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Stone Town Council and Chebsey Parish Council

High Speed Rail (West Midlands to Crewe):
Written Statement
1.

Introduction

1.1.1

This written statement has been prepared by Stone Town and Chebsey Parish Councils to
rebut the evidence that was given by Mr Tim Smart, on behalf of HS2 Ltd, at the Select
Committee hearing on Wednesday 25 April 2018.

1.1.2

1.1.3

This written statement will also address the comments contained in HS2 Ltd’s ‘R56 Summary
of Promoter’s response to Stone Town Council and Chebsey Parish Council’, which was
published on Friday 27th April. It is also noted that HS2 Ltd has included new points that were
not put to the Parish Councils’ other witnesses (Mr Wilkinson or Mr Parkin) during the Select
Committee proceedings.
We had understood that the promoter’s QC (Mr Mould) had committed to providing a further
explanation of its cost breakdown (P41/17), but we were not expecting to receive this
response document, which mostly seems to simply repeat points that were already given in
evidence by Mr Smart, or as part of its cross-examination of Mr Gould. However, since it has
been produced, the Parish Councils feel that they have no alternative but to respond to the
numerous misleading and unsubstantiated claims contained within the document, which are
not supported by relevant evidence.

1.1.4

For ease of reference, we have structured this statement under the headings of the subject
matter of Mr Smart’s evidence, with reference to the paragraphs used in the Hansard
transcripts of proceedings. We will therefore deal with the claimed advantages of the Stone
Railhead in Section 2, the critcisms of Aldersey’s Rough in Section 3 and HS2 Ltd’s confusion
over maintenance supply trains in Section 4. In Section 5 we will deal with the considerable
internal haulage and external road transportation problems that construction of the Stone
Railhead/IMB-R would need to face and in Section 6, we will set the record straight about the
extensive traffic and transportation concerns that have been raised by the Highways Authority.

2.

Key advantages of Stone Railhead - P41 (4)

2.1

Network connectivity and operation of Stone Railhead

2.1.1

With reference to the contents of paragraph 662, and the Norton Bridge to Stone railway, it is
important to note that it currently serves three passenger trains in each direction, i.e. six trains,
together with trains that may need to be rerouted from the Stone to Colwich or WCML lines.

2.1.2

In paragraph 666, Mr Smart confirmed that there would be a maximum of seven supply trains
to the Stone Railhead to provide the materials for the railway installation works of the HS2
mainline. With respect to Phase 2a, these works would take place over 18 months from
January 2025 to June 2026, once the Stone Railhead had been constructed.

2.1.3

Mr Smart continued “If we do have more – if we have a slab on Phase 2A, but for Phase 2B,
there’s a possibility of ballast for a certain section. And that’s where we would derive the seven
per day from. It’s unlikely we would need that number. It’s the worst case, but you don’t need
that every day because you’ve only got so much capacity in the railhead.” It is therefore
apparent from Mr Smart’s evidence that the need for a maximum of seven supply trains per
day only relates to the need to supply Phase 2b, although when the representatives of the
Parish Councils had suggested during their meetings with HS2 Ltd personnel in 2017 that the
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Aldersey’s Rough Railhead/IMB-R could be used to install the rail systems, or even construct
the Phase 2b railway, rather than just maintain it, this idea was rejected by HS2 Ltd.
2.1.4

2.1.5

HS2 Ltd should make it clear whether it intends to just maintain Phase 2b from its Stone
IMB-R, or continue to use it as a Railhead for the construction of the Phase 2b railway between
2027 and 2033, which is when ballast trains would be required. Mr Smart seems unable to
provide such clarification, and instead has confused the matter more with his comments in
paragraph 677, where he again mistakenly refers to “seven trains per day coming in with
ballast or whatever it is…”
In paragraph 667 Mr Martin asked Mr Smart “what you’re saying is that you’re having seven
trains a day using a line which is not currently used for passengers anyway in order to access
the site?” In response (paragraph 668) Mr Smart replied “When it is used as the railhead for
construction, sir, yes.” However, this is not correct, because the Norton Bridge to Stone
railway is currently used by three passenger trains per hour in each direction and this will be
the status quo during the four-year long construction of the Stone Railhead between January
2021 and December 2024.

2.2

Reduced programme risk

2.2.1

In paragraph 679, Mr Smart suggests that the Whitmore Heath tunnel (located just south of
Aldersey’s Rough represents a programme risk because “you’ve got some hard spots along
the route where construction could take longer and therefore the ability to travel up and down
the route to fit out the railway could be impeded by significant civil engineering works.”

2.2.2

There are several reasons why this statement is misleading, which was addressed in
paragraphs 2.4.31 to 2.4.34 of Mr Parkin’s evidence. It is unclear why this construction project
represents a greater construction risk than any of the other major structures that HS2 Ltd
needs to build along Phase 2a to cross major and minor roads, including the M6 motorway;
major railways (the West Coast Mainline and the Norton Bridge to Stone railway (twice); or
the multitude of watercourses, some of which immediately border (or lie within) the footprint
of the Stone Railhead/IMB-R. If the construction of any of these structures, the completion of
several of which are interdependent at Stone, was delayed, then this would have an adverse
effect on both the completion of the Stone Railhead and thereafter the railway installations
and commissioning programme.

2.2.3

In addition, it is of note that HS2 Ltd has allowed two years at the end of its construction
programme (2023 to 2024) to construct the two twin bore tunnels (690m long each) of the
Whitmore Heath tunnel, and 15 months beforehand for the construction of the 240m long cut
and cover section. This should be plenty of time to construct such a short tunnel, especially
since it considers in its Sift analysis for the alternative longer deeper (or single) tunnel that it
can construct two 6.4km twin bore tunnels in broadly the same timescale.

2.3

R56 Summary – Paragraph 2

2.3.1

In paragraph 2 bullet (a) it is not correct to claim that Stone has direct connection to the
existing Norton Bridge to Stone railway, as it requires a convoluted headshunt arrangement,
involving multiple shunting manoeuvres to gain access. It is also not correct to state the Stone
would have direct access to the northbound M6 carriageway, since HS2 Ltd would need to
use up to 900m of either the existing, or realigned, Yarnfield Lane, to access/egress its new
northbound slips, which will take 15 months to construct and will not be completed until March
2022.

2.3.2

With regard to bullet (c), Mr Parkin gave evidence (paragraphs 395 to 428) that categorically
proved that an IMB-R at Aldersey’s Rough would be more centrally, and therefore better,
located than the Stone IMB-R to maintain the HS2 Phase 2a and Phase 2b railways. This was
not challenged by HS2 Ltd during the Select Committee proceedings.
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3.

Aldersey’s Rough (P43-8 and P45-1)

3.1

Supply trains to the Aldersey’s Rough

3.1.1

3.2
3.2.1

3.2.2

3.2.3

3.2.4

3.2.5

In paragraph 688, Mr Mould puts it to his witness that “During the construction phase, if we
work on the basis that the number of trains that would need to get in and out of the railhead
during construction was comparable you gave for Stone – that is to say seven a day?”. In
response Mr Smart says “Yes”. As established above (paragraphs 2.1.3 to 2.1.5), Mr Smart
had stated that a maximum seven supply trains was required because of the need for ballast
trains. However, during the operation of the Aldersey’s Rough Railhead (January 2025 to
June 2026) for railway installations, there would be no need for ballast trains to enter the
facility during this period.

Access to Aldersey’s Rough via a northern chord
In paragraph 697, Mr Smart says “Network Rail wouldn’t allow us to operate on their fast lines
which would mean we would have to do a ladder – more work – to then cross from where we
could get on to the fast lines on to the slow lines, which is even more cost, more possessions.
And I would doubt Network Rail would let us connect in their fast lines, even if we were going
to get across on to the slow lines.”
With respect to the first point, Mr Smart’s comments regarding the use of a ‘ladder’ connection
in order to access Aldersey’s Rough are incorrect. Such ladder connections are standard
industry practice when crossing more than one track. This arrangement is also exactly the
same as HS2 Ltd’s own proposal for accessing the Railhead/IMB-R sidings at Stone from the
Norton Bridge to Stone railway.
Mr Smart is also wrong to suggest that Network Rail would not allow the use of its fast lines
for the purpose of connecting to Aldersey’s Rough, even if the slow lines were used in order
to approach that point. The Hybrid Bill is very specific in this respect, in that it establishes the
principle that any necessary changes to the conventional rail network must be allowed by
Network Rail, whilst not disallowing the standard industry change procedure known as
network change, under the Network Code. This procedure allows all stakeholders, such as
freight customers or Train Operating Companies etc., to have their interests considered before
any network changes are made. Furthermore, the Bill makes it clear that the Network Code
cannot be used as a means to block any necessary works to construct HS2 and that the Office
of Road and Rail (ORR) shall treat the “objective of facilitating the construction of Phase 2a
of High Speed 2” as an objective of the ORR. (Doc. Ref: High Speed Two Phase 2a
Information Paper F6: Rail Freight Operations).
The Parish Councils’ proposal for a northern chord between the WCML and the reopened
Newcastle to Market Drayton line has two purposes. Firstly it would enable straightforward
and quick access from Network Rail metals from the north into the Railhead/IMB-R using the
existing slow lines, which would then crossover the fast lines near to the junction. This
manoeuvre would take place during the night-time window when express trains on the WCML
are not running, during the operation of the Railhead 18 months from January 2025. Secondly,
it would future proof the Aldersey’s Rough facility when it becomes an IMB-R once HS2 is
operating (from October 2027) and the existing express services have been withdrawn from
the WCML. Furthermore, given Mr Smart’s evidence that he envisages Phase 2b being
supplied with ballast even during its construction, which would take place after Phase 2a
opens, the absence of express trains on the existing fast lines of the WCML would not be a
problem.
In paragraph 699, Mr Smart stated “It’s not a realistic possibility because the chord would
have to be longer because the turnouts – the points if you will, Chairman, have to be located
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on a certain gradient, a very low gradient, and the speed. So, that chord would have to be a
lot longer than shown by the petitioners.”
3.2.6

It is noted the Mr Smart is actually only saying that this chord would need to be longer than is
currently shown on P43(8), which is not intended to be a design drawing, but a conceptual
illustration of design ideas. This is acknowledged by the Parish Councils, who gave evidence
that they had been refused the detailed design drawings and sections, with topographic and
engineering elevations, of HS2 Ltd’s sub-optimal Option 9.5 design, which would be needed
to enable the Parish Councils to better illustrate their proposals. A lengthening of this chord
would also be able to address the issue of the gradient differential with the Newcastle to
Market Drayton railway.

