to its modes of use,
exposing its significance in controlling society (Bryman, 2012). This will help understand whether HS2
appraisals and consultation methods were truly transparent.

Semi-structured interviews are carried out as a third step to further test the theories and reveal the
voices of stakeholders, especially those not represented in publications. This will unveil the
thoroughness of appraisals and consultations deployed by the PPP, to question their influence within
MIP planning. Interview transcripts will be coded on three levels: open coding, axial coding and selective
coding. By unpicking the synergies between stakeholder groups, the interviews draw conclusions from
the core themes reflecting on the research questions. The use of semi-structured interviews allows
greater flexibility than standardised interviews (Selltiz, 1969) which will be more appropriate for
capturing the opinions and attitudes of stakeholders. Critical case sampling will be used, as interviewees
will be chosen based on their ability to provide necessary information (Strewig and Stead, 2001). This
is important due to the time-consuming nature of interviews, and the time constraints of the study. Both
stages two and three will follow a theoretical saturation approach as research will continue until no new
data emerges.

The research questions are developed from the theories and will structure the discussion section as the
secondary and primary data span over multiple questions. This will allow for a comparative stakeholder
analysis and critical reflection on the HS2 appraisal. Reflecting on the literature review, these findings
will facilitate the proposal of a new appraisal method that aims to be participatory, resulting in holistically
sustainable infrastructure projects, more suitable for the twenty first century.

Research ethics:

The study involved participation from a number of stakeholder groups to gather opinions and information
on the HS2 appraisal, however the perceived ethical risk is low. All respondents were made aware of
the purpose of the study and informed that they would remain anonymous. Data has been stored in
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compliance with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR, 2018). It is expected that the

dissertation will not pose any ethical risks during or after the research has taken place.
Literature Review:

This section will highlight the key issues surrounding MIP planning, illustrating the inappropriateness of
CBA and forecasting for addressing twenty-first century challenges. Back-casting is discussed due to
its potential benefits of creating more desirable built environments, this is critical given the climate
emergency and impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. It examines methods that are less frequently
adopted such as MCA, and how governmentality contributes towards BaU approaches. There is an
intentional focus on Mega Transport Project (MTP) appraisals within a developed economy perspective,
as this will assist reflections on the HS2 case study.

MIPs and The Infrastructure gap:

Dimitriou (2009) argues that MTP appraisals are unfit for purpose within the twenty-first century. Stating
that they are inadequate in the physical boundaries and the financial premises they employ, the local
impacts they are intended to have and the risks and uncertainties they confront. More recently Dimitriou
and Field (2020) suggest, MTPs are increasingly deceptive over the impacts and outcomes promised
against those that are delivered. A considerable amount of literature has been published on the lack of
transparency regarding MIP objectives. Research suggests that this is a result of narrow framing by
project experts and politicians (OMEGA Centre, 2012), the influence of private sector finance, and the

continued use of CBA.

Appraisal methods:

CBA:

CBA is a systematic approach to determining whether a project should go ahead, by quantifying the
associated costs and subtracting these from the benefits. The key costs include capital costs, work
zone disruption and operating and maintenance costs. The benefits are calculated by willingness to
pay, the value is then discounted to convert all future costs and benefits to present value (Dean,
Hickman and Chen, 2019). A plethora of studies investigating the planning of MIPs point to the use of
CBA as the common methodology to support decision making across the world (Willis et al., 1998; Lee
2000; Goodman and Hastak, 2006; Annema et al, 2007; World Bank, 2010). It is widely accepted that
CBA should have minimal influence over the appraisal of MIPs, used at the early stage of planning as
an improver instrument, rather than as a decision maker.

Dimitriou, Ward and Wright (2013) following findings from the OMEGA research programme, conclude
that appraisal methads, particularly CBA are inadequate in evaluating MTPs. Suggesting the method is
unable to identify, quantify and weight all relevant factors that determine project outcomes, consider
future context and understand political influence. Ultimately the tool is used to tell decision makers what
they want to hear. This comprehensive study included interviews with 44 infrastructure specialists, 84
percent of whom considered CBA an inappropriate tool for MTP appraisals. These themes are common
throughout contemporary and pre-existing literature, with earlier work suggesting that you can’t quantify
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personal valuation, and monetising can act as a barrier to wider acceptance as often things are priceless
(Self, 1970). Adams (1994) suggests that the method is outdated as it was originally used to examine
how well or badly a project would serve a determined policy objective, yet now used to define the
objective itself. Further arguing that it is inherently biased as assessors ask the prospective losers what
they would be willing to pay (WTP), rather than what they would accept. WTP is constrained by the
ability to pay, resulting in lower values and a better CBA score. More recently, Banister and Givoni
(2017) have scrutinised the use of CBA for H32 as it was largely based on traffic forecasting, doubting
the values of time used, valuation of externalities, forecasting into the future, WEIs and whether costs
should be paid by the public sector.

Consequently, while Calfee (1981) argues that CBA questions are not irrelevant, its plausibility is largely
confined to its common monetary measurement (Self, 1970) and potential to assist simple decision
making (Adams, 1994). Its welfare considerations are limited to the pros and cons within an economic
framework, and it tends to ignore distributional effects such as accessibility as it focuses on the area of
study (Wee and Rietveld, 2013).

