
HS2 Project
Progress update

Public Meeting 
at Yarnfield Park Conference Centre 
on Sunday 1st March 2020 at 16:30
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Meeting Agenda
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1. Welcome
2. National picture
3. Local situation
4. Q&A session
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Prime Minister’s 
announcement 11 Feb 2020
• “When it comes to advocating HS2, it must be said that the task is not made 

easier by HS2 Ltd. I cannot say that HS2 Ltd has distinguished itself in the 
handling of local communities. As everybody knows, the cost forecasts have 
exploded, but poor management to date has not detracted from the 
fundamental value of the project.”

• If we start now, services could be running by the end of the decade, so today 
the Cabinet has given high-speed rail the green signal. We are going to get 
this done, and to ensure that we do so without further blow-outs on either 
cost or schedule, we are today taking decisive action to restore discipline to 
the programme. 

• I will be appointing a Minister whose full-time job will be to oversee the 
project, a new ministerial oversight group will be tasked with taking 
strategic decisions about it, and there will be changes to the way HS2 Ltd is 
managed. 

• In line with Mr Oakervee’s recommendations, we will interrogate the 
current costs to identify where savings could be made in phase 1 without 
the costs and delays that would be associated with a detailed redesign, and

• so that the company can focus solely on getting phases 1 and 2a built on 
something approaching time and budget, I will create new delivery 
arrangements for both the grossly behind-schedule Euston terminus and 
phase 2b of the wider project.”
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Why did it happen and who is benefitting?

• Despite the weight of real evidence favouring cancellation, vested interests were at play:
• DfT officials hijacked the Oakervee review
• Construction industry bosses claimed there would be Armageddon with Carillion style collapses/250,000 job losses 
• Andy Street, Major of Birmingham, threatened to resign if HS2 was cancelled
• Sajid Javid, then Chancellor of Exchequer, supports HS2 just two days before losing his job 

• Invoices for 3 months from Aug to Oct 2019
• Total = £363.6 million
• Top 3 invoicing contractors

• Costain Skanska - £65.4 million
• Laing O’Rourke/Murphy - £50.0 million
• Fusion JV £29.8 million

• Top 3 invoicing consultants
• Ove Arup - £42.6 million
• WSP - £18.3 million
• Mott Macdonald/WSP JV £15.1 million
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Oakervee Review
• Why did it come to the conclusion to proceed with HS2?

• Chairman was former HS2 Ltd Chairman, who failed to control HS2 and DfT officials, who wrote the report 
• Panel was loaded with HS2 supporters (e.g. Andy Street) and others who failed to back their private concerns in 

public
• Review was too rushed (2 months) to look at many aspects in sufficient detail

• Key overall conclusions
• There are no shovel ready alternatives: available: if HS2 were to be cancelled, many years of planning work would 

be required to identify, design and develop new proposals. The upgrading of existing lines would also come at a 
high passenger cost with significant disruption 
• HS2 Phase One is not close to being shovel ready and will severely disrupt the existing rail and road networks

• There would be serious consequences for the supply chain, the fragile UK construction industry and confidence in 
UK construction industry planning if HS2 were to be cancelled at this late stage
• Vested interests scaremongering!

• The primary need is for capacity
• HS2 does little to improve capacity compared to the alternatives

• HS2 should be planned as part of the national rail network. This includes links to existing railways but also to new 
investment proposals from Midlands Connect and Transport for the North and Network Rail’s Enhancements 
Programme
• To do this the Government needs to find £237 billion, plus meet inflation costs through to 2040

• The cost estimates for HS2 have escalated for a number of reasons including the procurement strategy and 
contracting model for the Phase One Main Works Civils.
• An exaggeration. HS2 Ltd is proposing to take on more risk for taxpayers handing contractors blank cheques.
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Oakervee Review – HS2 Phases
• Phase One and Corporate level

• Phase One should only go-ahead with Phase 2. Before ‘Notice to Proceed’ 
with Phase One, the Government should (asap) ensure:
• HS2 Ltd must agree satisfactory position with the MWCC
• Phase One has an updated business case and revised funding envelope
• The DfT updates/publishes a revised business case for the whole project

