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Executive Summary  

A process of public consultation is an integral element in the development of any pub lic 

infrastructure project.  It is vital not only to maintain public confidence, but also to ensure 

that the project remains true to its fundamental objective, of serving the public good.  

Over the past 6 years, High Speed UK (HSUK) has contributed fully  to the public consultations 

upon the HS2 project.  In all responses, HSUK has identified multiple failures in every aspect 

of the design and development of HS2, which will leave the project completely unable to 

meet its core objective, of delivering òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó between 

the UKõs major conurbations. 

The purpose of this document is to catalogue HSUKõs consultation responses, and to set out 

an ôaudit trailõ of evidence that has been submitted either to HS2 Ltd, or to other arms of 

Government.  This evidence ð summarised in Sections 5 ð 18 of this report, and reproduced in 

full text in the Appendices ð  not only comprehensively identified all of HS2õs many failings 

through every stage of its development, it also made the case for a UK high speed network 

fully integrated with the existing railway system, with Heathrow and other major airports, and 

with HS1.   

Given the gravity of the concerns expressed by HSUK, it would be reasonable to expect at 

least one of the following outcomes:  

¶ A formal response from HS2 Ltd, explaining how and why each concern was 

misplaced. 

¶ Appropriate changes to the HS2 proposals to address the concerns raised. 

¶ All necessary technical engagement between HS2 Ltd and HSUK. 

¶ In the event of failure to resolve a point of technical disagreement, appropriate 

information to be provided to MPs to allow them make their own informed decision.  

However, none of these outcomes has happened.  HS2 Ltd (along with all other official bodies 

charged with the development of an ef ficient transport system for the people of the United 

Kingdom) has quite simply ignored every HSUK input to the consultation process.  

HS2 Ltdõs failure to engage in any way with the critical and well-documented concerns raised 

by HSUK (and by others) can only be interpreted as a total failure of process.  However, this 

failure of HS2 Ltdõs consultation process is only one component of a much wider failure of 

due process that afflicts the entire development of HS2.  These multiple failures are 

documented in Section 4 of this report, and are summarised in the following paragraphs.  

1) Mismatch between HS2 Remit and HS2 Objectives  

The HS2 remit fails to specify that HS2 should deliver its objective of a network delivering 

òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó between the UKõs major conurbations.  
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2) Flawed Route Selection Process  

The HS2 remit effectively specifies its destructive route through the Chilterns AONB, and 

prevents proper consideration of less damaging routes along the M1 corridor far more able 

to deliver òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó.   

3) Consultation Responses Ignored  

HS2 Ltd has failed to engage in any way with the critical concerns raised by HSUK.  These 

concerns are fully documented in this report.  

4) Absence of Independent Technical Review 

There has been no independent technical review to check whether HS2õs developing design 

could meet its capacity and connectivity objectives, and whether HS2 was technically the best 

proposal to deliver these objectives.  In the absence of such review, HS2 Ltd has effectively 

been left to ômark its own homeworkõ. 

5) Failure to Undertake Network Performance Study  

HS2 Ltd has never undertaken the necessary study to demonstrate how the entire UK rail 

network will perform, with HS2 in place.  The calamitous consequences of HS2 Ltdõs apparent 

neglect of any consideration of  network performance are set out in HS2 : High Speed to 

Almost Nowhere.  This study is effectively the network performance study that HS2 Ltd never 

troubled to undertake.   

6) Hybrid Bill Process compromised by HS2 Ltd Design Failures  

All the failures outlined in the preceding paragraphs mean that MPs and Lords in Parliament 

have not been presented with the optimised and efficient railway proposal that they might 

reasonably expect when they voted to approve the HS2 Bill.  This totally compromises the 

decision of Parliament, and it also compromises the work of the HS2 Select Committees, and 

the decision to restrict the right of petitioning to those directly affected.     

7) Unfair Restriction of Right to Petition against HS2 Bill  

The restriction of the right to petition against the HS2 Bill to those directly affected by HS2 

fails to recognise the fact that communities across the UK will be adversely affected by HS2 

Ltdõs design failures, in particular its failure to design an integrated and optimised national 

network and thus meet its objective of òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó.   

8) Cross-Party Consensus on HS2/Development of Single Option  

With all major political parties supporting the principle of HS2, no party has yet applied the 

necessary scrutiny to determine whether the detail of HS2 ð which has been developed as a 

single option , with no alternatives presented either to politicians or the general public ð will 

meet the objective of òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó on which its political 

support is based.  
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9) Ineffective Internal Civil Service Review 

The 2016 Heywood Review (undertaken by Sir Jeremy Heywood, Cabinet Secretary and Head 

of the Civil Service) into HS2õs rising costs failed to engage with any of the concerns raised by 

HSUK as to the underlying issues of HS2õs network inefficiency and inappropriate route 

selection.  There is no indication that the Heywood Review has resulted in any worthwhile 

savings being generated.  

10) Inactivity of Transport Select Committee  

The cross-party consensus on HS2 may well explain the apparent reluctance of the Transport 

Select Committee to investigate whether HS2 actually works efficiently as a railway network to 

deliver its capacity and connectivity objectives.  

11) Failure of Select Committees to consider Public Policy Issues  

No Select Committee, and indeed no other Parliamentary body, has undertaken the necessary 

ôpublic policyõ overview, to check whether the development of HS2 might be in conflict with 

other aspects of public policy , for instance: 

¶ attainment of transport CO 2 reductions in compliance with the 80% reduction target 

of the 2008 Climate Change Act, or  

¶ redressing of the North -South Divide through the improvement of connectivity and 

capacity between the UKõs major regional conurbations, or 

¶ protecting communities and  green spaces (especially Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty) from inappropriate development, or  

¶ achieving value for money for the UK taxpayer, or 

¶ ensuring that most UK taxpayers can benefit from the proposed investment. 

This report offers neither explanation of why these multiple failures have happened, nor 

speculation as to who might be ultimately found to be responsible.  However, there can be 

certainty on many matters;  these failures have happened, they have been notified to HS2 Ltd 

in a series of responses to official consultations and they represent a huge and 

unprecedented failure of technical governance of a public project.  Unless remedied, they will 

carry huge multi-billion pound costs, and consequences that go far beyond cost ð for 

instance: 

¶ failure to bring about step -change CO2 reductions in line with the requirements of 

the 2008 Climate Change Act; 

¶ failure to benefit regional economies  and redress the North-South divide; and  

¶ failure to grasp the once-in-two-centuries opportunity to transform the UK rail 

network to build a better -connected Britain.   