Back-casting:

Several studies highlight the need to move away from traffic forecasting, and decouple transport
demand from GDP growth (Dimitriou, 2010; Goulden, Ryley and Dingwall, 2014). Forecasting future
transport demand ignores behavioural change, the socio-political climate and technology advances
(Flyvbjerg, Bruzelius and Rothengatter, 2003), and doesn’t cope well with unexpected events such as
COVID-19 or the climate emergency (UN HABITAT, 2022). Contemporary research suggests the use
of back-casting from a desired future, as this would lead to more sustainable development (Hickman
and Banister, 2014). Candy (2010) proposed that this is often not used, as an imaginary scenario cast

into the future is hard to imagine.

COVID-19 lockdowns have made the ‘imaginary scenario’ an everyday lived experience. A future
sustainable lifestyle was accomplished due to the restrictions on consumption, public life, and mobility.
Callins et al (2022) research suggests that back-casting from a desired future is now more achievable,
by joining up the lived realities of the pandemic-shaped present with an aspirational sustainable future.
Kuzniarz (2021) and Redazione (2021) both point to the pandemics influence in changing our
relationship with the built environment, spearheading a trend towards localisation, and putting the 15-
minute city on the agenda for cities across the world. This concept, devised by Moreno, provides an
alternative to traditional planning. It is premised on the belief that technology shouldn't be used to allow
us to go further and faster to solve spatial fragmentation (Redazione, 2021). Instead, cities should be
designed so that people can walk or cycle to meet their everyday needs, fulfilling the six social functions
of living, supplying, working, caring, enjoying, and learning (Kuzniarz, 2021). Ultimately, overcrowding
on public transport is, to a great extent, a pre-pandemic concern (UN HABITAT, 2022) due to new
localised realities such as homeworking. Research suggests that this should be used to facilitate the
adoption of back-casting, rather than continuing to forecast for increased demand, paving the way for
a more environmentally and socially sustainable future.
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Multi-Criteria Analysis:

As a result of widespread disappointment in current appraisal methods, researchers have looked at
alternative methods that provide more holistic measurements. MCA is often cited for its recognition of
the three pillars of sustainability, examining multiple effects of infrastructure and highlighting the
synergies and conflicts between them (Munda, 2008; Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2014). MCA works by
establishing preferences between options to an explicit set of objectives, identified by the decision-
making body, for these it has measurable criteria to assess how well the objectives have been reached.
The Department of Communities and Local Government (2009) published findings on the benefits and
shortfalls of MCA, noting that MCA brings a degree of structure, analysis and openness beyond the
reach of CBA. However, there is no Pareto Improvement rule that benefits should exceed costs,
therefore the best option may not actually outweigh the costs. Regardless, MCA has numerous benefits:
the choice of criteria is flexible, it is open and explicit, scores and weights are developed in line with
established techniques, performance measuring can be done by professionals rather than the decision-
making body, and it provides a means of communication between stakeholders and the wider
community. Further investigation into MCA has led to many additional steps to the methodology
resulting in variations such as Participatory MCA (Dean, Hickman and Chen, 2019), Multi-Actor MCA
(Macharis, Turcksin and Lebeau, 2012) and Policy Led MCA (Dimitriou and Field, 2020).

Dean, Hickman and Chen (2019) provide an in-depth analysis of the benefits and shortfalls of
Participatory MCA. Their research highlights the key strength centred around the ability to incorporate
a wide range of interests and values, resulting in projects that are more widely accepted by
stakeholders. Through careful examination, several limitations were listed such as identification of
appraisal criteria, the process of assessing impacts and the selection of participants which require
careful consideration to reduce subjectivity from the decision makers. Furthermore, due to the
collaborative nature of the approach with many different actors selected at each stage in the process
(Belton and Stewart, 2002), the method requires careful management and can be time and resource
intensive. Similarly, Macharis, Turcksin and Lebeau (2012) examine the qualities of MAMCA, unlike
MCA whereby alternatives are evaluated on multiple criteria, MAMCA explicitly incorporates views of
different stakeholders. Moreover, the methodology seeks to include unorganised groups to gain a
societal perspective rather than a business one. The research outlines the seven steps:

1. Definition of the issue and identification of alternatives Decided in a circular.

2. ldentification of stakeholders interactive way

3. Stakeholder objectives identified and given priority (weights)

4. For each criterion one or more indicators are constructed and the measurement for these are
made explicit

5. Construction of evaluation matrix and altematives further detailed then translated into scenarios
which are then scored on objectives of each stakeholder group
Ranking of various alternatives to reveal strengths and weaknesses

7. Implementation based on insights from the analysis
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As seen, stakeholders are incorporated at the early stages of the planning process. This will aid decision
makers in understanding the problem and the priorities of those affected, resulting in more caontext

appropriate solutions, and greater acceptance of the final design.

More recently, Dimitriou and Field (2020) have looked at PLMCA, underlining its ability to not only
incorporate multiple stakeholder views, but to integrate different appraisal tools. They identify which

Tab. 1: Generic phases and of the PLMCA appraisal process and stakeholders. Source: Adapted from Belton and Stewart (2002).

