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Introduction 

This report summarises the response of the Whittington and Lichfield District StopHS2 Action Group 
to the Government’s proposals for High Speed Rail. 

Our group is newly formed by the merger of the Whittington and Lichfield groups and represents the 
views of many in our area of Staffordshire, where some 6000 people have signed our petition 
against HS2. 

Our proximity to the route has naturally helped inform our views on HS2, encouraging us to research 
and understand the key issues as others have not.   We are not against high speed rail in principle, 
and we are not opposed to HS2 because of the route it takes.  We support the need for investment 
and continued improvement of our transport infrastructure.   But we strongly believe that HS2 is the 
wrong option, and are concerned that it is being done for the wrong reasons.  Our main views are: 

1. There is no overriding transport strategy driving HS2.  We need an integrated transport 
infrastructure in the UK and there are some areas in significant need of investment.  
Intercity rail links to London are not the priority and to create a new route that integrates 
with nothing will only add to inefficiency and frustration. 

2. The cost of HS2 is huge and will drain resources that can be better used elsewhere.  There 
are many competing investments in transport or other areas that would bring greater 
economic benefit to the regions and the nation – broadband technology for example. 

3. The business case for HS2 does not stack up.  The benefits are subjective and uncertain at 
best, and very sensitive to changes in circumstances over many years.  No commercial 
organisation would take such risk.  HS2 will never recover its costs and will require a 
permanent subsidy, leaving a legacy of debt to be funded by taxpayers forever. 

4. Much better, more flexible and cheaper alternatives exist to satisfy demand for intercity 
travel, based on upgrading and developing existing routes and facilities.  Moreover these 
alternatives can be introduced incrementally, as needs evolve, rather than in 2026 earliest 
for HS2. 

5. Given the existence of alternatives, the environmental impact of HS2 is unnecessary. 

We would also like to highlight our concerns about the consultation process itself.  These are many.  
We have been concerned about the adequacy and accuracy of information available at this stage, 
the most obvious example being the lack of a route north of Lichfield to complete the Y.  We have 
been concerned about the leading nature of the consultation questions which have made it difficult 
for people to respond in their natural way.  We are also concerned about the objectivity of the 
consultation review process, not least because the Secretary of State and the Prime Minister have 
already made clear their support for HS2. 

Nevertheless we have completed our responses to the seven questions, which are reproduced 
overleaf.  Please note that these responses have also been submitted online. 



 

Question 1 

Do you agree that there is a strong case for enhancing the capacity and performance of Britain’s 
intercity rail network to support economic growth over the coming decades? 

No.  There is a need to keep improving our transport infrastructure, but there is no strong case for 
singling out the intercity rail network for enhancement.  We need an integrated transport system to 
benefit the many, not just high speed intercity rail for the few.   

The UK already has a fast and frequent intercity service, connecting our principle cities to the capital 
with shorter journey times than European countries that use high speed rail.  Enhancing the intercity 
network as proposed by the Government is extremely expensive and will drain money that is better 
used elsewhere.  It will also take a long time to build, making no impact at all on our transport 
capacity for at least 15 years. 

Much better and cheaper alternatives are available to improve transport services in the UK in the 
short and long term by developing existing facilities, making more efficient use of modern trains and 
integrating our transport infrastructure for all to use.  

The enhancement proposed by the Government will benefit intercity passengers at the expense of 
current local and regional services.  Lichfield is likely to be worse off, losing existing fast trains to 
London and requiring an extra journey to connect with intercity services at a remote station in 
Birmingham.  Many other towns and cities will be in the same situation.  Far from benefiting the 
regions, if anything the proposals will boost the economy of London and the south-east. 

It is not logical for the Government to prioritise spending so much money subsidising a fast train 
service to London ahead of investment in education and technology to support economic growth.  
Faster travel to London is not a strategic priority and is less necessary with rapid advances in 
technology and communications (eg video conferencing) which are environmentally friendly and 
should be encouraged.  Faster broadband is much more effective for economic growth than faster 
trains.  

 

 

Question 2 

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

No.  This is an extremely expensive solution that will create a legacy of debt and offers only 
uncertain benefits in a weak business case.  A much better solution is to develop existing routes to 
give a more flexible and certain outcome sooner and at much lower cost. 

The Government estimates construction cost of £32bn, virtually all funded by the taxpayer.  Even if 
delivered to budget, the train line will never recover those costs in operation, requiring permanent 
subsidy and increasing our legacy of debt. 