Urgent action must be taken to address all the problems highlighted in this report , and to put 

the UK high speed rail project back on track so that it does deliver its fundamental objective 

of òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó between the UKõs major conurbations.   
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HS2õs failures also underline the crucial importance of adhering to due process.  Whilst due 

process might appear at times to be a trivial and bureaucratic consideration, the failures 

indentified in th is report and its companion volumes HS2 ð High Speed to Failure and HS2 ð 

High Speed to Almost Nowhere demonstrate its crucial importance.  Due process is vital to 

ensure both the proper and responsible investment of over £55 billion of public money, and 

the optimised development of the UK railway network .  Without such due process, a 

technocratic elite within HS2 Ltd has been allowed to subvert the HS2õs proper objective of 

òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó into an utterly futile mission, to build the fastes 

railway in the world. 
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1 Introduction  

The HS2 project has been surrounded by controversy almost from its launch in January 2009.  

Its costs were first measured in double-digit billions of pounds, but  are now threatening to 

rise into triple -digits;  and the environmental impacts of building HS2õs ultra-straight routes 

through sensitive undulating landscapes are clear. 

The only possible justification for HS2õs costs and environmental impacts can be the major 

gains that HS2 is predicted to deliver in rail network capacity and connectivity, and the 

transformational benefits that should  flow as this increased capacity and connectivity 

revitalises regional economies.   

This is the promise on which HS2 has been sold to public and politicians alike, and it is 

encapsulated in evidence given to the House of Commons HS2 Select Committee on 30th 

November 2015 by former HS2 Ltd Technical Director Andrew McNaughton: 

òThe aim of the HS2 project is to deliver hugely enhanced 

capacity and connectivity between our major conurbationsó 

This is a noble objective, but there is an inconvenient truth that HS2 Ltd, the Government and 

the wider transport establishment have so far failed to confront .  HS2 has been designed 

without any of the necessary attributes ð of correct routeing strategy, appropriate speed and 

full integration with the existing network ð to achieve the promised enhancements in capacity 

and connectivity. 

This truth is conclusively and exhaustively demonstrated in both HS2 : High Speed to Failure 

and HS2 : High Speed to Almost Nowhere.  These documents make clear the extent of the 

misconceptions, the misplaced priorities and the unstructured thinking that are the root 

causes of HS2õs design failure. 

With no knowledge of the internal processes within HS2 Ltd, it is not possible to explain 

exactly how these mistakes have happened.  However, the vast superiority of High Speed UK, 

designed to diametrically opposite principles, makes it clear that something very serious must 

have gone wrong in the development of HS2, and that the processes of check and review that 

should be integral to any major public project must have failed.  

The public consultations that have accompanied the development of HS2 form a key element 

in this ôdue processõ of check and review.  Whilst these consultations are primarily intended to 

allow the public and interested external organisations to express their views and to highlight 

concerns, they have a deeper purpose, to ensure that a public project remains true to its 

fundamental goal of serving the public interest .  

Whatever the precise nature of the concern, there is a clear requirement that the consultation 

process should be open and accountable.  In the case of the HS2 project, HS2 Ltd should 

either be able to provide a robust justification for whatever aspect of the HS2 design is 
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questioned, or appropriate changes must be made.  This should apply equally for local 

concerns ð which can usually be addressed through local adjustments to the design ð as it 

should for the more far -reaching concerns expressed by HSUK, identifying fundamental flaws 

in the HS2 projectõs basic design and rationale.    

High Speed UK has fully engaged with the HS2 consultations, with detailed responses that 

have explained exactly how HS2 Ltdõs flawed routeing strategy, its ôneed for speedõ and its 

failure to integrate with the existing railway system will have a huge negative effect on every 

aspect of HS2õs performance, and on the performance of the wider UK rail network and 

transport system.  These are all critical concerns, and it would be reasonable to expect at least 

one of the following outcomes : 

¶ A formal response from HS2 Ltd, explaining how and why each concern was 

misplaced. 

¶ Appropriate changes to the HS2 proposals to address the concerns raised. 

¶ All necessary technical engagement between HS2 Ltd and HSUK. 

¶ In the event of failure to resolve a point of technical disagreement, appropriate 

information to be provided to MPs to allow them make their own informed decision.  

However, none of these outcomes has happened.  HS2 Ltdõs failure to engage in any way with 

the critical concerns raised by HSUK can be interpreted as a fatal failure of the due process 

necessary to ensure that the huge multi -billion public investment in HS2 will deliver optimum 

results to best serve the public interest.  Moreover, with no independent technical review built 

into the HS2 process, there is no other formal opportunity to alert the Government to the 

massive technical and procedural failings of the current HS2 proposals, and to allied failings 

in the wider strategic planning of transport in the UK.  

The basic aim of this document is to establish an ôaudit trailõ of the evidence that has been 

submitted t o the Government, either via HS2 Ltd or other bodies, to establish: 

¶ the precise nature of the evidence that has been presented; 

¶ the timing of this evidence, and therefore the opportunity that HS2 Ltd and the 

Government had to remedy any particular mistake or misconception. 

This document examines the development of the HS2 project through the perspective of the 

engagement that High Speed UK (and its predecessor organisation High Speed North) has 

endeavoured to conduct with a variety of arms of Government, in  particular HS2 Ltd.  This 

engagement commenced with a face-to-face meeting with senior figures at HS2 Ltd in May 

2009, and it continued with detailed responses to a series of public consultations and 

Parliamentary inquiries starting in 2011.  The full text of all HSUK consultation responses is 

presented in the Appendices to this document.    

Throughout this engagement, there has been a consistent theme to the HSUK input, 

highlighting the fundamental flaws of the HS2 design.  These design flaws ð in particular the 
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selection of intrusive and damaging rural routes, the adoption of extreme speed and the 

failure to integrate HS2 with the existing rail system, as previously noted ð will prevent HS2 

from ever delivering the step change increases in capacity and connectivity necessary for the 

economic benefits that have been promised.    

Instead, a radically different strategy of full integration, as exemplified by the alternative High 

Speed UK scheme, is essential if the Governmentõs UK high speed rail project is to make good 

on its promises. 

The HSUK input has also identified the huge lost opportunity that the HS2 project represents.  

As the primary intervention in UK surface transport, it would be reasonable to expect that the 

HS2 project should be well coordinated with local public transport , with other interregional 

transport initiatives  and with international aviation .  This is plainly necessary to create the fully 

integrated transport network that is the core aspiration of all Governmentsõ transport policy.  

However, it is clear from all the outputs of HS2 Ltd, that this project integration is not 

happening, or is at best hugely suboptimal. 