• HS2/DfT to reduce specification of Phase One and reduce the number of 
trains leaving Euston to 14 tph.
• Old Oak Common can deal with a max of 10 tph without Euston

• HS2 Ltd needs to improve performance in a number of key areas, including 
cost estimation, management and control. It also needs to improve 
governance and stakeholder engagement
• 10+ years of incompetence and failure and this is the sanction

• Govt should remove the Handsacre link and look at how to improve 
services on WCML to Stoke-on-Trent, Stafford and Macclesfield.
• Laughable and thankfully rejected by the Prime Minister

• Phase 2a
• Consider merging with Phase One

• Bad idea that is not necessary
• Investigate potential to optimize the design and reduce costs 

• Aldersey’s Rough
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Lord Berkeley’s Dissenting Review
Lord Tony Berkeley is a Civil Engineer and railway industry expert. In August 2019 he 
was appointed as Vice Chairman of the Oakervee Review. In early November 2019 he 
went public about his criticisms of the Oakervee report and in January 2020 published 
his dissenting review.
The key conclusions of the Oakervee Review were that:
• It was hampered by late delivery, a lack of co-operation from HS2 Ltd and unwarranted 

interference by Department for Transport (DfT) officials.

• It was wound up prematurely after just on 31 October 2019 before the report was finalised and 
without members of the panel being able to input into the report’s findings and conclusions.

Regarding HS2 he concluded   

• The project costs are out of control and the latest estimates from the Chairman of HS2 Ltd are 
significantly understated. 

• HS2 Ltd has exaggerated the net transport and wider economic benefits by nearly £20 billion 
and the future revenues by £13 billion. It has also taken no account of the negative economic 
effects along the length of the route during construction.

• HS2 Ltd had claimed that £2.30 of benefits would be generated for every £1 spent. With the 
costs escalating the true picture is that the Benefit Cost Ratio will be only 0.69p

• Continuing with the HS2 project cannot be justified. Instead public money should be redirected 
to other rail infrastructure projects.
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The Runaway Train
• First conceived in 2009 at a cost of £9 billion (bn)

• Original budget in 2011 of £32.2 bn

• 2015 spending review budget of £55.7 bn (Q1 2015 prices)
• Phase One - £27.2 bn (open December 2026)
• Phase 2a - £3.7 bn (open October 2027)
• Phase 2b - £24.8 bn (open 2033)

Nusrat Ghani – HS2 Minister during Phase 2a Third Reading 15th July 2019:
“I can confirm for my honourable friend and others that there is only one budget for HS2, and it is 
£55.7 billion. The bit we are talking about today, Phase 2a, is £3.5 billion. The benefit-cost ratio is £2.30 
for every £1 spent.” 

Ghani was finally sacked as a Transport Minister on 13th February 2020. Her former boss (Chris 
Grayling) was sacked as Secretary of State for Transport on 25 July 2019 when Boris became PM  

• HS2 Chairman’s Stocktake report (August 2020) followed by NAO (January 2020):
• Phase One - £36.1-38.4 bn (2029-30)/ £31-40.0 bn
• Phase 2a - £3.6 – 4.0 bn (2028-2031)/ £4.5-6.5 bn
• Phase 2b - £32.4 – 36.0 bn (open 2035-2040)/ £29.0-41.0 bn
• Total £72.1 – 78.4 bn (with inflation to Q3 2019 - £88 bn) £64.5-84.5bn
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True costs of HS2 and rail connections
• Berkeley Dissenting Review estimate (SP15 funding envelope)

• Phase One - £54.5 bn (2031/32) £27.2 bn (December 2026)
• Phase 2a - £6.6 bn (2032) £3.7 bn (October 2027)
• Phase 2b (West) - £22.2bn (2037/38)
• Phase 2b (East) - £24.6 bn (2037/38) All Phase 2b £24.8 bn (open 2033)
• Sub Total - £107.9 bn
• Rolling stock - £7.9 bn
• Sub Total - £115.8 bn
• Inflation to Q3 2019 - £12.5 bn
• Total - £128.3 bn

• Rail connection costs
• National infrastructure commission connectivity costs - £44.4 bn
• Northern Powerhouse Rail - £38.9 bn
• Midlands Connect - £20.2bn
• Rolling stock for NPR/MC - £5.2 bn
• Total £108.7 bn

