





Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29™ January 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 1/4, 1/4A-1/4K & 2/9, 2/9A-2/9AB

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners of Plots 1/4, 1/4A, 1/4B, 1/4C, 1/4D, 1/4E, 1/4F, 1/4G, 1/4H,
1/41, 1/4], 1/4K, 2/9, 2/9A, 2/9B, 2/9C, 2/9D, 2/9E, 2/9F, 2/9G, 2/91, 2/9],
2/9K, 2/9L, 2/9M, 2/9N, 2/90, 2/9P, 2/9Q, 2/9R, 2/9S, 2/9T, 2/9U, 2/9V,
2/9W, 2/9X, 2/9Y, 2/9Z, 2/9AA, 2/9AB as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO
("the Plots"). The Trustee owners are Michael E Simpson and Mrs K O

Livesey.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on two substantial parts of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in
green on the attached plans. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for
the purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any

compelling case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of



constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and

embankments.

2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for
temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not
required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only

for temporary use.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be

acquired permanently.



5. No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil
which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural

and development purposes.

6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future
use of the said lands for agricultural and future development purposes
(regular approaches have been made by national house builders/developers in

connection with residential development on the land).

7. The extension of the westerly footway/shared use facility/bridleway,
on the land to the north of the A6, in particular exacerbates the impact of

land take.

8. There is no satisfactory access arrangement to the land to be retained,
at the northern end of the land holding. The proposed access arrangement

involves excessive travel for farm machinery.

9. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

10. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.



Signed
J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV
For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership

Agents for the Trustee Owners
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" January 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newecastle Business Park
Newcastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 1/5, 1/5A-1/5E

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road Order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners of Plots 1/5, 1/5A, 1/5B, 1/5C, 1/5D, 1/5E
as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots"). The owners are United
Utilities Plc.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on a substantial part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green
on the attached plan. Accordingly such part as is not so required for the
purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1
to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling
case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing

thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments.

2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not



required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the part of the Plots identified on the attached plan for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the part of the Plots required only for

temporary use.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be
acquired permanently. Nor should it be used for tipping of permanent spoil

which will severely prejudice existing and future operational use.

5. Acquisition and/or use of the land in the CPO will damage existing
and planned operational assets unless there is a formal agreement with
United Utilities detailing appropriate protective measures including

easements and/or protective corridors.



6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works is excessive, compromising the future uses

of the land.

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership
Agents for the Owners
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 1/4, 1/4H-1/4], 2/5, 2/5A-2/5B, 2/9, 2/9A-2/9N, 2/9AA-2/9AB

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Tenant/Occupier of 1/4, 1/4H, 1/41, 1/4], 2/5, 2/5A, 2/5B, 2/9, 2/9A,
2/9B, 2/9C, 2/9D, 2/9E, 2/9F, 2/9G, 2/9H, 2/91, 2/9], 2/9K, 2/9L, 2/9N,
2/9AA, 2/9AB as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots"). The
Tenant/Occupier is Mrs Janet Shirt.

She makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green on the
attached plan. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for the purpose
of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the
CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing thereon a
highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments. Mrs Shirt is

the occupier of this land and its loss, even on a temporary basis, combined



with the extent of land take on the other land she rents will severely prejudice

the functioning and viability of her equestrian business.

2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for
temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not
required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objector believe that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only

for temporary use.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be

acquired permanently.



5. No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil
which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for equestrian,

agricultural and development purposes.

6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future
use of the said lands for equestrian, agricultural and future development

purposes.