The most glaring failure of integration lies in the almost complete lack of coordination 

between the major national transport projects currently in progress.  HS2 might be the 

largest, in terms of projected expenditure, but it is only one project among several that must 

be properly coordinated if the massive proposed public investment in all these pro jects is to 

achieve worthwhile  returns.   

For HS2, the critical interactions are with HS3/Northern Powerhouse Rail, with emerging 

proposals for the ôMidlands Engineõ, and with developments in international aviation as 

represented by current initiatives to expand Heathrow Airport.  Without either the 

specification or even the ambition to achieve th e necessary coordination, HS2 can never bring 

about the step-change connectivity and capacity improvements for the UK regions, that 

constitute its core raison dõêtre.  

HS2 Ltdõs failure to design the railway network that the nation needs would in any event 

constitute probably the greatest failure of technical governance in modern times.  But to 

sustain this failure over an 8-year period, in the face of the sustained and consistent advice to 

the contrary that is contained in every HSUK consultation response included in this 

document, elevates HS2 Ltdõs failure to a level that is truly unprecedented.  

With no inside information on the inner workings of HS2 Ltd, it would not be proper to 

accuse individuals of specific misdeeds or failures.  What is certain, however, is that the 

failures have happened, and that HS2 Ltd and the Government have been repeatedly alerted 

to these failures.  The most generous interpretation of these incontrovertible facts is that 

those reading the many HSUK consultation responses were unable to understand their critical 

import , and in consequence failed to take the necessary corrective actions.  For this reason, 

we have chosen to entitle this report  HS2 : High Speed Trains, Slow Speed Brains.  
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2 Rationale of Study  

2.1 An Audit Trail on the HS2 Consultation Process 

The basic aim of this document is to set out an ôaudit trailõ of consultation responses and 

other submissions to the Government, either via HS2 Ltd or other bodies, to establish: 

¶ the precise nature of the evidence that has been presented; 

¶ the timing of this evidence, and therefore the opportunity that HS2 Ltd and the 

Government had to remedy any particular mistake or misconception in the 

development of the HS2 project. 

This document examines the development of the HS2 project through the perspective of the 

engagement that High Speed UK (and its predecessor organisation High Speed North) has 

endeavoured to conduct with  a variety of arms of Government, in particular HS2 Ltd.  This 

engagement commenced with a face-to-face meeting with senior figures at HS2 Ltd in May 

2009, and it continued (in a largely one-sided fashion) with detailed responses to a series of 

public consultations and Parliamentary inquiries starting in 2011: 

¶ May 2009 : 2M Group meeting with HS2 Ltd (Section 6, Appendix D); 

¶ July 2011 : High Speed North response to HS2 Phase 1 consultation (Section 7, 

Appendix E); 

¶ July 2013 : High Speed North response to HS2 Phase 1 Draft Environmental 

Statement consultation (Section 8, Appendix F); 

¶ July 2013 : High Speed North response to Airports Commissionõs Call for 

Submissions (Section 9, Appendix G); 

¶ January 2014 : High Speed UK response to HS2 Phase 2 consultation (Section 10, 

Appendix H); 

¶ May 2014 : High Speed UK petition to House of Commons Select Committee 

considering HS2 Phase 1 Hybrid Bill (Section 11, Appendix I); 

¶ September 2014 : High Speed UK evidence to House of Lords Economic Affairs 

Committee Inquiry into the Economics of HS2 (Section 12, Appendices J, K & L); 

¶ February 2016 : High Speed UK evidence to House of Commons Public 

Administration & Constitutional Affairs  Committee (PACAC) Inquiry into HS2 Ltd 

Community Engagement (Section 13, Appendix M); 

¶ April 2016 : High Speed UK petition to House of Lords Select Committee 

considering HS2 Phase 1 Hybrid Bill (Section 14, Appendix N); 

¶ July 2016 : High Speed UK letter to Sir Jeremy Heywood (Cabinet Secretary and 

Head of Civil Service) to inform his investigation into HS2õs rising costs (Section 15, 

Appendix O); 

¶ February 2017 : High Speed UK letter to Andrew Jones MP, Junior Transport    

Minister responsible for HS2 (Section 16, Appendix P); 

¶ February 2018 : High Speed UK letter to Chris Grayling MP, Secretary of State for 

Transport (Section 17, Appendix Q); 
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¶ April 2018 : High Speed UK response to consultation on Transport for the Northõs 

Strategic Transport Plan (Section 18, Appendix R); 

 

The full text of all High Speed North/High Speed UK consultation responses and other 

submissions to official transport bodies is presented in the Appendices to this document , as 

noted above.  

2.2 An Examination of the HS2 Process  

The compilation of this repor t has also required a wider review of the HS2 process including 

the hybrid bill procedure adopted in the development of  HS2õs legislative powers.  An 

overview of the HS2 process and the findings of this review are set out in Sections 3 and 4.  

2.3 Changes to HS2 and High Speed UK schemes  

Over the 6 year period since the first HS2 consultation in 2011, both  the HS2 project and the 

alternative High Speed UK/High Speed North  schemes have changed substantially, and the 

responses must be read in the light of  the schemes (both HS2 and HSUK1) as they existed at 

the time.   

The principal changes are noted on Figures 2.1 and 2.3, and in Sections 2.5 and 2.8.  These 

changes are also discussed in the detailed commentaries in Sections 6-18 of this study.   

2.4 HS2 : A Brief Overview  

The HS2 proposals on which the Government has undertaken official consultations comprise 

the following elements : 

1. A new line from Euston Station in London via Old Oak Common to the West Coast 

Main Line (WCML) at Handsacre near Lichfield (Phase 1); 

2. A spur to Curzon Street station in central Birmingham (Phase 1); 

3. A continuation of the HS2 main line from Lichfield to Crewe (Phase 2a); 

4. A continuation of the HS2 main line from Crewe to th e West Coast Main Line near 

Wigan (Phase 2b); 

5. A spur to Manchester Piccadilly station (Phase 2b); 

6. A new line from Birmingham via Toton to the East Coast Main Line (ECML) near York 

(Phase 2b); 

7. A spur to the Midland Main Line  (MML) to access Sheffield (Phase 2b); 

8. A spur to Leeds (Phase 2b); 

                                                           
1
 CƻǊ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŀōōǊŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ΨI{¦YΩ ƛǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘŜȄǘ  ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ IƛƎƘ 

Speed North proposals as they existed in July 2011, the High Speed UK proposals as they exist today (2017), or High Speed 
North/High Speed UK in a corporate sense. 
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9. New stations at Euston (London), Old Oak Common, Birmingham Interchange, 

Curzon Street (Birmingham), Crewe, Manchester Airport, Manchester Piccadilly, 

Toton (aka East Midlands Interchange), Leeds; 

10. Connections to the existing network at Handsacre (WCML), Crewe (WCML), 

Bamfurlong (WCML), Alfreton (for Sheffield), Thurnscoe (for Sheffield) and Church 

Fenton (for York and ECML). 