3.3

Access to Aldersey’s Rough via a southern chord

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.3.4

3.3.5

Mr Mould’s question to Mr Smart (paragraph 698) attempts to portray the seven maintenance
trains as all arriving on the fast line approach from the north. This is completely untrue.
Furthermore, it is noted that Mr Smart made no mention of the Parish Councils’ proposals for
the southern chord from the WCML slow lines with reference to P43(8). However, this chord
would provide quick and straightforward access to supply trains to the Aldersey’s Rough
Railhead during the railway installations period of Phase 2a 24 hours/day 7 days/week with
no impact on the WCML fast lines.
It is therefore the Parish Councils’ proposition that the Aldersey’s Rough Railhead would have
the ability to receive as many supply trains that HS2 Ltd would require from the south at any
time of day, and any additional trains that it might need from the north during the night, without
any need for a headshunt on the stub line to the west of the junction and the extra operational
time and cost required from using such a headshunt arrangement.
In response to Mr Martin’s question in paragraph 727 regarding the 270 degree turnout
proposed by the Parish Councils’ from the southern chord, and whether the bridge over the
WCML needs to be replaced, Mr Smart replies (paragraph 278) that “We’d have to rebuild
that bridge and two-track it, and that is if you look at our costs, we’ve included the possession
cost in our costs for doing that.” Without the headshunt the line over the bridge will remain as
single track and would not need to be double tracked to serve Aldersey’s Rough. This bridge
was last used in 1998 to carry heavy coal trains from Silverdale Colliery, and is maintained by
Network Rail as a current structure on the WCML. It is also likely that, subject to a structural
report, it will need no more than remedial work and the relaying of the track over it to modern
standards in order to bring it back into service. Mr Smart also admits that the cost of replacing
the bridge, including the possession cost of closing the WCML whilst that work is undertaken,
is included in HS2 Ltd’s costs in the Sift analysis. Therefore the Parish Councils’ proposal will
provide a further significant cost saving due to the bridge not needing replacing.
Mr Smart refers (paragraph 728) to the possessions that would be needed on the WCML if
the Parish Councils’ scheme were to be adopted. Without the need to replace the bridge, all
of those possessions can be undertaken overnight, when traffic is at its lowest and possession
costs are considerably reduced. For almost all of the work to be completed it will not be
necessary to take full possession of the WCML, due to it having four tracks. Work on either
the fast or slow lines will be undertaken separately, so that the other two lines remain open.
Those two lines give ample capacity to handle the overnight rail traffic, which would be
signalled past the area of the possession under a TSR (Temporary Speed Restriction), which
is standard industry practice.
Mr Smart also says (paragraph 728) that the Parish Councils’ proposed southern chord would
interfere with signal masts and gantries on the WCML. Any capital cost associated with
rectifying that situation in the construction period will be more than offset by the savings made
in not having to excavate the headshunt on the stub of the Newcastle to Market Drayton line,
nor demolish and replace Manor Road bridge on the stub of that line. This southern chord
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option proposed by the Parish Councils’ also lifts the line out of the flood plain of the River
Lea, thereby removing the necessity for extensive earthworks and culverting, and avoiding
affecting the marsh grassland through which HS2 Ltd’s proposed chord would have passed

3.4
3.4.1

3.4.2

3.5
3.5.1

Aldersey’s Rough: Site layout (P45-1)
Mr Mould asks Mr Smart in paragraph 718 “are you able to say whether you think there is any
realistic improvement that is likely to come forward over what we see on this screen in front
of us?” Mr Smart replied (paragraph 719) “No. This would be the scheme that we would have
to implement.” For HS2 Ltd’s Chief Engineer to make such a statement is astonishing given
all that is clearly wrong with Option 9.5. One possible explanation for this is the fact that Mr
Smart is not credited as being a reviewer of any part of HS2 Ltd’s Sift analysis, and nor did
he attend the panel review (Ref Appendix B of the Sift analysis) in October 2017, although 23
colleagues were present to sign off this report.
In paragraphs 720 and 721 access from the Aldersey’s Rough Railhead/IMB-R to the HS2
mainline is discussed, specifically in respect of the encroachment into Whitmore Wood to
construct the headshunt that would be required to access the northern length of the HS2 Ltd
mainline. However, this does not represent a detailed response to the points made by Mr
Parkin in his evidence that this headshunt is unnecessarily long to the detriment of Whitmore
Wood. Instead, Mr Smart simply states “the falls across this whole section of where we’ll be
accessing the depot and coming out are about 17 metres.” This is precisely one of the points
made by Mr Parkin in his evidence, when he described both the layout and elevation of both
the main railhead depot and the interconnecting line to the HS2 mainline as being sub-optimal.
Reducing these levels by 2-3 metres would significantly improve the design and avoid the
need for many of the elements, including the apparent 132kv line diversion to be avoided with
the consequential simplification of the engineering and associated reduction in costs

R56 Summary – Paragraphs 16 to 22
Under the heading of ‘Third False Assumption – Alderseys Rough not optimised’ in
paragraphs 16-20, HS2 Ltd alleges that the Parish Councils have adopted a false assumption
with respect to whether its Option 9.5 represents an optimum design. With reference to each
of the points made by HS2 Ltd, we will again comprehensively demonstrate that Option 9.5 is
a very long way from being an optimised design solution.

Paragraph 17
3.5.2

The points raised in paragraph 17 are mostly a simple reinstatement of the points raised in
Mr Smart’s evidence in Section 2.2 above. Furthermore, HS2 Ltd offers no new evidence to
support its assertions (in paragraph 17(2) that the idea of connecting to the WCML would be
unacceptable to Network Rail, and has disappointingly resorted to making disparaging
remarks about the Parish Councils’ witnesses.

3.5.3

In the second sentence of 17(2) it is noted that HS2 Ltd is now saying that it requires to access
the Aldersey’s Rough Railhead with eight supply trains/day using the proposed northern chord
from the WCML fast lines. Although we have addressed and disproved these points in the
commentary above, it is noted how this false claim has been exaggerated since the Select
Committee proceedings on 25 April 2018.

3.5.4

With respect to paragraph 17(3), HS2 Ltd seems to have forgotten that it is its proposal to
place the southern chord in the River Lea floodplain, which the Parish Councils’ consider is
sub-optimal. It has also omitted to mention that its proposals for connection sidings to the
Norton Bridge to Stone Railway, together with the initial length of reception tracks to connect
to its headshunt, are located in the floodplain of the Filly Brook.
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3.5.5

In paragraph 17(4), HS2 Ltd refers to A43(6), which was the Stone Railhead Crisis Group’s
initial outline design for Aldersey’s Rough which has been superseded and was only included
in Mr Parkin’s evidence for historical context. Notwithstanding this, despite acknowledging
that this is a schematic drawing, HS2 Ltd then make a point about the northern connection to
the HS2 mainline being a derailment risk, even though it is clearly not part of the Parish
Councils’ current proposals.

Paragraph 18
3.5.6

It is then suggested in paragraph 18 that “It follows that, contrary to Mr Parkin’s contentions,
the comparative analysis in HS2’s Sift Report of the proposed construction railhead and
maintenance base at Stone with the posited alternative facility at Aldersey’s Rough is soundly
based.” Nothing could be further from the reality of the situation. Not only are the points raised
in paragraph 17 factually incorrect and exaggerated in a number of respects, but HS2 Ltd has
offered nothing to counter the comprehensive evidence given by Mr Parkin in respect of his
review of HS2 Ltd’s ‘Engineering Option Comparison Matrix’, the details of which are set out
in paragraphs 469 to 622 of the Hansard transcript.

Paragraph 19
3.5.7

The points raised by HS2 Ltd in paragraph 19 in respect of environmental issues, with
reference to P41(16), are not supported by substantive evidence. Although there was
insufficient time during the Select Committee proceedings for Mr Parkin to deal with these
matters in detail, he has covered this extensively in Section 3.2 of his Sift Review with
reference to Table 3.2 (Ref A42(29-31) and cited the example of ‘Community Integrity‘ as an
example of HS2 Ltd’s inappropriate assessment rating in paragraph 632 of the Hansard
transcript. Furthermore, the argument that HS2 Ltd has spoiled the landscape at Stone
already, so spoiling it further does not matter, is not a strong one.

3.5.8

The flood risk issue was also comprehensively dealt with by Mr Parkin in paragraphs 455 to
467 and 504 to 520 of the Hansard transcript, with reference to P44(1) and P42(4). Comparing
these two drawings, which show the impacts on the Filly Brook and floodplain both with (and
without) the Stone Railhead/IMB-R clearly show the very detrimental effects that will happen
to this watercourse in terms of its geomorphology, together with the floodplain within which it
flows, and therefore the statements made by HS2 Ltd in paragraph 19 are not credible.