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership
Agents for the Tenant/Occupier
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AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 1/4, 1/4H-1/4], 2/5, 2/5A-2/5B,
2/9, 2/9A-2/9N, 2/9AA-2/9AB

LETTER OF OBJECTION

BROWN RURAL PARTNERSHIP
29 CHURCH STREET
MACCLESFIELD

CHASHIRE

SK11 6LB

REF John Seed






















































Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 3/4, 3/4A-3/4U

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (““CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners and Occupier of Plots 3/4, 3/4A, 3/4B, 3/4C, 3/4D, 3/4E, 3/4F,
3/4G, 3/4H, 3/41, 3/4], 3/4K, 3/4L, 3/4M, 3/4N, 3/40, 3/4P, 3/4Q, 3/4R,
3/4S, 3/4T, 3/4U as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots"). The
owners are Janet Elsie Bourne, Jill Elizabeth Zeiss, Anne Elizabeth Lomas,

Hazel Margaret Mort. The occupier is Mr David Ralph Hall.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on a part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green on the
attached plan. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for the purpose
of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the
CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing thereon a

highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments.



2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for
temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not
required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only

for temporary use.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be

acquired permanently.

5. No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil
which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural

and development purposes.



6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental and ecological mitigation works is excessive, severely
prejudicing the future use of the said lands for agricultural and development

purposes.

7.1  In connection with the proposed new accommodation bridge (structure
reference BOO6), a detailed submission has already been put to the
Acquiring Authorities containing the Objectors’ proposal to relocate the
accommodation bridge to the line taken by the existing Poynton — with —
Worth Footpath No.37, and for the reasons set out in the attached letter dated
the 28" June 2013 to the SEMMMS Project Team. No detailed response has
been made by the Acquiring Authorities to this submission, or assessment of
impact on the land holding by an agricultural consultant. The agricultural
impact assessment that has been carried out by Mouchel classes the impact of
the road scheme on this land holding as “major” (Agricultural Data Sheet —

Farm ID 20) during and after construction, and in terms of residual effect.

7.2 It is clear from the description of the function of the proposed bridge
BOOG6 that farming does not feature highly in terms of priorities “the purpose
of the accommodation bridge is to divert Footpath FP31 over the proposed
Relief Road and provide access for pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians and
farm vehicles”. Quite clearly farm vehicles are an existing user, whereas

cyclists and equestrians will be introduced to the land.

7.3 It appears that the conflict between farm traffic and other users of the
bridge has not been fully considered, and we consider that the potential for
harm is significant, given the need for large agricultural machinery to

accelerate up the incline, and the sharp turning circles involved. This



potential safety hazard is contrary to one of SEMMMS key objectives, which

is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and cyclists.

7.4 It is not clear as to whether the bridge design is adequate for the
weight and dimensions of modern farm machinery, or the increases in weight

and size that will inevitably arise in the future.

7.5 The Acquiring Authorities have not carried out any proper
consultation with the affected landowners and occupiers as to the siting of
the accommodation bridge. The location appears to respond to concerns

about impact on residential interests.

7.6  The proposed route of the accommodation bridge is unacceptable to
the Objectors, but this part of the objection would be withdrawn if the

alternative route proposed by the Objectors is incorporated into the scheme.

8. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

9. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.



Signed
J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV
For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership

Agents for the Owners and Occupiers



IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH
OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE
ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE
METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6)
TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555
CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS)
ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 3/4, 3/4A-3/4U

LETTER OF OBJECTION

BROWN RURAL PARTNERSHIP
29 CHURCH STREET
MACCLESFIELD

CHASHIRE

SK11 6LB

REF John Seed



Secretary of State for Transport,
Department of Transport,

National Transport Casework Team,
Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road,
Newcastle Business Park,

Newcastle Upon Tyne NE4 7AR 30" January 2014

Dear Sirs,

THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT
(HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

and

The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport
(Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road)
(Side Roads) Order 2013

[, Michael Kingsley of Woodleigh Chester Road Poynton Cheshire, make these
representations on my own behalf and on behalf of the Estate of Marques
Kingsley Dec’d, of which | am the Personal Representative.

We own substantial land in the scheme area which is affected as well as land,
referred to by Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council in their recent letter as
SMBC References 117, 113, 115, 506 and 511 respectively which they seek to
acquire for the scheme and as such, believe that we have a qualifying interest.

| have been in consultations with various design teams in respect of the
proposed scheme for a period of over 15 years and more recently in particular in
the last few years, with the design team at Stockport, headed by Mr Jim
McMahon.

| have attended meeting after meeting with that team to fully identify our
requirements in respect of the scheme, but despite assurances that our
requirements would be accommodated, that has not proved to be the case.