The items listed above ð all illustrated in Figure 2.1 ð collectively form the HS2 ôYõ.  Where 

practicable, HS2õs new lines have been designed to operate at 360 km/h (225 MPH), with 

allowance for a future maximum speed of 400 km/h (250 MPH).  On either the 360 km/h or 

400 km/h criterion, HS2 would be the fastest railway in the world.  

As yet, no detailed proposals have emerged for the works necessary to improve links between 

local communities and HS2õs stations which are typically poorly integrated with  local rail and 

other public transport networks.  

2.5 HS2 : Major Changes since 2010 Proje ct Launch  

The HS2 project has changed substantially since the original launch of Phase 1 proposals in 

2010, and of Phase 2 proposals in 2012.  The principal changes are noted on Figure 2.1, and 

are summarised below: 

A. March 2014:   HS2-HS1 link cancelled. 

B. March 2015:   HS2 Heathrow spur cancelled. 

C. February 2016:   HS2 terminus station in Leeds, originally proposed to be located at 

New Lane, moved circa 400m to north to be contiguous with existing Leeds City 

station. 

D. July 2016:   HS2 station at Sheffield Meadowhall and HS2 route through the South 

Yorkshire conurbation abandoned.  New proposal put forward for spur to serve 

existing Sheffield Midland station and a new route skirting the South Yorkshire 

conurbation and crossing the Don Valley at Mexborough. 
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2.6 Consideration of HS3 / Northern Powerhouse Rail  

The Northern Powerhouse initiative was launched in June 2014 by then-Chancellor George 

Osborne to redress the most obvious flaw of the HS2 ôYõ ie its lack of any transpennine link 

between Northern cities.  The advent of the Northern Powerhouse ð which arose due to 

sustained political pressure from Northern communities ð has given rise to further outline 

schemes for new ôHS3õ transpennine high speed lines.  However, the HS3 concept, now 

generally rebranded as ôNorthern Powerhouse Railõ, has so far not matured into any definitive 

scheme, and to date no official consultations have been undertaken. 

Consequently, the concept of HS3/Northern Powerhouse Rail is not directly relevant to this 

study, other than as an illustration of the inadequacies of the original HS2 scheme, and as an 

exemplar of the HSUK input into the official HS2 consultations.    

2.7 High Speed UK : A Brief Overview  

High Speed UK (HSUK) has been designed to a radically alternative philosophy to that which 

has driven the development of HS2.  Whereas HS2 has been remitted as a stand-alone high 

speed line, with no stated requirement to perform as a network, HSUK has been designed 

from the outset as a fully integ rated national network with the aim of directly interconnecting 

all of the UKõs many regional centres.   

In terms of its historical development, HSUK predates HS2, having been launched into the 

public domain in the summer of 2008 as ôHigh Speed Northõ.  At the time, High Speed North  

was supported by the 2M Group of London and South -East Councils opposed to Heathrow 

expansion, on account of its efficient performance as a UK-wide network of high speed rail 

lines able to offer radically reduced journey times.  This would give High Speed North the 

potential to attract passengers away from the short -haul flights currently dominating the 

longer distance intercity travel market (especially routes from London to Edinburgh, Glasgow 

and Aberdeen) from and thereby reduce pressure to expand Heathrow.   

As can be seen in Figure 2.2 below, the High Speed North network as proposed in 2008 bore 

a strong resemblance to the layout of new high speed lines configured in ôspine and spurõ 

format at the core of current High Speed UK proposals (see Figures 2.3 and 2.4).   

In 2013 High Speed North was relaunched as High Speed UK to reflect its national scope and 

ambition to create an enhanced intercity network extending across the entire nation.  

In terms of geographic coverage, HSUKõs proposed interventions of new lines, supplemented 

with upgrades and restorations of existing routes, are broadly equivalent to those of HS2, 

extending northwards from Greater London and Heathrow Airport to the West and East 

Midlands, and to Merseyside, Greater Manchester, South Yorkshire and West Yorkshire.  New 

stations will be provided at Brent Cross, Sheffield Victoria, Manchester Piccadilly and Bradford 

Central. 
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HSUKõs new routes have been designed to operate at a maximum speed of 360 km/h, with a 

generally much lower specification applied for upgraded routes.  Route design has been 

undertaken at 1:25,000 scale, with all straights, transitions and curves defined, and with 

complementary vertical alignments also prepared.  HSUKõs designs allow detailed 

comparative costings to be drawn with the HS2 proposals and putative HS3 proposals 

(showing HSUK to cost £21 billion less on a like-for-like comparison) and they also allow the 

development of a ôdemonstrator timetableõ of the accelerated intercity services that could 

operate across the fully integrated HSUK network. 

 

 

Figure 2.2 : High Speed North (2008)  

  

Figure 2. 2 

HIGH SPEED NORTH 

(2008)  
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The HSUK timetable demonstrates the following: 

¶ the improved journey times that can be achieved across the network;  

¶ the opportunity for new intercity and airport services;  

¶ the capacity requirements for this new network; 

¶ the feasibility and benefits of full integration between new lines and existing 

network. 

HSUKõs route extending northwards from Yorkshire to the North-East and to Scotland is 

already fully defined to the same standards (1:25,000 scale horizontal alignment and 

complementary vertical alignment) as the design for its more southerly routes (from London 

to the Midlands and the North ) on which the HSUK timetable is based.   

It is intended to extend the HSUK design to the enhancement of routes from London and the 

West Midlands to South Wales and the West Country, to create a truly national high speed 

network. 

More detail of the HSUK proposals, including regional integration strategies, complementary 

freight strategy and detailed mapping setting out all proposed new build, upgrade and 

restoration interventions necessary to comprise a fully integrated national network, can be 

found on www.highspeeduk.co.uk 

2.8 HSUK : Major Changes since 2011 Consultation Response  

The HSUK scheme has changed substantially since 2011, when details were first submitted to 

the Government in the High Speed North response to official consultation on the HS2 Phase 

1 proposals.  The principal changes are noted on Figure 2.3, and are summarised below: 

A. July 2013 : Heathrow-Gatwick link introduced, in 2013 HSUK submission to Airports 

Commission (see Appendix G). 

B. 2013 :  Dedicated HSUK spur to Birmingham following M6 deferred as primary 

means of accessing West Midlands.  Instead existing Rugby-Coventry-Birmingham 

route to be 4 -tracked.  4-tracking of Derby-Birmingham route and ôvirtual 4-

trackingõ of Wolverhampton-Birmingham route (by means of new Soho-Tame 

Bridge link) also proposed as additional interventions to reduce platform congestion 

at Birmingham New Street, and thus avoid the need for a new central Birmingham 

station.  