Paragraph 20
3.5.9

In paragraph 20, HS2 Ltd’s statement cannot be support with evidence because it has refused
to provide a detailed breakdown of comparative costs for scrutiny, a situation that has not
been resolved by its R58 submission on 30 April 2018. Mr Parkin outlined the very many
structures that HS2 Ltd requires at Stone to construct the Railhead/IMB-R there, and why the
relocation of the facility would remove the need and cost of these. He then explained, in
paragraph 606 to 622, the multiple inconsistencies contained in the basic costs schedule
produced by HS2 as P41(17), and why its contents could not only not be relied upon, but why
he would expect Aldersey’s Rough to be the cheaper option if it was based on a value
engineered optimum design, rather than HS2 Ltd’s sub-optimal Option 9.5 arrangement.

3.5.10

It is therefore concluded by the Parish Councils that, if HS2 Ltd had a strong evidential case
to support its claims that Option 9.5 is the best design that can be achieved, it would have no
reason not to have provided its detailed design drawings, together with cost breakdown, for
scrutiny. The fact that it has (to date) refused to do so should be seen as highly questionable.

Paragraph 21
3.5.11

Whilst it is true that there are no plans to re-connect Newcastle to the rail network, there have
been at least three proposals over the past few years to reopen the route. The adoption of
Aldersey’s Rough as the Railhead/IMB-R is almost certain to generate a new proposal, which
could lead to substantial economic growth opportunities in the Borough of Newcastle-underLyme.
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Paragraph 22
3.5.12

4.
4.1.1

The Parish Council’s have comprehensively demonstrated via the provision of evidence,
rather than simple statements, that Aldersey’s Rough reduces the huge challenge facing HS2
Ltd with the construction of the Stone Railhead/IMB-R. By not accepting this evidence, HS2
Ltd risks endangering its construction programme and wasting millions of pounds of tax
payer’s money, whilst at the same time exposing a significant proportion of the population of
North Staffordshire to severe adverse road traffic effects, economic turmoil and undermine
future economic prosperity and rail connectivity.

Maintenance supply trains to Stone IMB-R
This section deals with points made in respect of A35(7) - Mr Gould’s evidence, and under
the heading of ‘First False Assumption – Impact of Stone Maintenance Base on passenger
train services in Staffordshire’, in which HS2 Ltd restates the points that it put to Mr Gould in
its cross-examination and which Mr Smart largely repeated in his evidence.

4.1.2

In paragraph 730 of the transcript, Mr Mould refers to the evidence of Mr Gould (paragraph
4.4.7 of A35(7) in the context “that the operation of a maintenance base at Stone would create
undesirable disruption of passenger services including the hourly HS2 service to Stoke and
Macclesfield that is planned to run from 2027.” Mr Mould then incorrectly suggests in
paragraph 732 that Mr Gould has indicated “that the operational – the maintenance base from
2027 onwards, forever more, would require at least three trains per night to supply HS2’s
maintenance needs.” However, what Mr Gould has actually indicated in his evidence is that
the Stone IMB-R is not capable of receiving more than 3 trains/night, and that this represents
a constraint to its future use should the maintenance requirement of the Phase 2a and
Phase 2b railways need more supply trains than this.

4.1.3

It is also of note that Mr Smart does not say that Mr Gould's calculations are incorrect, or that
more than 3 trains can access the Stone IMB-R during the nightly maintenance period. His
only assertion is that more than 3 trains would not be required (paragraphs 732-735).
Furthermore, Mr Smart is never asked by Mr Mould about the question of supply train capacity
at Stone, despite it being the obvious question and the one that would either rebut or confirm
Mr Gould's evidence. This issue of capacity at Stone has been put to HS2 Ltd several times
during our meetings with HS2 Ltd, and has never been denied. The only reasonable
conclusion to be drawn from that, and from Mr Smart's lack of a rebuttal of this crucial point,
is that Mr Gould is indeed correct and the Stone IMB-R will have a very low finite capacity of
a maximum of 3 trains per night.

4.1.4

In paragraph 737 Mr Smart cites HS1 as an example of the likely equivalent number of ballast
trains needed on HS2. This fails to address Mr Gould's point that HS1 has less than one
quarter of the stress loading projected for HS2, and therefore to quote the maintenance
regime on HS1 as a comparator to HS2 is invalid. The point of Mr Gould's evidence is that
no-one knows how many ballast or other maintenance trains would be needed, because no
one has ever built a line that will take the amount of strain that HS2 is calculated to take.
Moreover, the railway industry is well aware of that and understands that the margin for error
on such calculations is huge.

4.1.5

Mrs Murray queried Mr Smart's use of HS1 as an example (paragraphs 739 and 741), and Mr
Smart admitted that HS1 was only between 11 and 15 years old (paragraphs 740 and 742).
HS1 therefore has no relevance to the Parish Councils' argument that more maintenance will
be needed when HS2 gets older and deteriorates, and Mr Smart is therefore again wrong in
using HS1 as an example. The IMB-R must be built with sufficient capacity to maintain HS2
for the lifetime of the line. In terms of the life of a railway, at 15 years old HS1 is regarded as
new railway. In this respect, to build an IMB-R at Stone, with a very low finite capacity, is a
high risk strategy, whereas the site at Aldersey's Rough has a capacity several times greater
and it future-proofs the maintenance of HS2 for as long as is needed.
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4.1.6

4.1.7

Mr Wiggin asks a question (paragraph 750) about the High Output Ballast Train (HOBT)
needing to be split in order to arrive at the Stone IMB-R. Mr Smart's answers (paragraphs 751
to 759) do not answer the question. However, Mr Gould's evidence (paragraph 136 of the
morning session) makes it quite clear that the issue with the 800m long HOBT is what happens
when ballast is being delivered to the IMB-R, and not what might happen once the HOBT is
already in the IMB-R. This is an important distinction because every time the HOBT accesses
the IMB-R from Network Rail tracks it will take up two of the calculated maximum three supply
train paths available. Mr Gould also refers to the HS2 Ltd Sift analysis, which confirms that
the sidings at Aldersey's Rough are capable of handling the HOBT, but that those at Stone
are not.
Paragraph 7 of the R56 document then seeks to discredit the Parish Councils’ proposition that
that seven passenger trains per hour (in each direction) will be using the Norton Bridge to
Stone line once capacity is released following the opening of HS2. HS2 Ltd’s dismissal of this
point is made without the provision of any evidence. However, what is more important, and
therefore most damaging to HS2 Ltd’s case, is the result of its dismissal of this point, because
it implies that the Norton Bridge to Stone line would be used to supply the Stone IMB R during
the day, which in turn represents clear evidence that there is an expectation that the maximum
capacity of three trains in the night time period will potentially be exceeded.

4.1.8

The Parish Councils maintain that seven passenger trains post HS2 opening is likely and that,
given the aspirations of the local authorities, relevant Train Operating Companies, business
leaders and other interested parties, this is likely to be borne out. As a consequence, a
slow-moving freight train, which needs to cross the path of trains heading in the opposite
direction in order to enter the access sidings at Stone, would not have sufficient pathing
capacity to be able to run during the day, because that train will need at least two paths in
each direction to coincide with each. With seven trains per hour in each direction, i.e.
approximately one train every 4.5 minutes, that manoeuvre is simply not possible.

4.1.9

The most likely consequence of this will be exactly what Mr Gould says in his evidence
(paragraph 175), which is that one or more of the passenger services will have to be withdrawn
in order to create a path for the IMB-R supply trains. The most likely candidate for withdrawal
is the HS2 service to Stafford, which can easily be diverted via Colwich, with the resultant
serious economic consequences for the County town, and Staffordshire as a whole.

4.1.10

In paragraph 8 of the R56 document, HS2 Ltd once again demonstrates its total confusion
about the capacity points raised by Mr Gould once HS2 is operation, by referring to the
capacity situation between 2021 and 2026, i.e. before the Stone IMB-R is operational, which
Mr Gould is not contesting.

4.1.11

With reference to paragraph 9 of the R56 document, HS2 Ltd has not addressed the point
regarding stress loading on the track. This paragraph refers to loading as in terms of the
volume of ballast needing to be loaded at Stone IMB-R. However, Mr Gould's evidence in
paragraph 138 (of the morning session) could not be clearer, because he referring to the
amount of stress that is put on the track, and he quotes figures provided by Mr Niall Fagan,
HS2 Ltd's own Head of Track Engineering, that show that the Promoter cannot possibly know
how many trains will be needed on a daily basis to supply the IMB-R.

4.1.12

In paragraph 10 of the R56 summary it is claimed by HS2 Ltd that the Parish Councils’
principal objection to Stone as a location for the maintenance base is misconceived. This is
completely untrue, as has been demonstrated by the comprehensive evidence that has been
given by the Parish Councils.
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5.

Stone Railhead Construction: Internal site transport and
external HGV traffic

5.1

Select committee evidence

5.1.1

It is clear from the transcript (paragraphs 786 to 789) that neither Mr Mould nor Mr Smart are
able to distinguish between internal truck movements of earthworks materials on internal
roads (i.e. north to south and vice versa) and the number of HGVs that need to access/egress
the site from east to west and vice-versa using Yarnfield Lane to connect with the M6
motorway. Mr Parkin gave evidence in this respect, including with reference to A43(1) and
A43(2), that illustrated the difference and how the Norton Bridge to Stone Railway (in
particular) represented a major barrier to internal transportation between the southern part of
the site (where major railway cuttings are located), and the northern part of the site, where
HS2 Ltd’s motorway connections are located.

5.1.2

HS2 Ltd’s lack of understanding of the differences between internal and external
transportation is further apparent in the exchanges between Mr Mould and his witness in
paragraphs 790 to 795. It also seems clear that they are unable to distinguish between the
number of HGVs that are required to build the Railhead/IMB-R, and the additional
infrastructure that its construction will require, together with what would be required to just
build the mainline railway, in the absence of the Railhead/IMB-R.