With regard to land acquisition and compensation, | was told that the acquiring
authority wished to commence acquisition of the land needed for the scheme by
agreement in early 2012 and was referred to Mr lan Keyte of the NPS Group who
was to negotiate acquisition on their behalf.

| have indicated that | am a willing seller in respect of all of the land needed for
the implementation of the scheme, but despite meeting with Mr Keyte on many
occasions throughout the period and providing him with all of the information
which he requested, there has been no attempt at all from their side to initiate or
progress any meaningful negotiations.

No suggestions have been made in respect of values, no offers have been
made, nor have there been any heads of terms. At the same time, | have
checked with a number of other affected parties and/or their agents and am able
to confirm that to date, nobody can say that meaningful negotiations have been
commenced, or that any land has in fact been acquired, even though everyone is
willing to sell.

It would therefore appear that it has never been the intention of the acquiring
authority to acquire land by agreement, since it has not done so to date. If it can
obtain these Orders, it will instead use compulsory powers to enter or vest the
land in its ownership and carry on with its scheme, leaving claimants to contest
adequate compensation through a difficult process, at their own expense, in
circumstances where there is currently no interest being paid and contrary to the
advice in Circular 06/2004 and the claimant’s rights and legitimate expectations.

We must therefore object to the above Orders being made and ask that you
kindly accept this letter as our formal objections to the above Orders on inter alia
the following grounds:-

1. Confirmation of the Orders should in any event be denied since the
acquiring authority has failed to demonstrate that it has sought to acquire
all or any of the land by negotiation but that those negotiations have failed,
nor have they demonstrated that any such negotiations as it may have had
were likely to fail, or that the Orders are necessary as a last resort.

2. The proposed scheme has in any event not been adequately designed to
fulfil its intended function, which is to relieve congestion within the area and
provide a safe and satisfactory alternative east/west route to Manchester
Airport, Airport City, the M56 and on to the M6.



. In the absence of the contemporaneous addition of the proposed Poynton
Bypass link road, the scheme will in fact add to the congestion in Poynton,
contrary to its intended function and/or the recommendations of SEMMMS.

. The scheme has not been adequately designed to be future proof in that its
design does not make allowances for or take into account traffic which will
be generated from anticipated development within the area.

. Its design does not adequately integrate transport with development,
as recommended, but is instead designed to inhibit future development.

. There is limited capacity allowed for in the scheme’s design, such that even
without any allowance for further development, it will be up to or over its
designed capacity upon its opening.

. The western and eastern sections of the scheme will not integrate with the
existing central section, since they are intended to be restricted to 50 mph

and have traffic light controlled junctions, whilst the central section is grade
separated and has a speed limit of 70 mph instead.

. The scheme also fails to take into account the proposed extension of the
road from the A6 to the M56 at Bredbury or the potential impact thereof and
will, in its present form, be unable to accommodate that extension.

. The design provides for traffic light controlled junctions instead of
roundabouts, thereby impeding the free flow of traffic and fails to include
slip roads to the east at its junction at Woodford Road Bramhall, thereby
necessitating adverse traffic flows within the area as a whole.

10. The design is unsafe in that it provides for toucan pedestrian crossings at

junctions, instead of overhead walkway bridges and so impedes traffic flow.

11. The design also fails to allow for the addition of the Poynton Bypass and

the Order does not include the land within Stockport which is required for it.

12. The design of the proposed junction to Chester Road should not be by a

traffic light controlled junction, but should have a roundabout, which would
require less land and enable a more free traffic flow.



13. The proposal to have a bridge over Woodford Road Poynton instead of
connecting Woodford Road into the scheme, adds unnecessarily to the
land take and leaves our land without access and completely land-locked.

14. The design of the crossing for Poynton with Worth footpath 31 fails to
adequately accommodate existing rights and thereby takes more land than
IS necessary as a result of its inadequate and inappropriate design.