PLMCA framework Actors involved PLMCA steps/activities undertaken within each phase
phases

Phase 1: The Client agency and analyst team Step 1.1: Problem definition (including issue analysis)
problem-structuring (closed approach)

Step 1.2: Design of PLMCA
phase Analyst team and project

Step 1.3: Context analysis and boundary definition
stakeholders (open approach)

Step 1.4: Option identification

Step 1.5: Policy analysis

Step 1.6: Stakeholder identification
Step 1.7: Scenario building

Phase 2: The model- Analyst team (closed approach) Step 2.1: Formulation of objective/appraisal criteria (adopting an open

building phase Analyst team and project stake- of closed process)

holders (open approach) Step 2.2: Derivation of weightings (adopting an open or closed process)
Phase 3: The model- Analyst team (closed approach) Step 3.1: Scoring (adopting an open or closed process)
use phase Analyst team and project stake- Step 3.2: Further development of issues, objective/criteria, options and
holders (open approach) scenario (adopting an open or closed process)

Figure 2: PLMCA steps (Belton and Steward, 2002)

criteria are most important per stakeholder category, and which should receive priority in line with
resource and policy scenarios (figure 2). This facilitates trade-offs between criteria in a transparent
manner. In earlier work, Ward et al (2019) suggest a broader more transparent appraisal method,
pointing to the use of PLMCA. Arguing that the use of MCA in combination with an attendance process
to include multiple stakeholders’ perspectives, directed with policy guidance can help make trade-offs
amongst objectives (OMEGA, 2013). The research contends that PLMCA provides a more holistic
method covering economic, financial, technical, environmental and social concerns, and incorporates
other methods such as CBA and community impact assessment (CIA). One key strength is its ability to
make the intentions and objectives of PPPs transparent, presenting shared multi-stakeholder and multi-
sector perspectives over the costs and benefits of multiple options reflective of regulative guidelines
and public policy. Enhancing the accountability of decision-making. Nevertheless, one must question
how inclusionary participatory methods are, as those consulted are always dependent on an assessor
or the decision-making body.

Participation:

All three MCA approaches demonstrate the importance of gaining wider stakeholder input, to yield more
sustainable outcomes. The relationship between participatory methods, representing appropriate
expertise and commitment to community values has been widely investigated (Forester, 1999). Maginn
(2007) suggests the use of collaborative planning theory and applied ethnography to assist
policymakers in effective community participation. This can provide a governance and methodological
framework to promote inclusionary consensus building. However, it is not easy to eliminate subjectivity,
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Whilst earlier studies argued that ignorance towards public opinion is crucial as participation would
prevent projects from going ahead (Hirschman, 1967; Sawyer, 1952), mare recent research recognises
the importance of public involvement to limit expectation creep and improve accountability (Flyvbjerg,
2014, Flyvbjerg, Bruzelius and Rotherengatter, 2003). The UN HABITAT (2022) suggests that scenario
building with public involvement will avoid over-emphasis on one-size-fits-all approaches that often bear
little relevance to the sites of implementation.

Nevertheless, multiple investigations claim that the focus has merely shifted towards stakeholder
management rather than a collaborative approach, arguing that public groups should have a more
active role in decision-making (Pacione, 2007; Jeffery, 2009). Jeffery (2009) argues that stakeholder
engagement should entail transparency of motivation between all stakeholders, it should build trust
through communication and exchanging of views throughout the lifecycle of the project. However,
Carlaw (2020) argues that public consultations are used for defence, not really to listen to opinions but
to tick a box as part of legal practice. Abelson et al (2001) through a concise summary of consultation
processes, highlights the common weakness is the selection of participants, and the lack of
engagement across all sections of society, with groups often acting as representatives. Even when
attempting to involve the public, this is often met with resistance due to widespread mistrust in the
planning department, developers, and council. Psychology research suggests this can be overcome by
naming meetings differently, for example framing them as a public discussion - rather than a debate -
whereby politicians should listen rather than speak (Forester, 1999).

Nevertheless, despite the plethora of techniques devised to engage communities within the planning
and appraisal, the ability of the PPP to subvert consultation processes (Flyvbjerg, 1998), and the
position of the Prime Minister to give the ultimate go ahead, reduces the effectiveness of such efforts.
Even earlier work from Arnstein (1969) recognised the lack of citizen participation and government
manipulation, despite it being the cornerstone of democracy. She described consultations as tokenism,
although criticising the democratic process of the time, is this still relevant today?