5.1.3

With respect to the latter scenario, it is clear from P42(4) that. without the Railhead/IMB-R,
HS2 Ltd would only need to use the compounds located on Yarnfield Lane to manage the
earthworks relating to the Yarnfield North Embankment and the adjacent Meaford Cutting, as
well as the civil engineering relating to the M6 Meaford Viaduct, the Yarnfield Lane
underbridge (for the HS2 mainline) and the reduced length Filly Brook Viaduct. This is much
less than would be the case with the Railhead/IMB-R and would be similar to the kind of
operations carried out by other construction compounds along the length of the Phase 2a
railway, none of which are being provided with new motorway interchanges. Notwithstanding
this point, Mr Wilkinson has given evidence as to how the upgraded slip roads, being provided
as part of the ongoing Smart motorway works, could be used to access the Yarnfield Lane
construction compounds in the ‘without’ Railhead/IMB-R scenario, because the numbers of
HGVs required in these circumstances would be far fewer. Furthermore, since these junctions
would be available from the start of construction operations (January 2021), there would be a
much reduced (if any) need to use the eastern section of Yarnfield Lane and its junction with
the A34.

5.2

R56 Summary – Paragraphs 11 to 15

5.2.1

HS2 Ltd’s confusion over this matter is compounded by what it sets out in its R56 document
under the heading ‘Second False Assumption – Impact of Construction Traffic’ in
paragraphs 11-15. This is discussed with reference to the relevant paragraphs of that note.

Paragraph 12
5.2.2

HS2 Ltd asserts in paragraph 12 that “Construction of the railhead at Aldersey’s Rough would
not remove, or materially reduce, the need to run the main volume of HS2 construction traffic
down Yarnfield Lane or on the A34.” However, whilst it is noted that this statement carefully
only refers to the HS2 construction traffic using the section of Yarnfield Lane between the
compounds and the A34 (a distance of approximately 1.2km) as HS2 Ltd has confirmed, via
the use of its histogram (P41(10), this only represents a small proportion of the traffic that the
construction of the Stone Railhead/IMB-R would generate. The majority of HGVs that its
construction proposals from the Stone Railhead/IMB-R would generate would travel via its
new M6 connections after the first 15 months. However, 50% of this HGV traffic would need
to share the 900m long western section of Yarnfield Lane with the public. This point was
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addressed by Mr Parkin in his reply to Mr Martin (see paragraphs 552 to 573 of the Hansard
transcript).
5.2.3

Table 1

To illustrate just how misleading the Yarnfield Lane traffic histogram is, consideration needs
to be given to the amount of HGVs HS2 Ltd is predicting will need to access the Stone
Railhead construction site once its new motorway slips are available. The detail is contained
in Table 276 of ‘Volume 5: Technical appendices -Traffic and transport: Transport Assessment
(TR-001-000) Part 2’ that accompanied the Environmental Statement in July 2017. Table 276
(see Appendix A) confirms the average and peak numbers of HGVs that would be serving the
main construction facilities located on Yarnfield Lane and the key details are summarised in
Table 1 below.
Summary of HS2 HGV numbers using Yarnfield Lane from March 2022 to
access/egress the northbound carriageway of the M6 Motorway

HS2 Construction Facility

No of HGVs
(Table 276)

Estimated
period of use*

Busy period

Date

Months

Average

Peak

Yarnfield North Embankment Transfer Node

Jan 21 to Mar 25

12

935

1185

Yarnfield North Embankment Satellite Compound

Jan 21 to Mar 25

19

129

189

M6 Meaford Viaduct Satellite Compound

Jan 21 to Mar 25

4

74

95

Sub Total

1138

1469

50% of all HGV traffic, i.e. using western section of
Yarnfield Lane to connect to M6 northbound.

569

735

63 seconds

49 seconds

468

593

76 seconds

61 seconds

HGV frequency (10 hour working day)
50% of Transfer Node HGVs
HGV frequency (over 10 hour working day)

* Note, Table 276 suggest that HGVs would be travelling to its new M6 sliproads from October 2021, which HS2 Ltd has now
revised to March 2022, i.e. was 9 months to construct from January 2021, but now is stating as 15 months.
5.2.4

5.2.5

Table 1 shows that the Yarnfield Lane Transfer Node alone would generate an average of
935 HGVs/day over the stated busy period of 12 months. At this rate, this is the equivalent of
one HGV every 76 seconds sharing a 900m long section of Yarnfield Lane with local traffic
over the working day (08:00 to 18:00). If these HGVs coincide with the 19 month busiest
period for the adjacent Yarnfield North Embankment Satellite Compound, and possibly the
4-month busy period for the M6 Meaford Satellite Compounds, the situation would worsen.
These numbers dwarf those that are shown on HS2 Ltd’s histogram P41(10), which shows
the number of HGVs using the 1.2km long eastern section of Yarnfield only, and not the 900m
long western section. This explains why the Parish Councils’ believe that the histogram
illustrates a completely false picture and is therefore misleading.

5.2.6

It should also be noted that from March 2022 to September 2023 local traffic would need to
share Yarnfield Lane with the combined western section (average 468 HGVs/day) and eastern
section (average 100+ HGVs/day - see P41(10)), HS2 HGV construction traffic over a total
distance of 2.1km.

5.2.7

It is therefore the Parish Councils’ contention, that such levels of HGV traffic are totally
incompatible with the use of Yarnfield Lane by local traffic on safety grounds, and that the
lane would effectively become a no-go zone for local road users.
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Paragraph 13
5.2.8

5.2.9

5.2.10

5.2.11

5.2.12

5.2.13

In paragraph 13(1), again with reference to the histogram P41(10), HS2 Ltd asserts in the first
sentence that “The highest volumes of HS2 lorries on Yarnfield Lane are those required during
the early period of construction to serve the creation of the dedicated M6 slip roads at Stone.”
However, as we have just demonstrated, this assertion is wrong, and that the highest numbers
of HGVs required by HS2 Ltd are those required to build the Stone Railhead/IMB-R.
In the remainder of paragraph 13(1) it is claimed that “Those dedicated slip roads are needed,
whether the railhead is constructed at Stone or at Aldersey’s Rough. They are needed in order
to move very large volumes of excavated materials from HS2 construction haul roads along
the trace directly onto the motorway throughout the construction programme. Without them,
greater volumes of traffic and for longer durations would occur on the local roads in this area,
including Yarnfield Lane and the A34.” However, this statement is also wrong in a number of
respects, as Mr Parkin explained in his evidence. It also demonstrates just why HS2 Ltd
should have produced a Transport Logistics Profile for the construction of the Stone
Railhead/IMB-R from the outset, and underpin the assumptions on which its Environmental
Statement (CA3 Community Area report – July 2017) should be based.
To explain this further, via the various meetings that were held with HS2 Ltd’s engineers in
2017, Mr Parkin had sought clarity with regard to the amount of earthworks materials
excavated from within the footprint of the Stone site that were predicted to be unsuitable, and
therefore required off-site disposal. This culminated in an exchange of emails between the
technical team of the Stone Railhead Crisis Group and HS2 Ltd, which started on 29 August
2017, i.e. in advance of the third meeting between the parties on 20 September 2017, and
ended on 21 December 2017 (see Appendix B). The email thread included HS2 Ltd’s
response to 13 questions posed by Mr Parkin in an email dated 6 September 2017; the written
response to which was given on 21 September 2017 (see Appendices C1/C2).
This exchange of correspondence illustrates HS2 Ltd’s confused position regarding
earthworks quantities; the quantities of bulk materials requiring export, and the method of
construction of the Stone IMB-R. Notwithstanding this, after initially appearing to indicate that
450,000m3 of the total site excavation quantities of 1.6 million m 3 would require off-site
disposal during the 4-year construction period, with a further 150,000m 3 to be dispatched
later; possibly by rail, HS2 Ltd ultimately revised the quantities downwards and categorically
confirmed that just 150,000m 3 would require off-site disposal. This figure is consistent with is
nationwide assumption that less than 10% of excavated materials would require removal as
waste.
The excavation of materials within the Stone Railhead construction site, and the difficulty of
transporting these materials through the site was covered in Mr Parkin’s evidence in
paragraphs 545, 547 and 575. Furthermore, the long list of structures that would not be
required at Stone was covered in the intervening paragraphs of the Hansard transcript. Not
needing to build these should result in a substantial reduction in the number of HGV
movements, which would be required to deliver the associated construction materials.
Turning to the export of waste soil from the site, given it is HS2 Ltd’s categorical position that
only 150,000 m3 of such material needs to be removed from site, this equates to approximately
15,000 loads or 30,000 HGV movements or trips to account for returning empty lorries.
However, based on the details summarised in Table 1 above, where the Transfer Node will
generate an average of 935 HGV movements/day over 12 months, which equates to move
the 250,000 HGV movements per year, the waste exports only account for 12% of total HGVs
movements to the Transfer Node, and presumably none of the HGV movements to the two
adjacent satellite compounds. Furthermore, even if the quantity of waste soil to be removed
is actually the 450,000m 3 initially indicated by HS2 Ltd in September 2017, this is still barely
more than one-third of the total number of HGVs required. The remainder must therefore be
related to the construction of both HS2 mainline and Stone Railhead/IMB-R structures, and
with the latter requiring many more structures and occupying a substantially larger
geographical footprint, as can be seen when P44(1) is compared to P42(4), it cannot
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reasonably be concluded that removing the Stone Railhead/IMB-R would have little impact on
the amount of construction HGVs required.
5.2.14

5.2.15

Indeed to emphasise this point further, Mr Parkin covered the complexity of construction in
his evidence (paragraphs 601 to 605), with reference to slide A43(2). This drawing shows
where the cut and fill areas are located and just how much the Stone Railhead/IMB-R
marshalling yards platform dominates the cut and fill exercise. Although there was insufficient
time to cover this point during the Select Committee proceedings, Mr Parkin estimates that
the raised Railhead platform area in the Filly Brook floodplain would need approximately
900,000m3 of fill, with the majority of this needing to be obtained from the cut area to the north
of Yarnfield Lane. It therefore follows that, if the Stone Railhead/IMB-R is not constructed,
then none of this cut and fill operation would be required. This in turn would dramatically
reduce the risk of encountering soils that are unsuitable for use as fill and, as a consequence
the quantities of waste soils needing to be removed from the site for disposal.
Turning to paragraph 13(2) of HS2 Ltd’s R56 submission, it is stated that “The Petitioners
assert HS2 could simply use the ‘emergency’ slip roads following completion of the SMART
motorway upgrade. Had that been a realistic solution, HS2 would have adopted it and avoided
the need to go to the considerable expense and effort of constructing the new, dedicated slip
roads for which the Bill provides.” This point reinforces the evidence that was given by Mr
Smart in paragraph 799 of his evidence, where he states that “Well, our understanding is that
the Highways Agency will not let us use those.” Following a further exchange with Mr Mould,
Mr Smart finally adds (in paragraph 803) that “…we would not need to build our M6 slips that’s
shown on the previous slide.”