15. The Order wrongly seeks to acquire rights of drainage from the scheme to
a pool to the south of the scheme [3/2L on Plan 3], when the drainage goes
from that pool to the north. At the same time, whilst the scheme severs our
drainage to the north, no provision is being made for any alternative drain.

16. The order incorrectly describes Clay Lane as a restricted byway [no 87 on
Plan 8] when the first 100 metres (or thereabouts) of Clay Lane are in fact
adopted. As such, we enjoy unrestricted rights of access along it to the
southern leg of the double dumbbell roundabout on the B5358, in common
with all others.

17. In addition, our land fronts up to Clay Lane along that full length and we
have absolute rights along it, granted in our title to Grange Farm. We also
were given undertakings that Clay Lane would be kept open for our benefit,
in accordance with the recommendations of the Inspector in respect of the
central part of the scheme, [paragraph 22 (v) of his report of the 3™
December 1992 refers along with the Secretary of State’s views expressed
in paragraph 26 (b) (vi) thereof] and as a result, Clay Lane was kept open
and remains open, to date.

18. Contrary to those undertakings, Clay Lane is proposed to be closed,
without providing us with a commensurate access into the scheme.

19. At the same time, the manner in which the slip roads and junction of Clay
Lane and the access of adjoining occupiers is proposed to be
accommodated is both inadequate within design terms and unsafe.

20. The currently proposed land take is therefore potentially insufficient for a
safe and proper design but excessive for its current design since it takes
more land than is necessary for the scheme, thereby severing our access.



21. The land takes proposed at 4/10 on Plan 4 and 8/4L on Plan 8 fail to
include all of our land, leaving areas severed, unusable and land locked.

22. At the same time, there is no provision made within the scheme (or
Orders) for amended drainage from our land, at Clay Lane or elsewhere.

In summary therefore, we object to the granting of the Orders because the
scheme as currently proposed is neither safe nor fit for purpose, not in line with
guidance, takes more (or less) land than necessary, has an unacceptable impact
on the environment and specifically on the current and future use of our land.

Further, there are alternatives which could result in greater or lesser land takes,
which would require amendments to the Orders and the scheme.

The Orders intend to acquire all interests in the Order Land, including all rights
etc otherwise than expressly stated [par 2.7 of the Statement of Reasons refers]
but at the same time does not list or expressly state any. There is accordingly no
provision for the protection of our current rights within the scheme.

These defects cannot be satisfied by the payment of compensation and it is
accordingly for all of the above reasons that we ask the Secretary of State to
decide that the Orders should not be confirmed.

In the alternative, we ask that the Secretary of State have these matters dealt
with by way of an Inquiry and ask for confirmation that these objections have
been accepted as validly made, that we are now statutory objectors and that we
will be given the opportunity of being heard at any future Inquiry.

We will elaborate at any Inquiry but if you require any further information or
elaboration of our grounds of objection at present, do please let us know.

Yours faithfully,
(by e-mail)
Michael Kingsley
Woodleigh
Chester Road
Poynton

Cheshire SK12 1HG Mobile 07836 354343
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Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 3/3, 3/3A-3/3E

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners of Plots 3/3, 3/3A, 3/3B, 3/3C, 3/3D, 3/3E as listed in
Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots"). The Owners are David Ralph Hall,
Roger Graham Hall, Susan Wendy Allan and Douglas Charles Hall.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on a substantial part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green
on the attached plan. Accordingly such part as is not so required for the
purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1
to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling
case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing

thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments.



2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for
temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not
required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only

for temporary use.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be

acquired permanently.

5. No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil
which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural

and development purposes.



6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future

use of the said lands for agricultural and development purposes.

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership
Agents for the Owners
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enquiries@berrybros.com

Our Ref: NA10730/AGB/SK www.berrybras.com

Date: 30" January 2014

By Post and Email: nationalcasework@dft.gsi.gov.uk

Dear Sir

METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT

HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT (A555 CLASSFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER

OUR CLIENT: THE BRAMHALL GOLF CLUB LIMITED

I act on behalf of The Bramhall Golf Club Limited whose address is Ladythorn Road, Bramhall, Stockport,
SK7 2EY. My client owns land which is affected by the above mentioned scheme and subject to
Compulsory Purchase proceedings. My client wishes to object to the CPO.