The suggested benefits for the network require that the number of long distance passengers from 
northern cities to London double by 2043, with 70% of passengers travelling for leisure.  We see very 
little market research to support these extrapolations, and find the forecasts excessive. Whilst rail 



 

passenger numbers have been increasing recently the overall market for transport in the UK is flat.  
To require numbers to double in a mature market is unrealistic and very high risk. 

Benefits are quantified by assuming all passengers feel an economic benefit by travelling faster.  This 
is entirely subjective and will never be measured – we are told it is not proposed to charge higher 
fares to test the theory (this would reduce passenger numbers and lower the “benefit”).  Most of 
this perceived benefit accrues to business travellers and the more well off, and ignores that time 
spent on trains is now quite productive. There is no commercial business case. 

The strategy for the Y is flawed because it does not integrate with other transport services.  A much 
simpler solution to improve services is to continually upgrade existing train lines.  Much more can be 
done, sooner and more flexibly, with sufficient capacity increases at a fraction of the cost of the Y.  
We can declassify some first class carriages, extend trains and platforms, bypass bottlenecks and 
widen sections where needed.  At the same time we can improve facilities and integrated links. 

 

 

Question 3 

Do you agree with the Government’s proposals for the phased roll-out of a national high speed rail 
network, and for links to Heathrow Airport and the HS1 line to the Channel Tunnel? 

No.  The phased roll-out will take at least 15 years to provide any improvement whatsoever.  Links to 
Heathrow and the Channel Tunnel, whilst nice to have, have not been fully thought through and give 
very little economic benefit.  

Building the proposed high speed network is a massive project, very disruptive and expensive, 
damaging our countryside and with a business case that is very weak. The world will be a different 
place when it is completed and may not need the structures being proposed now.  Meanwhile, there 
will be no improvement to our train service for at least 15 years.  A rolling upgrade of existing 
facilities would be much more sensible. 

The length of time to complete the network will mean uncertainty, disruption and blight that will last 
for decades. 

The link to Heathrow Airport is of little practical benefit.  There are very few domestic flights anyway 
to Heathrow and passengers that use them are usually connecting on to distant destinations and 
would be unlikely to switch to train.   There is already a fast direct train service from Heathrow to 
central London, and a link could be built from the north via the WCML if it was economically viable. 

The direct link to HS1 and the Channel Tunnel is logical but will affect so few trains that the route 
will make little economic sense.  Meanwhile HS1 itself has been an economic disaster, running 
empty trains and recently leased to private owners at a massive loss to the UK taxpayer. 

If the Government truly believes that rail links from the north to Heathrow and Europe are 
important, the whole route needs further review and the logic of entering London at an 
overburdened Euston with a single track connection through north London to HS1 must be 
reconsidered. 

 

 



 

Question 4 

Do you agree with the principles and specification used by HS2 Ltd to underpin its proposals for new 
high speed rail lines and the route selection process HS2 Ltd undertook? 

No.  The route proposals are dominated by the desire for an operating speed capability of 250mph, 
which severely limits the routes considered and is quite unnecessary for an island of our size.  The 
route selection process has been opaque at best and should be subject to a public enquiry. 

The ultra high speed specification means tracks need to be straight and level, forcing route decisions 
and preventing integration with existing services.  No other train line in the world operates at this 
speed.  The extra cost and environmental consequences are significant and give only minor benefits, 
if any.  A less demanding specification would allow greater flexibility, lower costs and reduce 
environmental damage. 

If for political reasons “high speed” is an objective in its own right, then under European Union 
definitions this could be achieved at speeds above 125 mph on specially upgraded track.  Existing 
Pendolinos in the UK can run at 140 mph, other tilting trains much faster than this on conventional 
track.  There is no need to build a new line when existing lines, tracks and trains can be adapted to 
operate at “high speed”. 

It is difficult to comment on route selection as this has not been an open process.  We know that 
HS2 Ltd were persuaded to move the original route a little further east of Lichfield, however we note 
with concern their comments that the revised route will “result in increased wheel-rail noise and the 
need for more intensive night–time maintenance”.  We also note their comments that an alternative 
route which could have passed through Whittington Barracks “would be deemed highly sensitive to 
noise and vibration effects, requiring extensive mitigation”.  We have seen no comments relating to 
Whittington Heath Golf Course, which will be destroyed by the proposal, and are aware of no 
dialogue with those directly on the route.  We therefore conclude that this process has not been 
undertaken diligently and believe this should be subject to a public enquiry. 