5.2.16

At this point it is important to note that the Parish Councils are only advocating this solution in
the absence of the Stone Railhead/IMB-R, and not for its construction. As we have clearly
demonstrated in our evidence, together with the details provided above, the amount of HGV
traffic required to build just the HS2 mainline, without the Railhead/IMB-R, would be much
less than with it. This would be clearly evident if HS2 Ltd had produced a Transport Logistics
Profile for the Stone area, especially if it had assessed this location in the two scenarios, i.e.
‘with’ and ‘without’ the Railhead/IMB-R. This is what the Parish Councils believe should have
been done, and is normal practice when carrying out an Environmental Impact Assessment
for a major development. With regard to the ‘without Railhead/IMB-R scenario’, following
further discussions with Mr Wilkinson, Highways England is receptive, subject to further
detailed discussions, to the proposal of access/egress to Yarnfield Lane, utilising these new
slip roads (see P40(18), to construct and supply the HS2 compounds and transfer node, which
would generate far less HGV traffic than the ‘with Railhead/IMB-R scenario’.

5.2.17

Highways England has also confirmed that the upgraded slip roads have been designed to
cater for an emergency fire appliance up to 4m in height and 2.55m minimum width (plus wing
mirrors). As demonstrated in Mr Wilkinson’s evidence, with reference to P40(10), this is more
than sufficient to accommodate use by HGVs that might be required to access/egress the
HS2 construction sites located off Yarnfield Lane. These slip roads will be immediately
available at the start the contract period and, therefore, not require access to Yarnfield Lane
from the A34, for the first15 months, as would be the case with the Railhead / IMB-R at Stone
and would avoid unnecessary delays on the M6 motorway..

5.2.18

In another development, the Parish Councils have received a copy of a letter between Jack
Brereton MP (Stoke South) and Jesse Norman MP, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State
at the Department for Transport (see Appendix D). This letter is self-explanatory and shows
the depth of his concerns about the impact of HS2 construction traffic on Junction 15 of the
M6, together with the connecting local road network and the Smart motorway proposals
between Junction 13 and 15.

Paragraph 14
5.2.19

The first sentence of paragraph 14 then states “Therefore, relocation of the railhead to
Aldersey’s Rough will not result in the removal of the vast majority of HS2 construction lorries
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from Yarnfield Lane, which is the principal basis for the Petitioners’ objection on traffic
impacts.” This statement is wrong and has been proven to be so by the evidence presented
during the Select Committee proceedings and in the paragraphs above. This would also have
been evident if HS2 Ltd had published the ‘with’ and ‘without’ Railhead/IMB-R Transport
Logistics Profiles that have been requested by the Parish Councils.
5.2.20

The second sentence of paragraph 14 then states that “Once the dedicated slip roads begin
to come into operation, construction traffic on Yarnfield Lane starts to reduce in numbers and
falls to a residual level once the Stone railhead itself comes into use in 2023.” However, as
covered in detail in the proceeding paragraphs, this is a misleading claim because it is only
referring to the construction traffic using the eastern section of Yarnfield Lane to access the
A34. However, as Table 1 above shows, this construction traffic is dwarfed by the numbers of
HGVs that HS2 Ltd needs to access/egress the northbound M6 via Yarnfield Lane from March
2022, the details of which are missing from HS2 Ltd’s histogram - P41(10).

Paragraph 15
5.2.21

5.2.22

In summary, the statement in paragraph 15 that “Mr Wilkinson’s more detailed concerns are
therefore not relevant to the Councils’ case” is entirely incorrect. Indeed it is clear that despite
finally admitting to Swynnerton Parish Council, in paragraph 3 on page 9 of its Promoter’s
Response Document (Ref: HS2-P2A- 000086), that it would need to use Yarnfield Lane to
access the northbound M6, and not challenging this point during the Select Committee
proceedings, HS2 Ltd appears to still be in denial about the consequences for Yarnfield Lane
and the local people who would need to share it with HGV construction traffic.
Furthermore, the idea that the criticisms made by Mr Wilkinson are not well-founded is also
wrong. Indeed it is noted that HS2 Ltd did not choose to cross-examine Mr Wilkinson during
the Select Committee proceedings on the points that it has now made in paragraph 15, bullet
points (a) to (e). However, since it has now chosen to do so, the Parish Councils’ respond to
these points as follows:






With respect to bullet (a), whilst HS2 Ltd has used some traffic counts from 2015, 2016
and 2017, these showed less traffic at the Walton island than the turning count surveys
undertaken in 2010, shown in A40(6) of Mr Wilkinson’s evidence. Furthermore, the
sub-optimal nature of HS2 Ltd’s traffic counts on the A34, and specifically in relation to
the A34/Yarnfield Lane junction, was raised in Stafford County Council’s consultation
response of 30 September 2017 on page 120 under the heading ‘Issues at other
junctions’. SCC states, “In addition, SCC are also concerned that HS2 Ltd’s junction
count was undertaken while the new A34/Meaford Road roundabout was under
construction and this could have affected traffic volumes. SCC has therefore
undertaken a new traffic count at this location and would like HS2 Ltd to use these data
to produce a new assessment of the junction.” Since HS2 Ltd has not undertaken a
further assessments of the junction on the A34 that will be used by its traffic, it therefore
follows that it is incorrect for HS2 Ltd to claim, as it does in the last sentence of bullet (a),
that SCC is content with the situation, simply because it did not petition specifically on
this issue.
It is also incorrectly claimed by HS2 Ltd in bullet (b), that the committed development
at Walton Hill, which involves the construction of up to 500 properties (started early
2018), has been included in its junction assessment at the A34 Walton island. The
exclusion of this committed development is confirmed in paragraph 9.2.4 of HS2 Ltd’s
‘ES Volume 5 Technical appendices Traffic and Transport; Transport assessment (TR001-000) Part 2.’
With reference to bullet (c), as has been noted in paragraph 55 of the afternoon session
in the Hansard transcript of Mr Wilkinson’s evidence, it has been established that the
Walton Island is at capacity, and that this is also SCC’s confirmed position on the
subject. Therefore, HS2 Ltd offering to discuss improvements will have no bearing on
the problems that this junction faces.
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It is noted in bullet (d), that HS2 Ltd is prepared to install traffic lights at the Yarnfield
Lane junction with the A34. This solution could offer safe turning for HGVs exiting
Yarnfield Lane to join the A34 southbound, but it will have adverse consequences for
traffic flows on the main A34 trunk road, and is a sub-optimal solution, compared to
avoiding the need for such traffic to use this junction in the first place.
HS2 Ltd is now offering to use the existing section of Yarnfield Lane (and presumably
the existing M6 overbridge) to access the northbound carriageway of the M6 once the
new overbridge has been completed in June 2023. There are several points to make
here regarding the unworkability of such a proposition. Firstly, there would be a period
of 15 months (March 2022 to June 2023) where this idea could not be implemented.
Secondly, once the new overbridge is available, the existing length of Yarnfield Lane
would have been buried under metres of fill and would have no connection to the new
M6 slips on the western side of the M6 because of the new embankment that has been
formed to create the realigned Yarnfiled Lane in this location. This problem is clearly
shown on A43(1) and has also been recognised by SCC in the penultimate bullet point
on page 122 of its consultation response dated September 2017.

6.

Staffordshire County Council – Highways Authority

6.1.1

In paragraph 827 Mr Mould raises the position of Staffordshire County Council as Highways
Authority and there then follows an exchange with Mr Smart that implies that the Authority has
raised no objections to the proposals to construct the Railhead. However, this is incorrect.

6.1.2

In its joint consultation response with other local authorities, from September 2017,
Staffordshire County Council has raised multiple concerns about the quality of the HS2 Ltd
assessment, some of which have already been raised in Section 2.5 above. Although the
structure of this document makes it difficult to easily reference, the Select Committee’
attention is drawn to the following points:

6.1.3

In respect of the box in the table entitled Stone, starting on page 113/141, the Highways
Authority refers to its concerns regarding:






6.1.4

“A34 Walton roundabout: capacity is limited at peak hours. Very limited scope for
improvement due to existing constraints.
A34/A51 roundabout, there are possible congestion issues here. HS2 Ltd will need to
review capacity and liaise with occupants of the business park.
Use of Pirehill Lane route through residential estate at Walton is not acceptable. The
latter is narrow with very limited passing places and requires re-surfacing.
Eccleshall Road: this route is undesirable, as it runs through a residential area and local
centre.
Yarnfield Lane: this route is narrow and has a poor alignment. The junction with the
A34 is difficult to safely move across, and would need upgrading in order to be suitable.”