C. 2014 :  Dedicated tunnelled route linking HSUK to HS1 abandoned.  Instead HSUK-

HS1 link to be achieved along existing infrastructure, with HSUK continental services 

following Midland Main Line to St Pancras, and reversing there to continue along 

HS1.  

  

http://www.highspeeduk.co.uk/
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D. 2014 :  Proposal for HSUK station at Sheffield Meadowhall, and dedicated high 

speed line routed via Meadowhall, abandoned in favour of new route via a more 

central station located on the site of the original Sheffield Victoria station.  New 

interchange platform s on existing approaches to Sheffield Midland also proposed. 

E. 2015 :  HSUK scheme for limited improvements to Manchester Airport rail access 

radically amended.  Now Manchester Airport to be located on a through route 

comprising a ôSouth Manchester Loopõ and also serving existing Stockport and 

Altrincham stations. 

F. 2015 :  Major upgrades proposed around Stoke, including 4-tracking from Stone to 

Longport, to enable HSUK primary route (generally comprising existing main lines, 

upgraded as necessary) from Birmingham to Manchester to be routed via Stoke, to 

achieve Birmingham-Manchester journey time of under 1 hour, including 

intermediate stop at Stoke. 
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3 Overview of t he HS2 Process 

3.1 Genesis of HS2 

The HS2 project was launched in January 2009 by then-Secretary of State for Transport Lord 

Andrew Adonis.  HS2 was announced as a new line from London to the West Midlands, with 

an ambition to extend to the major conurbations in the North of England, and ultimately to 

Scotland.   

It is significant to note that the Parliamentary announcement of the HS2 project coincided 

with the formal announcement of the then -Governmentõs intention to expand Heathrow 

Airport with a third runway and a sixth terminal.   The expansion of the UKõs primary aviation 

hub was already deeply controversial on account of both its major local environmental 

impacts and its wider implications for increased transport CO2 emissions.  But if undertaken in 

isolation, there was an additional danger that the expansion of Heathrow would ha ve the 

effect of further stimulating the economy of London and the South -East, to the detriment of 

other UK regions. 

The promise of new transport infrastructure that could improve links from the UK regions 

both to London and to Heathrow, and at the same time provide much-needed additional 

capacity for the UK rail network, was therefore highly attractive to politicians of all colours.  

This accounts for the broad political consensus between all major parties that has supported 

the HS2 project throughout its development.  

3.2 Establishment of HS2 Ltd  

HS2 Ltd was established by the Government as a private company, limited by guarantee, with 

the purpose of  developing the HS2 project and promot ing legislation for its construction.  

Despite its ôprivateõ status, necessary for the intended legislative strategy to pass a ôhybrid billõ 

to cover all aspects of its construction, HS2 Ltd is wholly owned by the Government, and, in 

terms of both its organisation, and ultimate responsibility for its activities , it can be regarded 

effectively as an ôextended armõ of Government. 

Sir David Rowlands, a former Permanent Secretary at the Department for Transport, was 

appointed as Chairman of HS2 Ltd, and a remit for the HS2 project was swiftly established 

through correspondence with Transport Secretary Lord Adonis.  The remit was published in 

the July 2009 HS2 Newsletter, and it is included in Appendix A. 

3.3 Development of HS2 as a õSingle Optionõ 

Very early in the development of HS2, the decision was taken to develop a single option for 

consideration by public and politicians.  The alternative, of consulting upon multiple route 

options was rejected, reportedly on account of the greater uncertainty and blight that would 

result.   
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Figure 3.1 : Flow Chart describing Development of HS2 Phase 1   
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3.4 Public and Parliamentary Involvement in HS2 Process 

The HS2 project has developed through a structured process in which HS2 Ltdõs option 

selection and design development activities have been complemented by cycles of public and 

parliamentary involvement.  Public involvement has occurred principally through the 

consultation process, while parliamentary involvement has occurred both through the 

legislative process accompanying the passage of the HS2 Bill, and also through the scrutiny of 

several Select Committees.   

The HS2 process is summarised in Figure 3.1.  HS2 Ltd, public, parliamentary and 

governmental activities are all separately colour-coded.  

3.5 Hybrid Bill Procedure  

The legislation necessary for the construction of HS2 has been developed as a ôhybrid billõ.  

This is the process, dating back to the 19th Century, that has historically been adopted for the 

construction of major ra ilway works both by private railway companies and more recently by 

British Rail.  It will give HS2 Ltd the necessary legal powers to acquire property by compulsory 

purchase, and also to construct the necessary physical works.  Unlike most legislation which 

must be abandoned in the event of a change of Government, a hybrid bill can contin ue from 

one Parliament to the next.  

In a hybrid bill, the passing of the legislation at the Second Reading in the House of 

Commons establishes the ôprincipleõ of the Bill.  In the case of Phase 1 of HS2, this principle 

has been narrowly defined as its route between defined station locations at Euston, Old Oak 

Common, Birmingham Interchange, Birmingham Curzon Street, and its junction with the West 

Coast Main Line near Lichfield.   

There is a right of public petition to a Select Committee appointed to review  a Hybrid Bill.  

However, this right is restricted to those who are deemed to have ôlocus standiõ through being 

directly affected either by the physical presence of the new railway, or by the works necessary 

for its construction.   This restriction has been strictly applied in the case of HS2, and as a 

result, those wishing to petition against HS2õs wider environmental impacts, or its failure to 

serve West Midlands cities such as Coventry, or its ineffectiveness as a national railway 

network, have been denied any opportunity to make representation to the HS2 Select 

Committee.    

3.6 HS2 Ltd Route Selection Process  

The process of route selection certainly has a crucial effect on the route itself, but it also has 

much wider implications, for instance: 

¶ Which cities are served, and which cities are not served by HS2. 

¶ Whether existing intercity services to bypassed cities will be reduced in frequency 

and speed. 
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¶ How the entire system will be configured, for instance as the HS2 ôYõ or as the HSUK 

ôspine and spurõ.  

¶ Whether the overall system that is created will have the necessary connectivity and 

capacity to meet key performance requirements of regional economic benefit and 

reduced transport CO2 emissions in line with 80% reduction target of 2008 Climate 

Change Act. 

It is clearly vital that the route selection process is undertaken in an impartial and professional 

manner, with the fundamental objective of developing the national high speed network that 

is best able to achieve the HS2 projectõs fundamental aim of òhugely enhanced capacity and 

connectivityó between the UKõs major conurbations. 