• Grand Total £237.0 billion
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So where does this leave us?
One the face of it:
• Phase One (without Euston) is going ahead and could start in April 2020, but:

• There are no finalised designs or agreed construction costs
• There are problems at Old Oak Common – no room for the station and where HS2 passes 

beneath the Great Western line
• There are legal challenges at Curzon Street, which could add £2 billion to the costs

• Phase 2a to be constructed with Phase One, but:
• It does not have Royal Assent yet, as still needs to pass through the House of Lords
• Government needs to revive the Hybrid Bill, as legislation technical lost by dissolution of 

Parliament because of December election
• Motion tabled in Commons for tomorrow (2 March 2020)
• Sir Bill Cash opposing and has tabled amendment to try and delay this

• Detailed design work not started and costs not agreed

• Euston section and Phase 2b to be removed from HS2 control with Phase 2b to be subject 
to a new review by Sir John Armitt

We are working with Sir Bill Cash and others to have Phase 2a reviewed with Phase 2b by Sir 
John Armitt

• This would allow Stone Railhead/IMB-R to be reconsidered on grounds of feasibility/cost
• Would enable SRCG and our supporting Councils more time to make our arguments 
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Local situation 
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Stone Railhead/IMB-R 



Phase 2a:
Design Refinement Consultation -
September 2016
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Chris, please can you stitch the maps in the following slide together, 
plus the extras
• CT-05-222, plus 222 R1 (if you can, but less important)
• CT-05-223, plus 223 L1 (if you can, but only showing YL diversion 

although less important)
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July 2023
to 

Dec 2024

M6 Southbound Traffic

HS2 HGV Construction Traffic Numbers

M6 Northbound Traffic

M6 Meaford
Viaduct Satellite 

Compound

Yarnfield North 
Embankment 

Satellite Compound

Yarnfield North 
Embankment 
Transfer Node

37

Busy Period
4 months

Busy Period
19 months

Busy Period
12 months

37

65

64

468

467
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Table 1 from: Stone & Chebsey Council Written Statement 30-April-2018
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Stone Railhead/IMB-R – Latest HS2 proposals to access the M6



AP2 Indicative Programme (pg 1)
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HS2 Yarnfield Lane AP2 histogram
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Existing Yarnfield Lane as 
a haul road?
• HS2 believes it can use the existing 

Yarnfield Lane as a haul road

• The distance between the centre lines of 
the two lanes over the M6 is less than 60m

• The two lanes converge to the west

• Both require embankments to get the 
elevation required over the M6

• Access to the M6 northbound for Highways 
England needs to be preserved

• As does access to Whitemoor Farm and 
Moss Lane
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HS2 Stone Railhead Phasing Plans – April 2019

Q3 to Q4 2021 Q1 2022 to Q2 2023
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Existing Yarnfield Lane near M6 Overbridge
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HS2 Yarnfield Lane haul road (January 2020)
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Stone Railhead/IMB-R – Excavated materials
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Stone Railhead 
Access/Egress Issues
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HS2 proposals for 
ground treatment 

(January 2020)
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M6 Motorway

M6 Motorway

Y
arnfield Lane

Woodland habitat creation

Railway

Landscape mitigation planting

Wetland habitat creation

Watercourse diversion

Grassland habitat creation

Ditches - new

Landscape earthworks

Hedgerow habitat creation

Engineering earthworks 

Existing Woodland

Balancing pond

Existing Inland Water

embankment

Ground Treatment under 

Starter Layer under embankment

Ground Treatment in cuttings

Proposed floodplain storage area
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SWYNNERTON
STONE and 

IMB-R (see Note 8)
Ground treatment under 

Volume = 79,200 m3
Average thickness = 2.0 m
Area = 39,600 m2

Headshunt Embankments

Starter Layer under Stone 

Volume = 9,600 m3

Average thickness = 0.8 m

Area = 12,000 m2
Volume = 4,400 m3

Average thickness = 0.8 m

Area = 5,500 m2

Embankments (see Note 5)

Stone Headshunt 

Ground treatment under 

North Embankment (see Note 8)