Staffordshire County Council also raised further concerns on page 119 and 120 of its
consultation response with reference to Tables 281, 282, 290 and 291 of HS2 Ltd’s Transport
Assessment. With respect to Table 290 and the A34/Yarnfield Lane Junction, the Highways
Authority states “HS2 junction assessments show that the junction will stay within capacity
with the addition of HS2 traffic. SCC considers this is to be very unlikely and has obtained
HS2’s junction models, which demonstrate the junction geometry measurements are
generous. In addition to capacity issues, there are big concerns about the safety of vehicles
entering and existing Yarnfield Lane, particularly HGV movements turning right out of
Yarnfield Lane (see later comments on accidents.)” SCC then raises further concerns about
HS2 Ltd’s junction models and traffic counts in the bullet points that follow.
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6.1.5

6.1.6

6.1.7

6.1.8

Under the heading of Yarnfield Lane/Railhead starting on page 121 and continuing to
page 123 of its consultation response, SCC raise multiple concerns about the use of Yarnfield
Lane to access the railhead.
In paragraph 828 Mr Smart states that “…we are looking to do widening of that Yarnfield Lane
down to access our site. We are looking to widen it to six metres, and also include passing
bays.” It is clear from this evidence that, despite Mr Wilkinson stating in his evidence
(paragraphs 292-300 of the morning session transcript from Hansard) that a widening of
Yarnfield Lane to six metres was insufficient to enable the road to be safely used by HGVs
passing in each direction, HS2 Ltd appears to remain unconcerned about this matter and the
safety implications for road users.
Mr Smart then added in paragraph 828 that “I understand Mr Wilkinson’s raised some
concerns, but anything we do on the highways has to be with the approval of the Highways
Authority and that includes road safety audits, so we can’t do anything that would be
considered unsafe by the Highways Authority or indeed would not pass to acceptable level,
any road safety order.” Despite such an assurance, HS2 Ltd is currently proposing to expose
the public to considerable safety risks, and only seems willing to consider altering its proposals
once the Hybrid Bill has received Royal assent. This position is unacceptable to the residents
of Staffordshire and demonstrates why the proposals to build a Railhead/IMB-R at Stone are
untenable.
In summary it is plainly wrong to state that, as Highways Authority, Staffordshire County
Council has not raised serious concerns about HS2 Ltd’s road traffic proposals and
assessments, together with the data that has informed them. Furthermore, the fact that SCC
has not undertaken the depth of analysis that has been carried out by Mr Wilkinson, should
in no way be considered to exonerate HS2 Ltd’s flawed approach to all matters relating to
road transportation, especially since it has been unable to provide substantive evidence that
contradicts any part of Mr Wilkinson’s case.

Stone Town Council and Chebsey Parish Council
30 April 2018
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Appendix B. Email thread - Excavated Quantities

From: Joe Wilson
Sent: 21 December 2017 11:16
To: info@stonerailhead.org
Cc: Terry Stafford; Laura Wise; Simon Knight
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Morning Chris
Please see our reply to each of your points below.
Regards
Joe
Joe Wilson | Stakeholder Adviser – West Midlands to Crewe | HS2 Ltd.
Tel: 0207 944 6043 Mobile: 0746 8707809 | joe.wilson@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.hs2.org.uk

From: info@stonerailhead.org [mailto:info@stonerailhead.org]
Sent: 19 December 2017 16:55
To: Joe Wilson <Joe.Wilson@hs2.org.uk>
Cc: Terry Stafford <terry.stafford@hs2.org.uk>; Laura Wise <laura.wise@hs2.org.uk>; Simon Knight
<Simon.Knight@hs2.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
HI Joe, thanks for responding. However, we still seem to disagree on the resolution of some of the
points. Please see our updates on blue.
Regards,
Chris
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: Joe Wilson
Sent: 19 December 2017 10:17
To: info@stonerailhead.org
Cc: Terry Stafford; Laura Wise; Simon Knight
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
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Dear Chris
In response to your follow up email regarding the mass haul on 8th December, please see your
comments and our response.
a) we remain concerned about the conflicting statements being made by HS2 and the absence of
transparency over how the Stone Railhead will be constructed.
To be clear, there are no conflicting statements, the response of the 04/12/17 reflects that of the
21/09/17, we believe the questions asked were answered. We are a little disappointed with your
reference to ‘absence of transparency’ as we have afforded SRCG a considerable amount of time,
effort & provided information openly to date.
We appreciate the time that has been afforded to the SRCG so far, but we remain concerned that HS2
Ltd is not answering the questions fully, as has again been demonstrated by your response today. We
therefore request again that further details are provided to the outstanding points outlined below:
While there is no question to answer, we would like to reiterate that there are no conflicting
statements, the response of the 04/12/17 reflects that of the 21/09/17.

b) Furthermore, we cannot accept the details of your answers, given that it clearly contradicts what
Harry Rolfe put in writing with reference to the use of the Transfer Node and the M6 in his previous
email, without being provided with a detailed explanation of the use of the Transfer node for all
internal haul and external HGV use.
Once again, there are no conflicting statements, this is answered under ‘Internal Site Movements’ of
21/09/17. You will recall at the meeting of 21.09.17 using your laser pointer, we indicated typical haul
road routes on the plan displayed on screen connecting the Transfer node with the haul road via the
temporary roundabout. We also pointed out that the haul roads were not indicated on the CT-05
plans.
No we don’t recall this and therefore we once again request that your ideas for internal haul roads
are overlaid on the CT-05 plans. Such details should also include how HS2 Ltd intends to connect to
the northbound motorway slips roads on the western side of the M6 without using Yarnfield Lane.
It is unfortunate that you cannot recall this as we answered your query at the time. We are unable
to overlay the haul roads on the CT05 plans as these are specifically produced to define the CCB
(consolidated construction boundary) as part of the ES.

c) Such an explanation should give clear details of why internal haul of spoil would utilise the transfer
node if the material was not going off site via the M6, especially when Harry has also already told us
that 1.6 million m3 represents the total excavation volume within the site.
The use of the 1.6m3 is covered in ‘Materials Quantities’ a) - d) in our responses of 21/09/17, please
refer to these responses with reference to transfer node, haul road & M6.
HS2 Ltd have not answered this question and we again request a fuller explanation.
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There is no more to add, the use of the 1.6m3 is covered in ‘Materials Quantities’ a) - d) in our
previous responses, please refer to these responses with reference to transfer node, haul road &
M6.

d) It would also be useful to know what the imported quantities of quarried materials will be to the
site
There is approximately 100,000m3 of sub ballast and sub-grade imported to Stone rather than won
from other parts of the route.
Thank you for this estimate of quarried imports, but can you clarify the quantity of sub-ballast and
sub-grade you expect to win from within the footprint of the Stone Railhead and transported via
internal haul roads, together with how much will be imported by road from other parts of the Phase
2a route.
There is no sub ballast/ subgrade won from site as stated in our answer above, thus it is ‘imported’.

e) together with the number of HGV movements expected for all other construction materials to be
delivered to the site.
Please refer to section under ‘vehicle movements’ in our response of 21.09.17
This was our Q8, which was not answered in your vehicle movements section of the Harry Rolfe
response dated 21/9, where we requested a estimate of other HGV deliveries by type (i.e. plant,
machinery, fuel, steelwork, other construction materials), which would normally form part of a
logistics profile that would be appended to an ES. Please can you now provide this information?
We must refer you once again to the section under ‘vehicle movements’ in our response of 21.09.17
in particular ;
‘Key points with this group of questions relate to Start & Finish dates/ peak numbers of HGV
(including deliveries, plant, machinery, fuel, steelworks)/ LGV & Car related movements &
respective totals of the same.’
The associated table is also included in our original response and is an extract from the very
comprehensive ES.

I hope our further clarifications to your queries are now satisfied.
Regards
Joe
Joe Wilson | Stakeholder Adviser – West Midlands to Crewe | HS2 Ltd.
Tel: 0207 944 6043 Mobile: 0746 8707809 | joe.wilson@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.hs2.org.uk
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From: info@stonerailhead.org [mailto:info@stonerailhead.org]
Sent: 08 December 2017 13:17
To: Joe Wilson <Joe.Wilson@hs2.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Dear Joe
I have discussed your response with the SRCG Engineering Team, but we remain concerned about the
conflicting statements being made by HS2 and the absence of transparency over how the Stone
Railhead will be constructed. Furthermore, we cannot accept the details of your answers, given that
it clearly contradicts what Harry Rolfe put in writing with reference to the use of the Transfer Node
and the M6 in his previous email, without being provided with a detailed explanation of the use of the
Transfer node for all internal haul and external HGV use. Such an explanation should give clear details
of why internal haul of spoil would utilise the transfer node if the material was not going off site via
the M6, especially when Harry has also already told us that 1.6 million m3 represents the total
excavation volume within the site. It would also be useful to know what the imported quantities of
quarried materials will be to the site, together with the number of HGV movements expected for all
other construction materials to be delivered to the site.
We look forward to your response.
Regards,
Chris
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: Joe Wilson
Sent: 08 December 2017 09:29
To: info@stonerailhead.org
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Good Morning Chris
Please see responses below to your queries on the mass haul.
A hard copy of the Sift report was sent to your address, hopefully this reached you.
Regards
Joe

Joe Wilson | Stakeholder Adviser – West Midlands to Crewe | HS2 Ltd.
Tel: 0207 944 6043 Mobile: 0746 8707809 | joe.wilson@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.hs2.org.uk
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From: info@stonerailhead.org [mailto:info@stonerailhead.org]
Sent: 04 December 2017 14:26
To: Joe Wilson <Joe.Wilson@hs2.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal

Hello Joe.
Can I ask you (HS2 Ltd.) to clarify a point raised during our last meeting?
During the meeting between the SRCG and HS2 Ltd on 20/09/2017, the numbers of spoil were
discussed, and your letter dated 21/09/2017 confirmed that the material requiring removal from the
Yarnfield site was 600,000 m3. 450,000m3 would be removed via M6 slips and 150,000m3 via road
(M6 slips?), or potentially via rail.
This description above falls slightly short of the description in HS2 response which is below, significant
issue being the reference to ‘forms part of the mass haul for the route’.
c) Approximately 450,000m3 forms part of the mass haul for the route via the Transfer Node & M6.
d) 150,000m3 is exported as excess also via the transfer node & M6
Utilisation of Rail will be further developed, worse case shown.
However, during our last meeting on 08/11/2017, Harry Rolf had reversed the numbers. He said that
450,000m3 would be via road (M6 Slips or rail) and 150,000m3 via M6 slips. I have checked both Trevor
Parkin and my notes, and they both accurately record what Harry stated. However, as documented by
HS2 Ltd in the letter dated 21/09/2017, these are incorrect.
Trevor mentioned 600,000m3 was going offsite not 150,000m3. HR simply reiterated c) & d) above
i.e. Approximately 450,000m3 forms part of the mass haul for the route (re-used along the route) via
the Transfer Node (haul road) & M6 & 150,000m3 is exported entirely offsite as excess also via the
transfer node & M6 We were also promoting more material offsite by Rail that would eat in to the
150,000m3 that is excess.
So no ‘reversal’, no mistake, it was a repeat of what had already been quoted.
We would like to give HS2 Ltd the opportunity to clarify this mistake, in particular, the exact numbers
of movements/quantities and via which egress method?
Regards,
Chris
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Joe Wilson
Sent: 21 September 2017 16:56
To: info@stonerailhead.org
Cc: Terry Stafford
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal

Hi Chris
As agreed at yesterday’s meeting please see our responses to questions and references to
information contained in the Bill.
Sure we will speak again soon.
Regards
Joe
Joe Wilson | Stakeholder Adviser – West Midlands to Crewe | HS2 Ltd.
Tel: 0207 944 6043 Mobile: 0746 8707809 | joe.wilson@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.hs2.org.uk

From: info@stonerailhead.org [mailto:info@stonerailhead.org]
Sent: 06 September 2017 12:21
To: Joe Wilson <Joe.Wilson@hs2.org.uk>; Richard Johnston <Richard.Johnston@hs2.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Thanks Joe for the confirmation, and the SRCG would like to accept that date. Would 5pm and the
same venue be ok?
Based on the presentation yesterday evening, the SRCG would like answers to the following questions
either before (preferable), or at the very least, prepared for our meeting on the 20th. If you could pass
these on to the relevant parties, that would be great.
1. Estimated quantities (m3) of total excavations within the Stone Railhead construction site and
how much of this is considered to be of unsuitable quality to enable re-use as fill with the site.
2. Total number of HGV loads required to dispose of the unsuitable materials off-site
3. Estimate start and finish date of off-site earthworks disposals from the transfer node,
including predicted peak daily numbers of HGV loads (one way) or movements (two way).
4. Proposals for internal earthworks transportation, i.e. via dump truck between excavation face
and transfer node and how.where the existing/proposed diversion of Yarnfield Lane will be
crossed
5. Estimated quantities (m3) and tonnage of geotechnically competent engineering fill, together
with predicted start/end date of HGV movements and how/where this material will be
stockpiled
6. Details of transfer node layout including the system for internal HGV and dump truck
segregation and materials stockpiling, together with proposals for lorry sheeting and wheel
washing
7. Estimate of other HGV deliveries, plant, machinery, fuel, steelworks and other railhead
construction materials in HGV loads/movements
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8. Estimate of development LGV and car related traffic movements by development phase and
that all will make access via existing Yarnfield Lane from A34
9. Summarise the above in a spreadsheet based logistics profile for each month throughout the
construction and operational period of the railhead and subsequent IMB-R and use the worst
case in each of the 5 railhead construction and 3 operational phases as the basis of the
transport assessment on the key raods and junctions located in the vicinity of the Stone
railhead, i.e. Yarnfield Lane, its junction with the A34, Eccleshall road, Pirehill Lane and Walton
roundabout.
10. Confirm the timing for the proposed completion of the Yarnfield Lane transfer node
roundabout, underbridges (railhead and HS2 main line), southbound access slips with
connection to Yarnfield Lane, M6 overbridge, northbound access slips and connection to
Yarnfield Lane and opening of Yarnfield Lane diversion
11. Confirm when existing Yarnfield Lane will be closed and the existing M6 overbridge
demolished.
12. Confirm when Yarnfield Lane widening near Stone Golf club will be undertaken and confirm
the duration of temporary road closures in that area.
13. From the above determine the total number and peak levels of HGV/LGV/car using Yarnfield
Lane between railhead and A34 in each year/or phase (8) of the railhead development, i.e.
2021 to 2017) and then 2018 for opened IMB-R
PS, can you give me the names of the other two HS2 Ltd attendees from yesterday evening, I didn’t
catch their names when Richard introduced your team.
Regards,
Chris
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: Joe Wilson
Sent: 06 September 2017 11:39
To: info@stonerailhead.org
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Hi Chris
The evening of the 20th is good for us. If you could confirm the time please and assume the same
venue.
Thanks
Joe
Joe Wilson | Stakeholder Adviser – West Midlands to Crewe | HS2 Ltd.
Tel: 0207 944 6043 Mobile: 0746 8707809 | joe.wilson@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.hs2.org.uk
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From: info@stonerailhead.org [mailto:info@stonerailhead.org]
Sent: 05 September 2017 09:27
To: Joe Wilson <Joe.Wilson@hs2.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Hi Joe. I spoke to the Engineering team yesterday evening, and the 19th is not doable.
Too many of the team are not available. We do have the 18th (any time), and 20th
(morning, or afternoon). We could, at a push, do the 20th evening, but one of our team
will not be available for that.
We would like to get the meeting in the early part of that week, so can you come back to
me with the 18th or 20th suggestions.
Regards,
Chris

On 2017-09-04 15:37, Joe Wilson wrote:

The 6th and 15th I don't have the availability. From 19th onwards there is more flexibility.
Joe
Joe Wilson | Stakeholder Adviser – West Midlands to Crewe | HS2 Ltd.
Tel: 0207 944 6043 Mobile: 0746 8707809 | joe.wilson@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter |
LinkedIn
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.hs2.org.uk

From: info@stonerailhead.org [mailto:info@stonerailhead.org]
Sent: 04 September 2017 14:56
To: Joe Wilson <Joe.Wilson@hs2.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Hi Joe. I assume that the 6th is too-short a notice, but is the 15th not doable? If not, then let me
check with the team for the 19th evening and get back to you.
Regards,
Chris
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Joe Wilson
Sent: 04 September 2017 14:52
To: info@stonerailhead.org
Subject: RE: Aldersey's Rough proposal
Hi Chris
You've suggested a meeting between 18-22 Sept. What is your time preference here? I'm
thinking of holding the 19th Sept for 11am.
All our meetings have been in the evening at the Yarnfield conference centre so just want to
see what suits you on 19th.
Thanks
Joe
Joe Wilson | Stakeholder Adviser – West Midlands to Crewe | HS2 Ltd.
Tel: 0207 944 6043 Mobile: 0746 8707809 | joe.wilson@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter |
LinkedIn
High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Birmingham, B4 6GA | www.hs2.org.uk

From: info@stonerailhead.org [mailto:info@stonerailhead.org]
Sent: 29 August 2017 14:46
To: Terry Stafford <terry.stafford@hs2.org.uk>
Cc: Richard Johnston <Richard.Johnston@hs2.org.uk>; Joe Wilson
<Joe.Wilson@hs2.org.uk>
Subject: Re: Aldersey's Rough proposal

Good afternoon Terry.
Our apologies for not getting back to you sooner. As you are aware, the summer is here,
and we have had members on holiday. However, we have now correlated our availability
dates. Would HS2 Ltd be available for a meeting on the 6th (any time) or the 15th
(morning or afternoon), or the following week (18th- 22nd). We understand the short
notice, but the 6th would be preferable to the SRCG.
Regards, Chris Hammond
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On 2017-08-11 14:37, Terry Stafford wrote:

Dear SRCG
The attached is a work in progress looking at the option at Aldersey's Rough. It does not include
all of the civils design that is currently being progressed. This design is the 5th revision of a
layout in this area, and we believe it shows the layout that, on balance of operation,
environmental impact, constructability, cost etc. would be best. Previous revisions that had a
better operational layout (fewer shunting moves), required significant earthworks to achieve,
and we do not believe these would be reasonable alternatives. However, if you have any
recommendations, questions or concerns relating to this layout, please do let us know.
I understand from conversations at Yarnfield on Monday that the group is keen to meet with
us in late August/early September. In this case, if you could please suggest a few dates around
that time, we can try to get something in people's diaries? I'll assume the same time and venue
as previous meetings, but please say if not.
Regards,
Terry Stafford
Terry Stafford | Community and Stakeholder Manager – Phase 2a | HS2 Ltd
T: 020 7944 0660 | M: 07920 450332 | E: terry.stafford@hs2.org.uk | Facebook | Twitter |
LinkedIn
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Appendix C1. Email - SRCG Questions arranged - Responses 21.09.17