3.7 Public Consultation  

For a project such as HS2 which is both intended to serve the public/national  interest and 

also likely to impact seriously on the lives of those members of the public who are directly 

affected, there is a clear requirement for the public and other interested bodies to be 

involved in its development.  This has happened principally through a series of public 

consultations that  have been undertaken by HS2 Ltd. 

Two major public consultations have been undertaken for Phase 1 of HS2, in 2011 and in 

2013.  The latter consultation concerned the development of an Environmental Statement to 

cover the various environmental impacts of HS2, as required by the 1999 Town & Country 

Planning Act.  

For Phase 2 of HS2, only the general consultation has been undertaken, in 2014, with a 

supplementary consultation undertaken in 2017 to address proposals for a revised HS2 route 

in South Yorkshire (see Item 2.5).  As yet, no consultation has been undertaken upon the 

Environmental Statement that will be required for HS2 Phase 2. 

The purpose of a public consultation should be self-evident, but it is worth restating.  It is 

intended to obtain the views of the public and other int erested bodies upon the public 

project in question , and there must be a duty upon the projectõs promoters ð in this case HS2 

Ltd, and therefore the Government ð to take proper account of all views.  This might require 

no more than a minor adjustment to the  detail, and this is all that would normally be 

anticipated in a well-regulated public project.   However, any robust procedure must also 

allow for the possibility that a consultation response may reveal more fundamental design 

flaws that render the entire project unfit for purpose.   

Above all, the HS2 consultation process must be accountable, and aligned with the projectõs 

fundamental aim of òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó.  HS2 Ltd should be able to 

answer all criticisms raised in consultation responses, and demonstrate that its own proposals 

represent the optimum solution, the best balance of connectivity and capacity benefits 

against the costs and environmental impacts, and in so doing best serve the public interest.  
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It should also be noted that with the right of petitioning under the Hybrid Bill process 

restricted to those directly affected by HS2 who can claim locus standi (see Item 3.5), the 

process of public consultation represents the principal opportunity for public involvement in 

the development of HS2.   

Whilst parliamentary Select Committees (see Item 3.8) do on occasion invite public 

contributions to the Inquiries that they are undertaking, Select Committees work to their own 

agenda and timings, and cannot be regarded as any sort of substitute for the public 

involvement inherent in an official consultation.  

3.8 Internal Civil Service Review  

A project such as HS2, developed primarily under the guidance of a single Government 

department, may be subject to wider civil service review.  In 2016, Sir Jeremy Heywood, 

Cabinet Secretary and Head of the Civil Service, undertook a review into the HS2 project, with 

the aim of controlling costs and identifying potential savings .  

3.9 Involvement of Parliamentary Select Committees  

Parliamentary Select Committees are constituted variously to oversee the work of 

Government departments and agencies, to examine topical issues affecting the country or 

individual regions, and to review and advise on the procedures, workings and rules of 

Parliament.  There are over 80 Select Committees of the Houses of Commons and Lords.  The 

Select Committees that have taken a specific interest in the HS2 project are as follows: 

¶ Transport Select Committee  (House of Commons) 

¶ Public Accounts Committee  (House of Commons) 

¶ Treasury Select Committee  (House of Commons) 

¶ Economic Affairs Committee  (House of Lords) 

¶ Public Administration & Constitutional Affairs Committee  aka PACAC  (House of 

Commons) 

¶ Environmental Audit Committee  (House of Commons) 

All of the above committees are primarily interested in their own specific fields in respect of 

HS2  ie Public Accounts, Treasury and Economic Affairs committees are concerned with the 

costs and economic effects of HS2, the Environmental Audit Committee is concerned with the 

environmental impacts of HS2, and the Public Administration & Constitutional Affairs 

Committee is concerned with questions of the proper conduct of the HS2 project.  

All these committees have reported critically on HS2, and the House of Lords Economic 

Affairs Committee and the House of Commons Public Administration & Constitutional Affairs 

Committee have both conducted inquiries into HS2, with the public invited to make their own 

contribution.  HSUK has made submissions to both these inquiries ð see Sections 12 and 13, 

and Appendices J, K, L and M ð which have detailed how multiple design failures on the part 
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of HS2 Ltd are the root cause of HS2õs poor economic performance, and its disproportionate 

impacts upon local communities.   

Notwithstanding the HSUK contributions, the committeesõ reports and their criticisms 

remained focussed within the committeesõ specific fields of interest, and did not address the 

more fundamental question of whether HS2 would function efficiently as a tr ansport project.  

The Select Committee that should take the greatest interest in the HS2 project and its specific 

transport attributes  ie the gains in connectivity and capacity that it is intended to achieve,  is 

of course the Transport Select Committee.  However, since the inception of the HS2 project, 

the Transport Select Committee has never undertaken a structured investigation to determine 

whether HS2 will achieve its basic aim of òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó 

between the UKõs major conurbations.  Its last inquiry into HS2, to which public contributions 

were invited, took place in 2011.    
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4 Key Flaws in HS2 Process 

Review of the HS2 process described in the foregoing section reveals the following key flaws 

in the HS2 process. 

4.1 Mismatch between HS2 Remit and HS2 Objectives  

The HS2 remit is primarily concerned with the design of a high speed line from London to the 

West Midlands.  It makes no mention of the ultimate requirement for an efficient and 

optimised national railway network, with new high speed lines at its core, interlinking all of 

the UKõs principal cities.  Such a network is the only practicable means of creating the òhugely 

enhanced capacity and connectivityó that is the fundamental aim of the HS2 project. 

The mismatch between the HS2 remit and the projectõs objectives is discussed in greater 

detail in Appendix A.  

4.2 Flawed Route Selection Process  

The HS2 remit effectively specifies HS2ôs destructive route through the Chilterns Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  M1-aligned route options have been dismissed with no 

serious technical examination, despite the acknowledged fact that the M1 offered the only  

route corridor  to avoid the Chilterns AONB.  This leaves the HS2 route selection process 

critically flawed.   

Equally serious is the fact that the route selection was undertaken with no consideration of 

how the London-West Midlands Phase 1 of HS2 would function as the first stage of an 

efficient and optimised natio nal network of high speed lines.   

The flaws in HS2 Ltdõs route selection process are set out in greater detail in Appendix B.  

4.3 Consultation Responses Ignored  

This entire report has documented the multiple High Speed North and High Speed UK inputs 

to the various HS2 consultations, all of which explained in exhaustive detail the huge range of 

fundamental flaws in the HS2 proposals ð and all of which were effectively ignored by HS2 

Ltd, who failed to take any of the actions that might reasonably be expected, given the 

gravity of the stated concerns.  There was: 

¶ No formal response from HS2 Ltd, explaining how and why each HSUK concern was 

misplaced. 