Governmentality:

Issues with MIP planning and appraisals go beyond subjectivity, due to the ability of the government to
misinform and manipulate public opinion. This is often pursued due to desire for symbols of national
development, as MIPs are often used as ‘tangible expressions of national aspirations’ (Dimitriou, 2009
p.7), rather than effective solutions for spatial inequality. Neoliberal governmentality involves different
modes of conduct to determine individual behaviour, Foucault refers to these as technologies of power.
Within the context of MIP planning the idea is to convince the public that MIPs should go ahead as
gaining public approval is crucial. Hodgson (2014) provides insight into the discourses surrounding HS2
through an analysis of political speeches given throughout the project planning. It is contended that
participation has become a state-managed process, with the parameters of debate predetermined by
influential stakeholders. Therefore, it is necessary to understand how expertise can be influential in
decision-making. Hass (1992) talks of the formation of an epistemic community within planning,
(referring to a group of professionals with recognised expertise) these groups form through a common
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viewpoint and can work for or against the proposal to influence the political decision. Nonetheless,
Dudley and Banister (2018) in researching the influence of epistemic communities on the HS2 proposal,
have concluded that the size and controversy has precluded the formation of politically effective
advocacy coalitions for or against the proposal, claiming that advocates of HS2 are seeking narratives

with little connection to expertise.

Fairclough’s work is widely acknowledged across the literature (Miles, 2012; Muralikrishnan, 2011). His
work describes the idea of Ideological Discursive Formations (IDFs), to explain how dominant IDFs are
used to render others obsolete. Fairclough (1995) provides insight into the use of CDA to denaturalise
the dominant IDF and reveal the hidden realities. There is currently a lot of published work surrounding
the HS2 project, the appraisal method, consultation processes, its timeline, and objectives. This
provides an opportunity to investigate the PPPs methods and intentions using CDA to reveal whether
HS2 is intended to bridge the infrastructure gap and ‘level up’ the north, or act as a global symbol of
national development.

The extended literature review has examined current appraisal methods used for MIPs, more
sustainable alternatives and why inappropriate methods are prioritised. It has inspected the need for
transparency, more thorough consultations, and wider stakeholder involvement within the planning
stages to better address the challenges of the twenty-first century. This has resulted in several theories
to be tested through further case study research:

Literary theory: Research question:

PPPs have too much influence > 1. What are the competing
within MIP planning and dlscmljrses surm:ndlng the
appraisals planning of HS27

CBA is continually prioritised 2. What were the appraisal and
despite its inability to assess all consultation methods employed
the impacts of MIPs for HS2?

Consultation methods are 3. How might local communities
poorly executed and inadequate > and residents be better

in gaining wider stakeholder represented in consultation
opinions processes?

MCA and back-casting are 4. How can sustainability
undermined within practice _— > objectives be better
despite their ability to create represented in project

more holistically sustainable appraisals?

projects
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HS2 Case Study:

In 2009 Network Rail suggested HS2 should be built  Journey times in minutes

W Currently Under previous propesals [l Under new plan
due to lack of capacity, specifically on the West Coast
Main Line (between London to Manchester through
demand, with 58 percent of the UK population

Birmingham). Proposing that there was increased " LI=

travelling by train on average once a year, and a Birmingham to Sheffielc =
doubling of journeys since 1995 (Banister and Givoni, Birminghiarm to Leeds =
2016). Consequently, HS2 was devised by the Manchester te r
government to further these plans. However, 80 Manteaten e e :

percent of the benefits were reduced to travel time ™" onencaste [

(1] 1 hou 2 hours 3 hours

SﬁVingS (DUdlEy and Banister, 201 8:' between northern Source: Integrated Rail PLan for the Narth and Midlands BEE

cities and London, and the predicted increase in ) .
Figure 3: Journey times by proposed routes
demand was based on traffic forecasting which fails (BBC, 2021)

to account for contextual changes.

Originally Manchester was to see a 1-hour reduction, however stations in the middle of the line such as
Liverpool and Preston would only see minor improvements (Martinez Sanchez-Mateos and Givoni,
2012). Changes to plans have resulted in worsening time travel savings (figure 3), while the evolving
context of COVID-19 has reduced the need for long distance travel altogether. The negative impacts
for those living closer to the proposed route, and whether people would be willing to pay more to use
the line were somewhat ignored (Harvey et al., 2014). The Department for Transport (DFT) has said
that the line will create 3,100 permanent operational jobs, and potentially 400,000 jobs within the
additional development around HS2 stations (House of Commons, 2013). However, these predictions
are largely based on forecasting demand and CBA with little assessment of the social impacts.

2010-2015: Conservalive-
Liberal Democrats Coalition| After delays HS2 Government
announces deals to Hs2

build its London

——— stations at Euston Time and cost
Government unveils and Old Oak venuns
route to north of 2015: Conservative | Common have gona
Birmingham government to bids led by Macs
and Balfour Beatty Phase 1 construction begins
HS2 passess - o
Commons with a vast
HS2 Lid set up to majority Lendlease chosen for HS2 Chair Allan Cooks
33853 objectives Euston “stoketake’ review: could | [ HSZ rail leg &
WPz approve HE2 Lt
| funding bat redevelopment cost uz':r?lua‘l]: and7 | |Leeds scrapped

20292033

KPMG consultants Doug Oakervee's

EE

Cost balloned aver HS2 boss Mark
HS2's budget swells | publish £55.7bn budget and Thurston suggests raviews: project Amendment to
Dy nearly £10bnto | peview with made up phase 1 pofentially 12 | |lMe and cost savings | | should go ahead | | final route and
£42 Gon appraical method monites ok Ogggl:gﬁzvn@r

202072021
Consfruction of Phase 2a

Figure 4: HS2 Project timeline, adapted from (Butterworth, 2022)

Numerous reports have drawn attention to the controversial nature of the project; however the narrative
of the PPP remains pasitive. The timeline of the project (figure 4) shows the turbulence of the decision

making, with significant time and cost overruns. HS2 chair Allan Cook criticised the original funding
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envelope of £56 billion, estimating the true cost to be between £81 and £88 billion, and has said the

timeline prediction with phase 1 complete by 2027 and phase 2 2033 is unrealistic. Cook argued that

the entire project is more likely to be completed between 2035-2040 (Building News Desk, 2019).