Appendix C2. SRCG Questions arranged - Responses 21.09.17.docx
Based on the presentation yesterday evening, the SRCG would like answers to the following
questions either before (preferable), or at the very least, prepared for our meeting on the 20th. If you
could pass these on to the relevant parties, that would be great.
14. Estimated quantities (m3) of total excavations within the Stone Railhead construction site
and how much of this is considered to be of unsuitable quality to enable re-use as fill with
the site.
15. Total number of HGV loads required to dispose of the unsuitable materials off-site
16. Estimate start and finish date of off-site earthworks disposals from the transfer node,
including predicted peak daily numbers of HGV loads (one way) or movements (two way).
17. Proposals for internal earthworks transportation, i.e. via dump truck between excavation
face and transfer node and how.where the existing/proposed diversion of Yarnfield Lane will
be crossed
18. Estimated quantities (m3) and tonnage of geotechnically competent engineering fill,
together with predicted start/end date of HGV movements and how/where this material will
be stockpiled
19. Details of transfer node layout including the system for internal HGV and dump truck
segregation and materials stockpiling, together with proposals for lorry sheeting and wheel
washing
20. Estimate of other HGV deliveries, plant, machinery, fuel, steelworks and other railhead
construction materials in HGV loads/movements
21. Estimate of development LGV and car related traffic movements by development phase and
that all will make access via existing Yarnfield Lane from A34 Page 27 of 39
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22. Summarise the above in a spreadsheet based logistics profile for each month throughout the
construction and operational period of the railhead and subsequent IMB-R and use the
worst case in each of the 5 railhead construction and 3 operational phases as the basis of the
transport assessment on the key roads and junctions located in the vicinity of the Stone
railhead, i.e. Yarnfield Lane, its junction with the A34, Eccleshall road, Pirehill Lane and
Walton roundabout.
23. Confirm the timing for the proposed completion of the Yarnfield Lane transfer node
roundabout, underbridges (railhead and HS2 main line), southbound access slips with
connection to Yarnfield Lane, M6 overbridge, northbound access slips and connection to
Yarnfield Lane and opening of Yarnfield Lane diversion
24. Confirm when existing Yarnfield Lane will be closed and the existing M6 overbridge
demolished.
25. Confirm when Yarnfield Lane widening near Stone Golf club will be undertaken and confirm
the duration of temporary road closures in that area
26. From the above determine the total number and peak levels of HGV/LGV/car using Yarnfield
Lane between railhead and A34 in each year/or phase (8) of the railhead development, i.e.
2021 to 2017) and then 2018 for opened IMB-R
CATEGORIES ;
As some of the questions cover the same topic, we have categorised them under common headings.

MATERIAL QUANTITIES
1. Estimated quantities (m3) of total excavations within the Stone Railhead construction site and
how much of this is considered to be of unsuitable quality to enable re-use as fill with the site.

2. Total number of HGV loads required to dispose of the unsuitable materials off-site – as stated
previously, as above as specific to unsuitable material.

5. Estimated quantities (m3) and tonnage of geotechnically competent engineering fill, together with
predicted start/end date of HGV movements and how/where this material will be stockpiled competent engineering fill along the Haul Road.

a) Associated with the Railhead (IMBR and Headshunt) there is approximately 1.6 million m3 of earth
moved.
b) Approximately 1.0m m3 of this is used within the same area as cut/fill for the Railhead/ IMBR
platform.
c) Approximately 450,000m3 forms part of the mass haul for the route via the Transfer Node & M6.
d) 150,000m3 is exported as excess also via the transfer node & M6
Utilisation of Rail will be further developed, worse case shown.
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VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

3. Estimate start and finish date of off-site earthworks disposals from the transfer node, including
predicted peak daily numbers of HGV loads (one way) or movements (two way).

7. Estimate of other HGV deliveries, plant, machinery, fuel, steelworks and other railhead
construction materials in HGV loads/movements

8. Estimate of development LGV and car related traffic movements by development phase and that
all will make access via existing Yarnfield Lane from A34

9. Summarise the above in a spreadsheet based logistics profile for each month throughout the
construction and operational period of the railhead and subsequent IMB-R and use the worst case in
each of the 5 railhead construction and 3 operational phases as the basis of the transport
assessment on the key roads and junctions located in the vicinity of the Stone railhead, i.e. Yarnfield
Lane, its junction with the A34, Eccleshall road, Pirehill Lane and Walton roundabout.

13. From the above determine the total number and peak levels of HGV/LGV/car using Yarnfield
Lane between railhead and A34 in each year/or phase (8) of the railhead development, i.e. 2021 to
2017) and then 2018 for opened IMB-R

Key points with this group of questions relate to Start & Finish dates/ peak numbers of HGV
(including deliveries, plant, machinery, fuel, and steelworks)/ LGV & Car related movements &
respective totals of the same.

Staging can be found in the following (eluded to in Q.9);
Volume 2: Community Area report CA3: Stone and Swynnerton
2.3.60: The works within the Stone railhead/IMB-R will be carried out in stages as shown
in Figure 7.
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Relative Start & Finish dates can be found in Volume 2: Community Area report CA3:
Stone and Swynnerton
2.3.141 Figure 8. construction programme illustrating indicative periods for each of the
core construction activities.

Vehicle trip generation for construction sites in the Stone and Swynnerton area can be
found in Volume 2: Community Area report CA3: Stone and Swynnerton
Table 28: extract below shows Cars/ LGV & HGV.
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For clarity - Peak month for Yarnfield Transfer Node is 1185 HGV, via M6, we would expect the peak
to be around Spring 2022-Spring 2024 which ties in with Stage 4, note the busy period is 12 months
for the range 935-1185, however it is not a consecutive 12 months, it effectively spans a 2 year
period as typically the traffic volumes tail off during the winter period.

For the Site Setup & enabling works, HGV will be used, this is described in;
Volume 5: Technical appendices - Traffic and transport - Transport Assessment (TR-001-000) Part 2
Construction HGV routes.
9.3.8 Construction vehicle movements required to construct the Proposed Scheme will
include the delivery of plant and materials, movement of excavated materials and site
worker trips. Works will include utilities diversions, earthworks, underpass, viaduct,
Stone railhead, bridge and highway construction.
9.3.11: Table 277 summarises the peak daily construction traffic flow, both in HGVs and total
vehicles on each link within CA3 that is on a construction route. i.e. 218 HGV max. EW along
Yarnfield Lane between the scheme & A34. For clarity, it is not 1185 as suggested by SRCG.
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The detail currently not progressed at this stage of project development & therefore not available is
SRCG request for logistics profile for each month throughout the construction and operational
period.

INTERNAL SITE MOVEMENTS
4. Proposals for internal earthworks transportation, i.e. via dump truck between excavation face and
transfer node and how/where the existing/proposed diversion of Yarnfield Lane will be crossed.

Internal earthworks will be via the transfer node, M6 & haul route along the scheme. On completion
of the diverted Yarnfield Lane, the redundant part of Yarnfield Lane will be used to best advantage, it
is envisaged that a ‘Plant’ crossing will be utilised at the Yarnfield end tie-in within the CCB, standard
practice.

PROGRAMME

10. Confirm the timing for the proposed completion of the Yarnfield Lane transfer node roundabout,
underbridges (railhead and HS2 main line), southbound access slips with connection to Yarnfield
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Lane, M6 overbridge, northbound access slips and connection to Yarnfield Lane and opening of
Yarnfield Lane diversion.

11. Confirm when existing Yarnfield Lane will be closed and the existing M6 overbridge demolished.

12. Confirm when Yarnfield Lane widening near Stone Golf club will be undertaken and confirm the
duration of temporary road closures in that area.

Environmental Statement Vol.2 : Community Area 3 (2.3.67) covers the works to be managed from
the compound describing Yarnfield Lane permanent realignment, lane restrictions, temporary
construction access roundabout, tie-ins, temporary works to Yarnfield Lane near Stone Golf Club (1st
quarter 2021, stated in vol.4), permanent southbound access off the M6 & a temporary northbound
access off the M6 along with durations.

Demolitions generally shown as complete by 2023
Duration of temporary road closures will be determined with LA/ HE as appropriate.
Other programme items referred;
underbridges (railhead and HS2 main line) shown as Q3.2021 for 18 months.
Southbound access slips with connection to Yarnfield Lane - This will be part of site prep & set up
Q1. 2021 covering 9 months
M6 overbridge - Q3. 2021 for 2 years including Road realignment to bring into use.
Northbound access slips and connection to Yarnfield Lane – part of the Meaford North Embankment
Satellite compound site prep & set up Q1 for 9 months including northbound access slips.
Opening of Yarnfield Lane diversion – Q2. 2023.

Note: ongoing discussions with HE regarding opportunity for the potential use of their existing
emergency access slips.
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TRANSFER NODE LAYOUT
6. Details of transfer node layout including the system for internal HGV and dump truck segregation
and materials stockpiling, together with proposals for lorry sheeting and wheel washing – again
described in the Bill, standard practice.
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Appendix D. Jack Brereton letter to DfT
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Construction Routes - Overview
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Yarnfield Lane / A34 Junction
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Vehicle Dimensions - 6 Wheeler
Scania

26

3.37

8.03

3.08

DAF

26

2.65

7.9

3.78

Mercedes

26

3.51

8

3.23

Renault

26

3.15

7.7

3.53

Foden

26

3.07

8.19

4.19

MAN

26

2.53

8.1

2.89

Volvo

26

3.18

7.99

4.06

3.07

7.99

3.54

Average

* unladen height and includes exhaust outlet and beacon. As a rough guide the maximum tip height is 7m
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Three Mile Lane /
Keele Services Access
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Example: New M6 Southbound /
Yarnfield Lane Exit Slip Road
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Smart Motorway 4 Lane Running
Yarnfield Lane - Schematic
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Smart Motorway 4 Lane Running
Yarnfield Lane - New Slip Roads
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Construction Routes
– M6 Junction 15
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