¶ No change made to the HS2 proposals to address any of the concerns raised. 

¶ No technical engagement between HS2 Ltd and HSUK. 

¶ No information provided to MPs to allow them to make their own informed 

decision, in the event of failure to resolve a point of technical disagreement.  
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It seems clear, from HS2 Ltdõs failure to engage in any way with the critical concerns raised by 

HSUK, that project procedures lacked the necessary robustness and fitness for purpose.  It is 

therefore reasonable to conclude that the entire consultation process has failed.   

4.4 Absence of Independent Technical Review  

Perhaps the most glaring omission in the entire HS2 process is the complete absence of 

effective independent technical review.  Even when faced with widespread public criticism in 

the 2011 Phase 1 consultation, which focussed upon the twin issues of poor route selection 

and excessive design speed, HS2 Ltd was simply instructed to review its own work.  Perhaps 

unsurprisingly, HS2 Ltdõs report Review of Route and Speed Selection, published in January 

2012, concluded that HS2 Ltdõs route and speed selection was òrobust and appropriateó.   

Independent technical review is vital in any project to ensure that the project is being 

competently managed, and remains true to its objectives.  Whatever the experience and 

standing of those leading the technical development of a project , there is still a major risk of 

ôgroup thinkõ in which false assumptions go unchecked, and there is no balanced 

consideration of all the technical parameters necessary to ensure that the project a chieves its 

fundamental objectives.  It is also possible that the need for new competences in developing 

fields goes unrecognised. 

In the case of the HS2 project, the assumptions of design for future 400km/h operation and 

almost complete segregation from t he existing rail network appear never to have been 

checked against the self-evident alternatives, of design for a lesser speed more compatible 

with following existing transport corridors, and full integration with the existing network.  

These two assumptions, coupled with an unachievable aspiration for direct access to 

Heathrow from regional cities, have effectively dictated the outcome of the route selection 

process.  This in turn has driven the development of HS2 to the detriment both of its 

performance as a network, and its ability to meet its fundamental aim of òhugely enhanced 

capacity and connectivityó between the UKõs major conurbations. 

These failures are demonstrated in every aspect of HSUKõs superior performance, and they 

have been repeatedly advised to HS2 Ltd and to Government in the series of detailed 

submissions that are catalogued in this report.  They may be attributable in part to a failure to 

recognise that in the development of an intervention as large as HS2, existing competences in 

the traditional fields of civil engineering, signal engineering, railway operations, mechanical 

and electrical engineering and architecture, will not on their own be sufficient.  A new 

competence of ôrailway network engineeringõ will be required, in which all the traditional 

disciplines are combined to develop the efficient and optimised national network that is the 

true objective of the HS2 project. 
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A robust process of external technical review, managed by independent railway engineering 

experts, would undoub tedly have identified all of the failures of technical management 

outlined in the preceding paragraphs.  Regrettably, in the absence of this necessary 

independent process, HS2 Ltd has simply been left to ômark its own homeworkõ.   

It should be noted that at the outset of the HS2 project, a ôStrategic Challenge Panelõ was 

established by HS2 Ltd.  Although its members, including Greengauge 21 director Jim Steer 

and future HS2 Ltd chairman David Higgins, were nominally independent, the panel was 

managed by HS2 Ltd, and therefore had no effective independence.  There is no indication 

that the Strategic Challenge Panel ever made an effective contribution in questioning, and 

altering any fundamental HS2 Ltd design decision. 

It is appropriate to restate the fact  that, regardless of any process of independent technical 

review, HS2 Ltd has been advised of the multiple failures of the HS2 project in repeated 

consultation responses by HSUK.  The motives of those within HS2 Ltd, all professionals 

within their own disciplines, who have consistently ignored these responses can only be 

speculated upon. 

4.5 Failure to Undertake Network Performance Study  

Detailed review of HS2 Ltdõs published outputs reveals no indication that HS2 Ltd has ever 

undertaken the necessary study to demonstrate how the entire UK rail network will perform, 

with HS2 in place.  Such a study (which should include the development of a demonstrator 

timetable to confirm capacity requirements and achievable journey tim e reductions) is 

essential to enable HS2 Ltd to properly and professionally optimise their proposals, to deliver 

the greatest possible improvements in capacity and connectivity.  

Without such a study, those leading the development of HS2 are in no position even to 

determine whether their proposals will have a beneficial effect upon the overall UK network.  

It seems simply to have been assumed that the building of new high speed lines must, almost 

by definition, bring about this desirable outcome.  

The calamitous consequences of HS2 Ltdõs apparent neglect of the issue of network 

performance are set out in HS2 : High Speed to Almost Nowhere.  This study is effectively the 

network performance study that HS2 Ltd never troubled to undertake.  Compiled by HSUK, 

HS2 : High Speed to Almost Nowhere compares HS2õs and HSUKõs performance across a 

network of 32 cities, large towns and airports within the ôzone of influenceõ of the HS2 ôYõ, and 

it concludes that HSUK delivers far superior connectivity and capacity for every one of the 32 

centres under consideration. 

The findings of HS2 : High Speed to Almost Nowhere and its companion volume HS2 : High 

Speed to Failure also validate the many concerns raised in all of the HSUK consultation 

responses documented in this report .   
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4.6 Hybrid  Bill  Process compromised by HS2 Ltd Design Failures  

The work of the HS2 Select Committees, and the restriction of the right of petitioning to 

those directly affected, are both based upon the assumed logic that the HS2 proposals that 

have been approved thus far by Parliament represent the optimum scheme best able to meet 

the projectõs objectives.  This being the case, it would be reasonable for the HS2 Select 

Committees only to concern themselves with local issues along HS2õs line of route. 

However, this also makes the assumption that MPs possess the competences necessary to 

judge that HS2 is such an optimised scheme, and that its route has been correctly selected. It 

is of course plainly not the case that a typical MP (or Lord) has these competences;  instead, 

legislators are entirely reliant on the Governmentõs advisors within HS2 Ltd and the DfT 

having the appropriate competences to manage the optimal development of HS2.  

However, HS2õs multiple design failures ð as highlighted in HS2 ð High Speed to Failure, in 

HS2 ð High Speed to Almost Nowhere and also in this study ð indicate strongly that  these 

Government advisors do not possess the necessary technical expertise and competence in the 

crucial matter of developing an optimised national railway network.   