In order to assist you | can advise that my clients land is shown on site plan 4 and the plots are referenced
5, 5a, 5b, 5c¢, 5d, 5e, 5f, 5g and 5h.

My client advises in the first instance that they do not object to the scheme per se and appreciate the need
for improved road links in the locality. However, they do have concerns in the scheme insofar as it affects
land that they own.

My client’s land is an area of land currently used for agricultural purposes east of the West Coast Mainline
rail link and north of Woodford Road.

Through myself my client has been involved in constructive negotiations with Stockport Council and their
agent regarding the disposal of the land in connection with the scheme, but notwithstanding those
discussions, wishes to object on a number of points which have yet to be clarified.

By way of background the golf club owns the land with a view to, at some point in the future, extending or
rearranging the golf course. They have previously had planning consent (now lapsed) for use of the land in
connection with the golf course.

The scheme proposals will therefore limit the ability of the golf club to develop the course on an ongoing
basis to accommodate growth and members’ requirements.

The land is currently let for agricultural use to a local farmer and, in farming terms, provides a single and
level field which is attractive from an agricultural perspective. The proposal will sever the land leaving two
parcels, north and south of the road with a proposed underpass adjacent to the rail line. My client believes
this will render the land less appealing to the agricultural tenant.

The tenant's ability to use large machinery on the land will be severely hampered, grazing by livestock will
not be feasible and management will be further complicated by the proposal for the land to be sloped down
from the new road.

Chartered Surveyors and Valuers . Property and Business Consultants ® Chartered Town Planners
v Partners -
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RICS Offices in Cheshire, Northamptonshire and Shropshire %)
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Notwithstanding the ongoing management difficulties my client also has concerns about screening of the
road, noise and pollution.

Where the road crosses the West Coast Mainline this will be, so | understand it, approximately 8m above
ground level. This will present a significant visual intrusion which will be clearly visible from certain holes
on the golf course.

Besides the visual intrusion there will be undoubtedly noise pollution from the road. The existing road
(Woodford Road) is essentially a country lane which is buffered from the golf course by the agricultural
land. The new road will be at a much higher level, will be a much busier road and will be much closer to
the golf course.

My clients also have concerns about drainage of the scheme. Recent wet winters and wet summers have
compounded drainage in the areas and the golf course has, over many years, spent considerable amounts
of money dealing with drainage issues. | hope that the need for good drainage on a golf course is
accepted without question. My client is seeking confirmation that all highways drainage will be picked up
as part of the scheme and not allowed to discharge on their land and that any regrading of the agricultural
land is adequately drained away from the golf course.

With regards to the land take our client thinks it would be appropriate for the Council to acquire a larger
area than that simply required by the road on the basis of their ongoing management difficulties.

| would reiterate my client is willing to continue with the constructive negotiations with the Council and their
agent with a view to reaching agreement for sale of the required land to the Council. However, my client is
clearly concerned about various aspects of the scheme Wthh require clarification and provision of more
detailed information. Based on a site meeting held on 29" January my client believes that the outstanding
issues can be overcome but until such time as matters are considered in writing they would prefer their
objections to remain on file.

For and on behalf of Berrys
01606 818953
graham.bowcock@berrybros.com
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Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 4/3 4/3A-G, 5/8 & 5/8A-F

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road Order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the owners of Plots 4/3, 4/3A, 4/3B, 4/3C, 4/3D, 4/3E, 4/3F, 4/3G, 5/8,
5/8A, 5/8B, 5/8C, 5/8D, 5/8E, 5/8F as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the
Plots"). The owners are (1) Marcus John Quiligotti, (2) Simon Angelo
Quiligotti, (3) Bruno Ricardo Quiligotti and (4) Lisa Gabriela Ward.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on two substantial parts of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in
green on the attached plans. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for
the purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any
compelling case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of
constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and

embankments.



2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for
temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not
required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after spoil tipping, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required for

spoil tipping only.