Ground treatment under Yarnfield 

Volume = 41,000 m3

Average thickness = 2.0 m

Area = 20,500 m2

Starter Layer under Yarnfield North Embankment

Volume = 26,800 m3

Average thickness = 0.8 m

Area = 33,500 m2

Volume = 13,900 m3

Average thickness = 0.8 m

Area = 17,400 m2

South Embankment

Starter Layer under Yarnfield 

Volume = 11,800 m3

Average thickness = 0.8 m

Area = 14,700 m2

Embankment (see Note 6)

Bridge to Stone Sidings 

Starter Layer under Norton 

Embankment (see Note 6)

Bridge to Stone Sidings 

Starter Layer under Norton 

Volume = 11,900 m3

Average thickness = 0.8 m

Area = 14,900 m2

INSET

Community Area 3

P02

(see Notes 1 & 2)

North Cutting are not included 

earthworks volumes for Yarlet 

Ground treatment and other 

Volume = 13,400 m3

Average thickness = 2.0 m

Area = 6,700 m2

Embankment

Yarnfield South 

Ground treatment under 

Farm Landfill (whose location is unknown).
layer. Volume for Stone IMB-R in Table 1 also includes 800m3 of ground treatment at Pool House 
south-western side of Yarnfield North Embankment indicates the south-western limit of the starter 
Yarnfield North Embankment. The red dashed line through the ground treatment area along the 
C861-ARP-PT-REP-000-100294 also includes volume of adjacent ground treatment area under 
Note 8: Volume of ground treatment for IMB-R in Table 1 of Report No. 

for miscellaneous other items within Stone Headshunt.
Report No. C861-ARP-PT-REP-000-100294 also includes 3,000m3 of high-quality granular material 
Note 7: Volume of proposed ground treatment & starter layer for Stone Headshunt in Table 1 of 

C861-ARP-PT-REP-000-100294.
is included in volume for Stone Headshunt in Table 1 of Report No. 
Note 6: Volume of proposed starter layer area under Norton Bridge to Stone Sidings embankment 

Note 5: Thickness of proposed ground treatment area is 0.8m at this location.

Note 4: Thickness of proposed ground treatment areas is 2.0m unless stated otherwise.

within Stone Headshunt or IMB-R.
proposed ground treatment areas on HS2 mainline but not over proposed ground treatment areas 
Note 3: Thickness of proposed starter layer is 0.8 m. Proposed starter layer continues over 

C861-ARP-PT-REP-000-100294 unless stated otherwise.
Note 2. All proposed starter layer areas are part of the volumes in Table 1 of Report No. 

C861-ARP-PT-REP-000-100294 unless stated otherwise.
Note 1. All proposed ground treatment areas are part of the volumes in Table 1 of Report No. 
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HS2’s fill shortage at Stone
SRCG has been questioning the feasibility of the Stone Railhead/IMB-R for 3+ years
As part of our ongoing communications we met HS2 staff on 16 January and have been 
exchanging correspondence and information since. This exercise is confirming our fears: 
• Access to the M6 without spending £millions and compromising safety of motorway users and 

its own workforce and contractors

• HS2 faces a massive shortfall of fill material to build its railhead (see next slide):
• Railhead/IMB-R platform stands up to 12m above the Filly Brook floodplain on soft ground.
• Proposes to do limited ground treatment to 2m depth despite weak underlying materials being up to 

10m thick.
• Buries the existing Yarnfield Lane in over 5m of fill with the new realigned Yarnfield Lane forming a deep 

cutting up to 12m deep
• Requires 1.83 million m3 of fill, with neighbouring railway embankments another 480,000m3, with only 

1.24 million m3 available locally, i.e. a shortage of approximately 900,000m3
• Yarnfield Lane embankment requires 100,000m3 not accounted for by HS2.
• Shortage increases to 1.16 million m3 if whole footprint of IMB-R ground treated

• HS2 claims to be able to import some fill from:
• Swynnerton North Cutting (220,000m3)
• ‘Elsewhere on Phase 2a’ (401,000m3)

• But HS2 has a fill shortfall from its six major cuttings of 1.08 million m3, including Swynnerton 
North (250,000 m3), which it is seeking to make up with sand & gravel from six borrow pits, 
none of which are located near Stone.    
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Aldersey’s Rough alternative Railhead/IMB-R