 

 

Question 5 

Do you agree that the Government’s proposed route, including the approach proposed for mitigating 
the impacts, is the best option for a new high speed rail line between London and the West 
Midlands? 

No.  The best option is to redevelop existing rail routes, integrate with other transport services and 
not to destroy new countryside. 

The proposed route does not go to any existing station (other than Euston which is already 
overburdened and will not have the infrastructure to cope with an extra 18 trains an hour) and does 
not link with any existing services until north of Lichfield.  A new station is being constructed in 
central Birmingham instead of using New Street or other existing stations.  The well connected 
Birmingham International station is bypassed.  No trains will stop at, or near, Lichfield. The benefits 
of integration are lost. 

The West Coast Main Line and other existing tracks already link our major cities.  Current long 
distance services to London are, by and large, acceptable.  Services to other parts of the UK however 



 

are very poor.  The proposal addresses some intercity services to London only, at vast cost, and 
ignores the regions.  We do not need a completely new route. 

The route north of Lichfield, to Manchester and Leeds and beyond, has not yet been announced.  
This will affect millions of people and many homes.  It may affect more homes in our area.  It is 
unreasonable to have a consultation on the proposed high speed rail network whilst the route is still 
undefined. 

Virtually no mitigation has been offered in our area to offset the impact of the proposals, should 
they go ahead.  We will suffer disruption through construction, excessive noise, frequent trains on a 
high visible embankment very close to Lichfield, loss of value to local homes, destruction of 
Whittington Heath Golf Course, and detriment to local canals and many environmental habitats.  
Very significant mitigation will be required in our area to reduce noise levels to those indicated at 
the consultation roadshow.  We are very concerned that this has not yet been specified or costed, 
and is likely to be expensive. 

 

 

Question 6 

Do you wish to comment on the Appraisal of Sustainability of the Government’s proposed route 
between London and the West Midlands that has been published to inform this consultation? 

The Appraisal of Sustainability is not a serious analysis of the impact of HS2, but a sanitised and 
wholly unsatisfactory review that trivialises unnecessary damage that is proposed to our 
environment.  

No proper Environmental Impact Assessment has yet been undertaken and the “appraisal” lacks any 
credibility.  High speed trains will be up to 400m long, carry up to 1100 passengers, travel faster than 
a formula one racing car and run up to 18 times an hour in each direction.  The impact this will have 
on our environment, the noise, vibration, safety and security implications, and the area of land 
affected has not been properly justified or understood.   We find the absence of reassurance on 
safety aspects to be particularly worrying. 

Despite the lack of a detailed assessment it is asserted that fewer than 10 dwellings on the whole 
route will suffer high noise levels and only approximately 150 are likely to qualify for noise 
insulation.  We believe noise levels in our area will be excessive, particularly on long elevated 
sections, and that the appraisal is misleading. 

The appraisal assumes that the line is necessary, the economic benefits of speed are worthwhile, 
and that any damage can be mitigated.  These are false assumptions.  There are better alternatives 
that do less damage.  A speed of 250mph in its own right is polluting and unnecessary.  High speed 
directly increases CO2 pollution. 

There is no recognition that all forms of transport are becoming more green and environmentally 
friendly.  It is quite possible that in the future the relative “greenness” of rail, which depends on 
electricity generation, will be reduced by new technology for cars and planes. 

There is very little appreciation of the disruption that will be caused in our local area and the 
damage that will be done to our land and properties as a 72 metre wide swathe is cut through our 
region (average of 22m width between track fences, plus a 25m restricted vegetation zone on either 
side). 



 

Question 7 

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

No.  The options set out are vague concepts and provide no clarity.  They do not satisfactorily 
address the very significant loss of value already felt by residents near the route, or the construction 
disruption, or permanent blight. 

Compensation schemes should be clear at the outset and ensure that everyone affected is in no 
worse position financially than would have been the case before proposals were announced.  In 
addition there should be compensation for those living with disruption, noise and other pollutions. 

Existing compensation schemes are inadequate and it is of great concern that while the Government 
have stated an intention to improve this situation they have only so far identified potential 
mechanisms, not even proper proposals.  We worry greatly that when these proposals come, they 
will be inadequate.  The damage to property values and the lives and outlook of those living near the 
route is very real now and the lack of proper communication is making the situation worse.   

We support the principle of a Property Bond and believe it should be agreed and implemented 
immediately to give greater certainty to all those near the route. 