4. If, which is not accepted, the CPO contains powers to take parts of the
Plots temporarily for the purpose of the deposit of surplus spoil from the
carrying out of the road works then the Acquiring Authorities will not have
power to permanently change by such deposit and profiling any land which is

taken temporarily.

5. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take two

parts of the Plots identified above temporarily, then using the same for



permanent tipping of spoil is inconsistent with the use of a temporary power

of possession.

6. No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil
which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural
and future development purposes (representations have been made to
Stockport MBC Allocations DPD in this connection in March 2012 and
December 2013).

7. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works and new foot/cycle/equestrian routes is

excessive, compromising the future uses of the land.

8. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

9. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed
J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV
For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership

Agents for the Owners
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The Secretary of State for Transport

Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team

Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road Our ref: MG0536
Newcastle Business Park

HE\ZC?AS\E\'F Upon Tyne Please reply to: Manchester

Via Post and Email: natinoalcasework@dft.gsi.gov.uk

30 January 2014
Dear Sirs

Re: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport
A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Compulsory Purchase Order 2013

Claimants: Mr P. R. Holmes, Moorend Farm, Woodford. Plot 39, Moorend Farm. Plot 38
Woodford Road.

Mrs B. E. Holmes, Moorend Farm, Woodford.

We act on behalf of the above Claimants in respect to the aforementioned Compulsory
Purchase Order being promoted by The Metropolitan Borough Council of Stockport under
Section 8, 239, 240, 246, 250 and 260 of the Highways Act 1980.

We can confirm that our clients wish to oppose The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport
(Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Compulsory
Purchase Order 2013. We would be grateful if you could accept this letter as an objection on
their behalf.

In preparing this objection we have been mindful of the Statement of Reasons set out by The
Metropolitan Borough Council of Stockport as justification for the making of the proposed
Order. In summary, the grounds of objection are as follows:

1. The Justification for the Scheme
i. Congestion

The Statement of Reasons continually refers to the congestion which is currently
experienced within the SEMMMS area. The Statement of Reasons states in Section
3: Need for the Relief Road that “there is no direct east-west transport link through
South East Greater Manchester and East Cheshire”, which is contributing “to
congestion on a number of major and minor roads” resulting in an “overwhelming case
to reduce congestion” (Paragraph 3.2 - 3.4).

It is stated in paragraph 19.1 that a “robust, detailed and extensive traffic modelling of
the scheme” has been undertaken which “has identified a reduction in the level of
traffic in almost all areas”. No further information is provided to quantify this traffic
reduction. As reducing congestion is one of the key justifications of the scheme, this is
a critical point. In addition, we request further information as to the areas which will
not benefit from traffic reduction as a result of the scheme and confirmation that these


mailto:natinoalcasework@dft.gsi.gov.uk

areas will not be adversely affected. It is also noted in paragraph 21.8 that in some
instances “driver stress would increase along certain sections of the strategic network
due to high traffic flow and reduced speeds resulting in delays”. This increase in traffic
conflicts with one of the overarching objectives of the scheme to “reduce congestion”
(Paragraph 4). Paragraph 21.8 also states that local traffic in some areas would
experience an increase in driver stress. Our clients are greatly concerned that this
could lead to an increase in road traffic accidents. Information is requested to
demonstrate the Council have given this due consideration including measures which
will be put in place to prevent accidents.

Generation of Economic Growth

In Section 4: Relief Road Objectives of the Statement of Reasons it is stated that an
objective of the relief road is to “increase employment and generate economic growth”
through “improved connectivity from and between Manchester Airport, local, town and
district centres, and key areas of development and regeneration (e.g. Manchester
Airport Enterprise Zone)”.

Our concern relates to the widespread criticisms which Enterprise Zones have
attracted including them being “ineffective at stimulating sustainable economic growth
in depressed areas” (The Work Foundation, February 2011). One of the key
weaknesses of Enterprise Zones is that they do “very little to promote lasting
economic prosperity” (The Work Foundation, February 2011).

One of the key issues relating to the successful long term economic growth of this
area is the challenge of both attracting and retaining new businesses. Enterprise
Zones can stimulate rapid short term investment but there is evidence to suggest this
is followed by “a long term reversal back into depression” (The Work Foundation,
February 2011).