Last year the eastern leg to Leeds was
scrapped (figure 5) as the government
confirmed that other methods could provide
faster connections, cheaper and quicker
than HS2 (The Guardian, 2021). Thus,
adding to the controversy regarding the
supposed benefits. The DFT figures show
that the BCR without the inclusion of WEI fell
from 2.2:1 to 1.8:1 due to poor rail demand
and economic growth predictions (HC 851,
2013). Opposition towards the project has
continually grown and stakeholders are
conflicted even within the conservative party

(figure 6). Therefore, providing an interesting

Leeds

Marsden

h]
ANl Eastern leg scrapped

]
I
L

East Midlands Parkway

Birmingham Interchange
Birmingham Curzon 5t

London Euston

Figure 5: Revised HS2 route (BBC, 2021)

case to investigate the appraisal and consultation methods used.
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Figure 6: Stakeholder map adapted from (Butterworth, 2022)
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Results:

Secondary research:

The CDA involved questioning the framing (what is the angle of the writer), foregrounding (what
concepts were emphasised), background (what issues are played down), audience (intended) and
topicalization (what is made import), to interrogate the narratives put forward by the PPP, contrasting
these against counternarratives. Given the extended timeline of the HS2 debate, sources were analysed
in date order, to reveal the evolving appraisals and changing attitudes towards the project. The results
are summarised in appendices A, B and C.

Government:

Initial government reports (DFT, 2013; DFT 2013b; GOV.UK, 2013) provide extensive detail regarding
the benefits of HS2. The strategic and financial cases predominantly focussed on connectivity,
accessibility, time savings and some mention of WEIs such as job creation. The budget at this stage
was £42.6 billion over 20 years with a £14.4 billion contingency. These reports are technical in nature
and demonstrate a commitment to assessing alternative upgrades which were developed
collaboratively between the DFT, Network rail and Atkins. However, Amersham Action Group (2020)
claim the figures have been ‘sexed up’, and Henry Overman (former HS2 Ltd advisor) argues that the
appraisal methodology arrived at by KPMG, predicting a £15 billion economic boom, was “essentially

made up”.

Consultations supposedly occurred over five months in 2011 with over thirty public events along the
route, receiving 55,000 responses. The results demonstrate a majority against HS2 objectives (figure
7), yet in deciding to continue with the project, Justine Greening (MP Secretary of State for Transport)
announced there were strong views both in favour, and against its continuation (STOP HS2, 2012). The
DFT (2021) provides information regarding the consultation and petitioning process, with the range of
questions asked limited to a few environmental concerns such as the impact of road traffic, and ancient
woodland destruction, all which could be defended through the Environmental Impact Assessments
(ElAs). Moreover, who this reached and how this was sent out is not clear, the responses were collected
through an online form, and no detail is given regarding the outcomes.
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Question Agree Disagree

o]} Do you agree that there is a strong case for enhancing the capacity
and performance of Britain's inter-city rail network to support 21,630 23,462
economic growth over the coming decades?

02 Do you agree that a national high speed rail network from London to
Birmingham, Leeds and Manchester (the Y network) would provide the 16,365 31,789
best value for money solution (best balance of costs and benefits) for
enhancing rail capacity and performance?

Q3 Do you agree with the Government's proposals for the phased roll-out 2,770 26,197
of a national high speed rail network, and for links to Heathrow
Airport and the High Speed line to the Channel Tunnel?

04 Do you agree with the principles and specification used by HSZ Ltd to 3,136 28,455
underpin its proposals for new high speed lines and the route
selection process H52 Ltd undertook?

Q5 Do you agree that the Government's proposed route including the 2,784 28,183
approach proposed for mitigating its impacts is the best option for a
new high speed rail line between London and the West Midlands?

Q6 Do you wish to comment on the Appraisal of Sustainability of the 722 14,170
Government's proposed route between London and the West Midlands
that has been published to inform this consultation?

Q7 Do you agree with the options set out to assist those whose properties 3,197 16,027
lose a significant amount of value as a result of any new high speed
line?