Aldersey’s Rough:
Concept design 2017
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Relative locations of Stone 
and Aldersey’s Rough



Aldersey’s Rough: Design development
• January 2017: Conceptual design and RAG analysis sent to HS2 Ltd
• May 2017: First meeting with HS2 engineers to present design
• September 2017: HS2 presents Option 9.5 variant, with multiple sub-optimal

features
• November 2017: HS2 Sift analysis issued claiming Aldersey’s Rough:

• Is inferior to Stone on engineering and environmental grounds
• Will cost £55.1 million more than Stone to construct, plus another £38 million for

maintenance loops at Pipe Ridware (dropped quickly at Select Committee)
• April 2018: 1st House of Commons Select Committee:

• Parish councils comprehensively dismantle HS2 Sift analysis conclusions
• HS2’s QC and Chief Engineer mislead committee on multiple issues, including

purpose of Railhead/IMB-R, feasibility and comparative costs
• May 2018: Select Committee concludes AR is “too costly and disruptive”
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Aldersey’s Rough: 
Revised concept design 
2019 – Plan view
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Appraisal Criteria HS2 Ltd Parish Councils Commentary

Highways

Bisect existing roads Neutral Major Aldersey’s Rough bisects no roads, whereas Stone bisects two important roads and an operations railway.

Disruption to highways Minor Major Three Mile Lane has a fraction of the traffic compared to Yarnfield Lane, and no other local roads are affected at 
Aldersey’s Rough.

Access to site Moderate Moderate Access to the Stone construction compounds is difficult and involves multiple sites. Aldersey’s Rough is much more 
straightforward and would require a singular access point.

Water and Flood Risk
Major Moderate to Major

Stone involves constructing major embankments and bridge structures in a flood plain, whereas Aldersey’s Rough 
effects are related to one existing chord to the WCML of minimum height, which is not required, whist the other 
represents a sub-optimal design.

Utilities Moderate Neutral HS2 Ltd presents no evidence for the diversion needs, which are driven by sub-optimal design of Option 9.5, the need 
for which could be removed by value engineering.

Structures Major Moderate to Major Multiple structures are required at Stone, but the need is much more limited at Aldersey’s Rough.

Complexity of Construction Neutral Major Stone is a very complex construction project with major activities interdependent and required to be undertaken within 
a small geographical footprint.

Programme Neutral Major The complexity of the Stone design makes it much more vulnerable to programme risk.

Costs Moderate Minor Costs withheld from the Sift analysis, but the multiple complex structures and programme risks are likely to make Stone 
more expensive to build and operate.

Safety Minor Neutral Safety risks are similar as both are construction sites.

OVERALL RATING Minor Moderate Aldersey’s Rough is a far simpler construction prospect with the key activities spread out across the site allowing them 
to be built independently.

Table 3.1 Comparison of findings of Engineering Option Comparison Matrix relating to Aldersey’s 
Rough Railhead/IMB-R compared to Stone Railhead IMB-R



Revision 1.0 Slide 37

Appraisal Criteria HS2 Ltd Parish Councils

Landscape
Major Minor

Visual
Major Major

Cultural Heritage
Minor Minor

Biodiversity

Major Neutral

Water and Flood Risk Major Moderate to Major

Air quality
Minor Neutral

Sound and vibration
Minor Moderate

Community integrity

Minor Major

Table 3.2 Comparison of findings of Environmental Option Comparison Matrix relating to Aldersey’s 
Rough Railhead/IMB-R compared to Stone Railhead IMB-R

Appraisal Criteria HS2 Ltd Parish Councils

Transport accessibility/ severance
Minor Major

Health and well-being
Neutral Major

Socio-economics
Minor Major

Agriculture, soil and land use Moderate Moderate

Land quality
Minor Moderate

Waste material and resources
Neutral Major

Committed development
Neutral Major

Planning policy Moderate Neutral

OVERALL RATING
Moderate Moderate



Aldersey’s Rough – Why is it better than Stone!
Engineering/Economic
1. Direct access from/to M6 via Keele Services
2. Direct/less disruptive access to WCML via 

former Newcastle to Market Drayton line
3. More flexible railhead and IMB-R layout options
4. Provides direct access to HS2 construction 