We would request further information from the Local Authority demonstrating how
they intend to ensure the economic growth of the wider area, with due consideration
having been given to the general criticisms which Enterprise Zones in particular have
attracted. The Local Authority should also demonstrate what else they intend to do to
both attract and, of critical importance, retain, new businesses within this area.
Without further comprehensive evidence detailing how new businesses will be
attracted and retained within the area, it is difficult to accept the justification for the
subject Scheme.

Job Creation

The road relief scheme also has the objective to “promote fairness through job
creation and the regeneration of local communities” by “reducing severance and
improving accessibility to, from and between key centres of economic and social
activity” (Paragraph 4).

With regards Enterprise Zone’s specifically, it has been criticised that most jobs they
create are displaced from other areas — “evidence from previous Enterprise Zones
suggest that up to 80% of the jobs they create are taken from other places” (The Work
Foundation, February 2011). In order to successfully regenerate the area as a whole,



2,

it is of paramount importance that the Local Authority take steps to ensure this does
not happen.

As a wider point, and irrespective of the Enterprise Zone status, it is important for the
Local Authority to also have measures in place to ensure that jobs created are not
simply absorbed by non-locals.

Impacts of the Scheme

Increased Traffic Noise

It is noted that “the Environmental Impact (EIA) has demonstrated that there would be
an increase in traffic related noise at the majority of sensitive receptors” (Paragraph
22.1). Paragraph 22.3 states that there are 55 residential properties that would
potentially need insulation in accordance with the Noise Insulation Regulations 1975.
Further information is requested regarding those properties that will be affected by an
increase in traffic related noise and confirmation that there is a scheme in place to
provide any additional insulation required.

Emission and Air Quality

Paragraph 3.2 of the Statement of Reasons states that the lack of direct East-West
transport link through South East Greater Manchester and East Cheshire is
contributing to congestion on a number of major and minor roads which in turn affects
air quality. Despite the aim of the relief road to decrease these emissions paragraph
23.2 states that an assessment has demonstrated that the relief road is expected to
result in a small increase in regional emissions. In fact in paragraph 23.3 states that
“overall the relief road impact on air quality is significant”.

This decrease in air quality across certain areas of the scheme is a concern as it will
be damaging to the local environment and the residents located in these areas.
Please could you provide details of which sensitive receptors will experience
“significant adverse air quality impacts” (Paragraph 23.3).

Loss of Open Space, Recreational areas and Agricultural Land

“The Relief Road corridor comprises open space and broader countryside. The land
use pattern is mainly agricultural land, with recreational and sports areas, institutional
grounds, residential, and industrial and commercial land uses” (Paragraph 20.5). It is
a concern that the Relief Road will have a great impact upon Open Space within the
area. This decrease in countryside and increase in emissions will be damaging to the
local environment. It is also a concern that the Relief Road affects a number of
recreational grounds, such as Moorend Golf Course, Styal Golf Course and Woodford
Recreation Ground. Our client feels that it is not in the public’s interest to decrease the
amount of open space and recreational amenities within the area.



3. Extent of Land Take

Our client considers that an excessive land take has been proposed by the local
authority over and above their requirement for the scheme. If the Compulsory
Purchase Order is confirmed we would request that the land take is altered to remove
land to the north and south of the road line. By amending the land take my client has
a better prospect of presenting his golf course albeit a significantly reduced course.

4. The Funding for the Scheme

The Statement of Reasons summarised breakdown of costs and funding for the relief
road in paragraph 24.1 is outdated. The cost analysis that has been undertaken is
based on Q2 2010 prices which are nearly four years out of date. They also exclude
allowances for inflation and risk. This is a concern as newer research has not been
undertaken to quantify costs taking into account present day pricing. Further details
are required to provide comfort that the Local Authority has factored in present day
pricing and has sufficient funding in place in order to deliver the proposed Scheme.