Figure 7: Consultation results (STOP HS2, 2012)

Following the controversy over HS2, The Oakervee Review (2019) was conducted to allow the
Secretary of State for Transport to make an informed decision for continuing both phases 1 and 2. The
report communicated the financial position, assessed alternative routes, and the impacts of cancelling
the project. The report had an economic focus, largely ignoring the wider context especially given
COVID-19, concentrating on capacity and time travel savings. Furthermore, Byng (2019) in his
presentation to The Oakervee Review “HS2 Costs Roundtable”, revealed his independent review of the
costs (table 2), much higher than the budget. Explaining that many of the costs had been ignored,
namely land purchase costs including permanent acquisition, disruption and disturbance. Lord Berkeley

Phase Description Cost/f
1 London to West Midlands 54,910,627,201
2a West Midlands to Crewe 6,661,577,951
2b
West | Crewe to Manchester 20,177,156,040
2b East | West Midlands to Leeds 24,815,331,171
Total 106,564,692,362

Table 2: True HS2 costs (Byng, 2019)

has said that what was published was not what he read in the draft, he suspects improvements were
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made without anyone’s knowledge. Declaring that while working on the review it was impossible to get
hold of certain details regarding the costs (Browne, 2020). Therefore, Oakervee’s influence as former
chairman of HS2 questions the legitimacy of the results, suggesting the purpose was to support the

government’s decision to go ahead with the project, rather than adequately assess its potential.

‘The full business case’ (DFT, 2020) starts with a convincing nationalist narrative, ‘Our future economic
success hinges on our ability to better connect our towns and cities, boost productivity and rebalance
opportunity fairly across the country’. The report’s structure, split into 3 cases - strategic, economic and
commercial and management - make it seem like a plan that must be followed. This poses a desperate
tone with the strategic case regarded as ‘the spine of the UK’s future transport network’. The economic
case of the full “Y" network is deemed to have a BCR of 1.5.1 including WElIs, however the method for
reaching this is not provided. The report is largely intended to be used within the PPP and for those
with vested interests, therefore the convincing emphasis reflects the conflicted nature of influential
stakeholders. Similarly, despite The Telegraph’s conservative stance it recently published ‘The HS2 rail
project must be scrapped by the next prime minister, voters have said in a new poll that will put
Conservative leadership candidates on notice’ (Gutteridge, 2022). Comments follow: “There is no
justification for continuing with HS2, and what's more it will not benefit northern communities” and “HS2
would have been OK (ish) if they had started building North to South”. Demonstrating the negative
attitudes of conservative supporters.

In 2022 the Integrated Rail Plan (IRP) was announced by Grant Shapps in parliament. This confirmed
that the eastern leg to Leeds would be scrapped, removing Leeds from the map, and cut the Northern
Powerhouse rail link that was intended to link Manchester to Leeds. Shapps’ speech was intended to
be powerful and persuasive, suggesting negative attitudes within parliament:

“We're about to embark on one of the biggest single acts of levelling up of any government in history”.

Again, with language to create a nationalist narrative such as world class railway, and level up the
country. This was met with outrage from MPs such as Jim McMahnon:

“There is no amount of gloss or no amount of spin that can be put on this... he promised HS2 to Leeds,
he promised Northern powerhouse rail. He promised that the north would not be forgotten, but he hasn’t
just forgotten us he's completely sold us out”

This ignores the Oakervee review which concluded that the full Y shaped network must go ahead to
release its potential. Furthermore, Byng's (2021) commentary, states that the IRP funding is inadequate,
it contains little to improve passenger connectivity in the Midlands or the North and spending deprives
other parts of the country of facilities, materials, and professional support to deliver their needs.

HS2 Litd:

Similarly to the government documents, HS2 Ltd publications follow a formal, thorough, and informative
approach at the initial planning stages. Temple-ERM (2013; 2013b) outline the sustainability statements
and consultation processes that should be followed, these were intended to advise HS2 Ltd on
sustainability considerations and mitigation. The reports describe how the proposed scheme supports
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the government’s sustainable development objectives through seven themes: Growth and
Regeneration, Environmental Change, Skills and Employment, Climate Change, Resilience, Resources
and Waste and Integrated Transport (Temple-ERM, 2013). Yet community action groups protest that
HS2 Ltd and their contractors are escaping regulation. The Chiltern Tunnel proposal was approved by
the Environmental Agency without conditions and despite many difficulties revealed by ground
investigations (Conboy, 2021). Meanwhile, environmental campaign groups continuously demonstrate
concern over the irreplaceable habitats, ancient woodlands and meadows that will be lost due to the
construction, questioning the validity of EIA's (HS2 Amersham, 2022). The Socio-Economic Appraisal
(Temple-ERM, 2013b) gives contextual detail into the affected areas, themes throughout are on the
potential for stimulating development within the station areas, with the highest potential in the Greater
Manchester region. Nevertheless, this ignores the displacement from the compulsory purchase of
homes along the route, doesn’t consider communities that are bypassed, and some of the findings are
now redundant due to stations being cancelled.

More recent reports follow a less formal approach and have a persuasive framing which could be seen
as an attempt to convince public opinion, especially given these are publicly available from the HS2 Ltd
website. With similar nationalist language to the government publications, ‘HS2 is more than a railway.
By joining up Britain, we will build a fairer, more balanced country’ (HS2 Ltd, 2019). These reports do
not provide any information about the environmental damage or displacement. Additionally, HS2 Ltd
released several videos detailing their green construction efforts (HS2 Ltd, 2021; HS2 Ltd, 2021b).
Potentially as an attempt to justify the huge levels of destruction by demonstrating new methods of
green construction to restore public faith. With specialists describing their responsibilities, such as
Andrea Davidson HS2 Ltd Air Quality Lead who devised an air quality strategy to ensure low emission

alternatives are used across the sites, including fully electric, hybrid, solar and hydrogen technologies.