These failures, which stem from HS2õs inappropriate remit and flawed route selection process, 

the neglect of adverse consultation responses and the lack of any independent technical 

review (as discussed in preceding paragraphs), have together resulted in a hugely suboptimal 

proposal being taken forward in the legislative process.  The HS2 route and stations which 

have been defined as the ôprincipleõ of the HS2 Bill are also entirely inappropriate to the 

attainment of the fundamental aim o f the HS2 project, of òhugely enhanced capacity and 

connectivityó between the UKõs major conurbations. 

This leaves the HS2 Hybrid Bill, and all its associated petitioning process, effectively 

compromised and lacking in any true legitimacy.   

4.7 Unfair Restriction of Right to Petition against HS2 Bill  

The right to petition against the HS2 Bill has been restricted to those deemed to have locus 

standi  ie those who will be directly affected either by the presence of HS2, or by the works 

necessary to construct it.  In the 19th Century, this might have been appropriate to a privately 

financed local railway scheme.  But in the 21st Century, the ill-considered introduction of HS2 

into the national railway network carries huge adverse implications that are nationwide in 

scope, and it would seem reasonable that the right to petition should be extended to all who 

are adversely affected, for instance: 

¶ Residents of UK cities (such as Coventry) which are not served by HS2, and instead 

left reliant on reduced intercity services on existing main lines. 

¶ Residents of UK cities whose economic performance will be blighted by the London-

centricity of the HS2 ôYõ, and the lack of equivalent interregional connections.  
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¶ Residents of the UK concerned at HS2õs spiralling costs, excessive environmental 

impacts and failure to achieve transport CO2 emission reductions in line with the 

80% reduction target of the 2008 Climate Change Act. 

The restriction of locus standi to those in the immediate vicinity of HS2 betrays a worrying 

lack of understanding of the true extent of HS2õs adverse effects, and a failure to comprehend 

the extent of public concerns that have been repeatedly expressed in successive official 

consultations on HS2.  

4.8 Cross-Party Consensus on HS2/Development of Single Option   

The cross-party consensus on HS2 has prevented rigorous parliamentary debate on HS2, 

which might have uncovered the technical faults of HS2.  This problem is compounded by the 

lack of independent technical review and the development of HS2 as a single option;  this has 

allowed cross-party support for  the principle of building new high speed lines  to morph 

seamlessly into support for the detail o f the proposals developed by HS2 Ltd. 

4.9 Failure of 2016 ôHeywood Reviewõ to heed HSUK input  

In July 2016, HSUK wrote to Sir Jeremy Heywood (Cabinet Secretary and Head of the Civil 

Service) in connection with his ongoing review into the rising costs of the HS2 project.  The 

HSUK letter alerted him to the huge costs associated with HS2 Ltdõs multiple failures in the 

design of the HS2 project, and to the savings ð estimated at £27 billion  ð that would result 

from necessary changes to the HS2 design.  There is no indication that the ôHeywood Reviewõ 

took any account of the information supplied by HSUK.    

4.10 Inactivity of Transport Select Committee  

Since its Inquiry into HS2, conducted in 2011, the Transport Select Committee has conducted 

no further review to determine:  

¶ whether the emerging HS2 scheme would achieve its fundamental objective of 

òhugely enhanced capacity and connectivityó between the UKõs major conurbations; 

¶ whether HS2 was properly co-ordinated with other major projects such as the 

Northern Powerhouse, the Midlands Engine and the expansion of Heathrow Airport, 

to create the efficient  and integrated national transport system that must be the 

core aim of Government transport policy.  

The cross-party consensus on HS2 may well explain the apparent reluctance of the Transport 

Select Committee to investigate these crucial issues. 
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4.11 Failure of Select Committees to consider Public Policy Issues  

No Select Committee, and indeed no other Parliamentary body, has undertaken the necessary 

ôpublic policyõ overview, to check whether one aspect of public policy ð the development of 

new high speed railways ð might be in conflict with other aspects , for instance: 

¶ attainment of transport CO 2 reductions in compliance with the 80% reduction target 

of the 2008 Climate Change Act, or  

¶ redressing of the North -South Divide through the improvement of conn ectivity and 

capacity between the UKõs major regional conurbations, or 

¶ protecting communities and green spaces (especially Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty) from inappropriate development, or  

¶ achieving value for money for the UK taxpayer, or 

¶ ensuring that most UK taxpayers can benefit from the proposed investment. 

HS2 is in clear conflict with all of these important aspects of public policy , and it would 

appear that no component of the parliamentary process is capable of either investigating 

these issues, or taking appropriate action to remedy them.   
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5 High Speed North/High Speed UK Formal Engagement 

with HS2 Process  

This section catalogues and summarises a series of key engagements between High Speed 

North/ High Speed UK and the HS2 process, commencing in 2009.  For simplicity of narrative, 

the abbreviation ôHSUKõ is used, regardless of whether the response was made by either High 

Speed North (before September 2013) or by High Speed UK (after September 2013). 

5.1 Engagement between 2M Group of London & South -East Councils 

and HS2 Ltd  (see Section 6) 

In May 2009. senior figures at HS2 Ltd were presented with the HSUK concept for a ôspine and 

spurõ network of new high speed lines, interlinking all primary UK cities, and connected to 

Heathrow through the development of a ôCompass Pointõ network focussed upon Heathrow.   

5.2 Official Consultation on Phase 1 Proposals for HS2 from London to 

the West Midlands (see Section 7) 

In July 2011, the HSUK response to the HS2 Phase 1 consultation identified the following key 

defects in HS2 Ltdõs proposals: 

¶ although new high speed lines were essential for improved capacity and 

connectivity between the UKõs major conurbations, 

¶ the HS2 ôYõ was not the right way to deliver this improvement, because it lacked any 

transpennine connection, 

¶ the proposed HS2 links to Heathrow and HS1 were not viable,  

¶ HS2 Ltdõs design principles ð in particular stand-alone operation and design for the 

extreme speed of 400km/h ð would fail to d eliver the desired improvements in 

capacity and connectivity, 

¶ its option selection process was fatally flawed;  and   

¶ a far superior route via the M1 corridor was available.  

¶ HS2õs deficiencies as a network and its flawed routeing would hugely increase its 

environmental impact, in terms of both CO 2 emissions and damage to sensitive 

landscapes, and would also greatly increase the need for compensation payments.  

The HSUK response also presented: 

¶ detailed mapping of a London -Birmingham high speed line followi ng the M1 

corridor, in order to demonstrate HS2 Ltdõs baseless rejection of this route, and;  

¶ the detailed ôAlan Brookeõ study  which identified HSUKõs full integration as the key 

factor in its far superior performance in achieving CO2 reductions. 
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Figure 5.1 : Connectivity Performance  of ôInverse Aõ, ôReverse Sõ and ôReverse Eõ Options 

considered by HS2 Ltd, contrasted with Connectivity Performance of High Speed UK  
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