bases at Whitmore and Madeley
5. Reduced traffic impact on M6/J15 and 

Hanchurch interchange and A53, A51 and A525
6. Less infrastructure required so easier/cheaper 

to build - £71 million less than Stone to build
7. Enhanced IMB-R asset value for rail operators
8. No need for Ashley Railhead/IMB-R on Phase 2b 

saving £10s of millions more!
9. Avoids waste/sterilisation of Netherset Hey 

mineral reserves and safeguards for future  

Environmental
1. Remote from nearest settlements at Madeley, 

Keele and Madeley Park Wood
2. Well screened by topography and existing 

vegetation
3. Much reduced traffic impacts on local road 

network
4. No need for property demolition
5. Reduced ecological impacts
6. Less vulnerable to flood risk than Stone
7. Positive socio-economic legacy for Newcastle-

under-Lyme, Staffordshire, Keele University by 
re-opening Newcastle to Markey Drayton line
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Aldersey’s Rough v Stone: 
Comparative Costs
• HS2 Ltd falsely claimed that Aldersey’s Rough 

would cost an extra £55.1 million
• When its case was dismantled in evidence, QC 

said it was just about cost presentation
• SRCG has since hired Michael Byng (UK’s 

foremost railway cost consultant) to compare 
relative feasibility and costs

• Michael Byng concluded in 2019 that 
Aldersey’s Rough would save £71 million and 
de-risk Phase 2a programme by 2 years 

• Emerging HS2 information suggests the Stone 
Railhead/IMB-R is becoming less feasible and  
more expensive

• Information to be presented to Government, 
Sir John Armitt review and House of Lords  
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Reopening the Newcastle to Market Drayton Railway:
A catalyst for economic growth
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Map of Silverdale Line and stations + 4
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Title: HS2 Junction north of Crewe
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Potential Future Staffordshire Railway Network



Aldersey’s Rough:
Revised concept design 
2019 – Aerial view
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HS2 road construction sites accessed via M6/J15
and the local road network



HS2 construction traffic access from Aldersey’s Rough
• Seventeen HS2 satellite compounds rely on road access via J15 and Hanchurch
• Nine compounds are located in the Whitmore and Madeley areas, which could be 

supplied from Aldersey’s Rough via Keele Services
• Whitmore Heath from A53 – 4 sites

• A53/Whitmore South Transfer Nodes (380-550 over 14 months)
• Whitmore Heath Tunnel Satellite Compound (63-97)
• Whitmore North Cutting Satellite Compound (60-96) 

• Madeley from A525 (and Manor Road & Red Lane) - 5 sites
• River Lea Viaduct Compound & Transfer Node (50 -70 over 33 months)
• Madeley Cutting Satellite Compound (25-40)
• Madeley Cutting Transfer Node x2 (125-171)
• Madeley Tunnel (South) Satellite Compound (45-58)
• Madeley Tunnel North Satellite Compound (32-34)

HS2 HGV numbers at AP2 assume significant supply of materials from BP5 and along railway corridor!
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So where does this leave us (2)
Boris Johnson has given a green signal to HS2 Phase One and possibly Phase 2a, but the 
signal is stuck on amber and may take many months to turn green.

In the meantime we need to keep arguing the case for Phase 2a to be subject to 
further review by Sir John Armitt and for the Stone Railhead/IMB-R to be part of that 
review because the Stone Railhead/IMB-R:

• Is not engineeringly feasible on multiple grounds

• Is a poor design that would adversely impact the operation of the Norton Bridge to 
Stone Railway, and

• Massively disrupt the existing road network including:
• M6 motorway and especially J15/Hanchurch interchange
• A34, A500, A519, A5182, A53, A51 and A525
• Yarnfield Lane, Eccleshall Road and local roads in Stone such as Pirehill Lane

• Would cost at least £70 million more and 2 years longer to build than Aldersey’s
Rough, which itself could save another £150+ million for the Ashley Railhead/IMB-R 

The Prime Minister’s announcement on 11 February is not the end 
of the story: Keep the faith and keep supporting the SRCG
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STONE WITHOUT THE IMB-R



Q&A Session
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http://stonerailhead.org

info@stonerailhead.org
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http://stonerailhead.org/