The G1 consultation and engagement (HS2 Ltd, 2021c) has been made publicly available, however the
document merely details the steps HS2 Ltd have taken; providing a general timeframe with no details

over the questions asked, who took part, or the results.

Primary research results:
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Figure 8: Stakeholder influence (Authors own)
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The aim of the interviews was to further interrogate the appraisal and consultation methods used
through engagement with wider stakeholder groups (figure 8), to reveal whether PPPs have too much
influence over MIP planning. The results are illustrated in the figures below, the first demonstrating the
opinions of different stakeholder groups that could have been integrated into an MCA approach (figure
9). The second represents the voices of residents that weren’t captured in consultations (figure 10).
Both diagrams represent the synergies between stakeholders and resident groups and reveal the
following themes:

« Intentional undermining of the costs
« Failure to recognise more important transport investment strategies
« A political London centric project to fuel the growth economy

« Consultations and petitioning process conducted primarily for legal purposes
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Proximity to London

Benefit economy

Birmingham

Figure 10: Resident groups synergies (Authors own)

While the appraisal method isn’t entirely comprehendible, there is a clear focus on forecasting demand,
economic predictions, and CBA. Financial and construction experts were critical over the use of CBA,
explaining that you can torture the numbers to tell you what you want to hear. Explaining that the original
BCR given to Parliament in 2017 was low, even when massaging the costs. Residents in Birmingham,
London and Manchester have all drawn attention to the ignorance of context, with reduced passengers
on trains as a result of COVID-19, further reducing the BCR, especially given the key project objective
to increase capacity. Furthermore, one respondent has claimed that the economic predictions have
been intentionally undermined as the true cost was ignored:

“The costs of phase one were originally said to be £23.5 billion and that was given to my colleague,
Lord Berkely. | said that phase one was going to cost £47.8 billion, twice that amount. Nobody would
listen to it... Some of the matters relating to HS2 are actually now in the hands of the Serious Fraud

Office.” - Independent Cost advisor for Oakervee Review

The appraisal also failed to recognise the importance of an East to West over a North to South
connection. This has been highlighted across environmental and community action groups, financial
and construction experts and resident groups. With those in Manchester and Leeds explaining that the
connection to London is already efficient, and that the time savings wouldn't really make a difference
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as they valued travel time. Manchester residents expressed concern over the potentially higher ticket
fares, as it already costs £100 for an off-peak return to London, doubting its widespread use.
Nevertheless, given the 2-hour journey from Birmingham to London and their proximity, it was
concluded that this connection should be improved. Still, all respondents believed that improvements

to rail in the north should have been a priority, especially due to promises to level up the north:

“It takes me about two hours to get from Manchester to London Euston. If | wanted to go to Hull, which
is half the distance, by public transport, it would probably take three and a half hours. So, | just think if
they really wanted to create more economic activity in the North, then they would be better off putting

the money into East to West connections.” — Manchester resident

“If I could get to Manchester in half an hour, you'd be more likely to go, and if you want to do that
levelling up or invest in the north of England, that's the way to do it. It's not by encouraging folk to go to
London even more, you know?” — Leeds resident

Adding to the belief that the project was a waste of money and London centric, with all but HS2 Ltd
questioning the government’s promise to level up the north. Community Action Groups and Financial
and Construction experts suggested that HS2 was a political project aimed to stimulate growth, in the
hope that pouring money into the construction industry would keep the economy afloat. However, a
carbon manager at HS2 Ltd explained that the project aimed to improve capacity, connectivity and
reach carbon reduction targets by getting more cars off the road, providing an alternative to domestic
aviation. Proven through their commitment to minimising emissions from construction and maximising
the benefits from operation, detailing innovative methods used resulting in approximately 40 percent
less concrete than traditional methods. Nevertheless, environmental groups have expressed concerns,
as the Environmental Agency weren’t required to do site analysis’ since the project had government

support, detailing concerns especially over ancient woodland and damage to aquifers:

“It's about circumventing the laws to destroy biodiversity. It's about not taking any notice of the
EcoServices and where people have raised objections in the past about the lack of sustainability.
Whether it's to the water supply, the aquifers or the wildlife, people have been either brought off, side-

lined, or bullied” - Senior Conservation Officer, Wildlife Trust

Environmental and community action groups insisted that the consultation process was a window
dressing exercise. To some degree this was confirmed by HS2 Ltd, who explained that consultations
were part of the legal process to go through an Act of Parliament, rather than to gain any wider opinions
on the project. HS2 Ltd validated the poor engagement efforts, due to the lack of resources at the initial
planning stage when describing the dumping of large documents in libraries as a form of public
communication. Examples of adjustments to the proposal were given, such as the redesign of Euston
station to create wider socio-economic opportunities for regeneration, and the extension of the Chiltern
tunnel to alleviate noise pollution. Nonetheless, it was mentioned that adjustments to the design
(especially tunnelling) would increase the carbon footprint, and therefore trade-offs would have to be
made. HS2 Ltd respondents reiterated that those specially affected (500 metres either side of the line)

were able to petition and present their case. Although, two community action group members were
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extremely critical of the process, describing the select committee as patronising, suggesting that public

engagement was used to silence opposition:

“In the build up to the select committee hearing, | was rung a number of times by the HS2 legal team to
sort of try and persuade me not to petition. They were so rude and arrogant. A lot of people who tried
to petition got the same, people got absolutely murdered, they got humiliated.” — Chair of WBG HS2
Action Group

Discussion:

1. What are the competing discourses surrounding the planning of HS2?

The controversy within and across stakeholder groups has precluded the formation of a consistent,
dominant narrative for or against the project, this is often the case for MIPs due to their size, influence
and visibility (Dimitriou, 2009). Recent government sources and HS2 Litd publications have both
demonstrated a commitment to a nationalist narrative as the project became more controversial. The
CDA reveals that this narrative was used in an attempt to create a dominant IDF (Miles, 2012;
Muralikrishnan, 2011), since publications became increasingly convincing rather than informative as
the project became more expensive and the benefits decreased. Therefore, pushing the nationalist
narrative to naturalise counternarratives and win acceptance for the project as common sense.
However, this has no connection to expert debates, with several sources providing evidence of the PPP
ignoring economic predictions and twisting the Oakervee review to continue the project (Amersham
Action Group, 2020; Byng, 2019; Browne, 2020). Meanwhile, HS2 Ltd also attempted to create a
narrative of green innovation and environmental commitment through detailing their sustainable
construction efforts. This was exposed as a pretence, since interviews with environmentalists revealed
that the EIA was inadequate, and the Environmental Agency weren't even obliged to carry out site
analysis’.

Regardless, most respondents expressed concerns for the environment and climate emergency and
didn’t think that the project was worth taxpayer's money, especially given the effects of COVID-19. The
forces of neoliberal governmentality have still worked to ensure the project goes ahead with initial
promises of economic prosperity in the north through WEIs. Now the government is justifying its
continuation by explaining that the drawbacks of cancelling the project are greater than the benefits of
ending it (Oakervee, 2019). Dimitriou (2009) refers to this as the ‘green light' decision, since
construction has commenced, incompletion is a huge waste of political capital, and human and financial
resources, therefore the project is beyond point of return. This is reiterated in Boris’ continued rhetoric
“We're going to get this done” (Channel 4 News, 2020), suggesting there is no choice but to continue.
The convincing nationalist narrative demonstrates an attempt to stimulate public support despite the
known disadvantages. Evidently this was not successful as when Shapp's presented the IRP in
parliament, it was met with outrage from across the parties, even Conservative MPs:
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“We're about to embark on one of the biggest single acts of levelling up of any government in history...
it will rebalance economic geography, it will level up the country, it will bring benefits a decade or more
earlier.” - Shapps (SkyNews, 2022)

“Boris Johnson was elected due to his promise to level the playing field, we were promised a Northern
powerhouse, what we've been delivered today is a great train robbery!” — Huw Merriman (Sky News,
2022)

This questions whether the levelling up agenda is merely a narrative, allowing the government to
continue prioritising London’s economic position, through a continued promise for investment in the
north. Suggesting that the government use their dominance to manipulate public opinion, intentionally
misinforming to get political projects approved, despite our democratic system. This lack of
transparency is often what gets MIPs approved, creating public distrust, and often leading to time and
cost overruns due to controversy in stakeholder opinions as the project develops (OMEGA Centre,
2012; Dimitriou and Field, 2020).

2. What were the appraisal and consultation methods employed?

While the secondary data demonstrates a commitment from the PPP to follow robust appraisal
methodology, presenting BCRs, ElAs and Social Impact Assessments (SlAs), the CDA reveals that
these tailed off as the project developed. The focus shifted to prioritising the economy with reports such
as ‘The Full Business Case’ (DFT, 2020), despite the BCR falling and WEI's deteriorating. This may be
a result of coupling GDP growth with transport demand, despite numerous studies urging the need to
move away from this assumption (Dimitriou, 2010; Goulden, Ryley and Dingwall, 2014). The PPP
ignored growing doubt, in the belief that investment would lead to economic growth. However, given
the complexities of the current context, the predictions for increased train travel demand may no longer
be relevant. This is one of the key drawbacks of forecasting, as it doesn’t account for contextual changes

(Flyvbjerg, Bruzelius and Rothengatter, 2003).

The primary research reveals that the economic predictions ignored several elements necessary to
produce an accurate cost prediction, and ElAs weren’t adequate for the scale of impact the project
would have. Reviewing consultation documents, it seems as though procedures were followed to
comply with legislation rather than to make any substantial changes. Speaking with residents, it doesn't
appear that consultations had a wide reach, and those that were able to petition were often ignored.
This corresponds with earlier research that suggests ignorance towards public participation is
necessary to ensure projects go ahead (Hirschman, 1967; Sawyer, 1952). Yet more recent research
suggests that consultations should be used to prevent expectation creep and improve accountability of
decision making (Flyvbjerg, 2014, Flyvbjerg, Bruzelius and Rotherengatter, 2003).
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