5. CPO - The Last Resort

As referred to in Paragraph 28.22, the ODPM Circular 06/2004 advises that a
Compulsory Purchase Order should only be made where there is a compelling case in
the Public interest to do so. We would question whether it is actually in the public’s
interest for this scheme to be authorised.

We would also argue that approaches to date have been insufficient to justify the
makings of the Compulsory Purchase Order. The use of Compulsory Purchase Order
powers in all cases should be a position of last resort. This has not been
demonstrates in respect to our clients interest.

In conclusion, there is “no compelling case in the public interest” as required by National
Policy to acquire the objectors’ land.

The above represents our Clients’ objection to the aforementioned Compulsory Purchase

Order. We reserve the right to add to or expand our Clients’ case upon sight of further
evidence and information being made by the Acquiring Authority.

Yours faithfully

S 6

Simon Cook BSc (Hons) MRICS
Director

Direct Line: 0161 817 3390
E-mail: simoncook@roger-hannah.co.uk
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Hughes, Emma

From: Louise.Allan@TSB.co.uk

Sent: 31 January 2014 13:24

To: SEMMMS Relief.Road

Subject: GM151925 Moorend Far, Woodford

Dear Sir / Madam,

Thank you for your letter dated 15th January 2014 regarding the Compulsory Purchase Order on this property.

As stated TSB hold a registered charge over this property. We are aware a letter was sent to Lloyds Bank initially on
10th December 2013 and therefore there was some delays in the Order reaching TSB. Therefore, due to the lack of
time TSB have had to assess the documentation, we would wish to register an objection against this Order.

Would you at all be able to advise on the impact that the new relief road will have on this property / land?

Kind Regards

Louise Allan | Relationship Manager | Business Banking | TSB

(=] 1st Floor, Excel House, 30 Semple Street, Edinburgh, EH3 8BL
® Telephone: 0845 835 3858 (Network: 1344039)

“B Email: louise.allan@tsb.co.uk

TSB Bank plc. Registered Office: Henry Duncan House, 120 George Street, Edinburgh EH2 4LH.
Registered in Scotland, number SC95237. Telephone: 0131 225 4555.

Authorised by the Prudential Regulation Authority and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority
and the Prudential Regulation Authority under registration number 191240.

This e-mail (including any attachments) is private and confidential and may contain privileged material. If
you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and delete it (including any attachments)
immediately. You must not copy, distribute, disclose or use any of the information in it or any attachments.
Telephone calls may be monitored or recorded.

TSB Bank plc is covered by the Financial Services Compensation Scheme and the Financial Ombudsman
Service
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Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 5/11 & 511/A

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (““CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owner of Plots 5/11, 5/11A as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the
Plots"). The Owner is Lisa Michelle Lawson

She makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on a part of the Plot shown edged/coloured in green on the attached
plan. Accordingly such part is not so required for the purpose of the
construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO.
The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to take
land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing thereon a

highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments.

2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not



required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objector believes that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only

for temporary use.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be

acquired permanently.

5. No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil
which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for equestrian,

agricultural and development purposes.

6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future

use of the said lands for equestrian, agricultural and development purposes.



The land area available to service the existing equestrian unit on the property
is already at a minimum, and accordingly any reduction in the land area
through land take will have critical consequences in terms of the number of
horses the property will service. In turn the consequences of the land take
area for the value of the property as a whole, in a competitive equestrian
property market will also be critical, and this issue cannot be resolved

through compensation only for the land to be taken.

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership
Agents for the Owner
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Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 5/24, 5/24A-5/24B

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (““CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners of Plots 5/24, 5/24A, 5/24B as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO
("the Plots"). The owners are Mr M and Mrs C Freedman.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1 The ownership of the Plots is incorrectly described in the CPO; the
land is owned by the Mr and Mrs Freedman, and not Fairhold (Briardene)
Ltd. Accordingly the CPO is defective.

2. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO. Accordingly such
parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway
should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities

have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are



not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and

its cuttings and embankments.

3. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

4. The Plot cannot be used for additional pedestrian, cycling or
equestrian use for the following reasons:

e Mr and Mrs Freedman’s property stands at the end of an existing cul-
de-sac, and there is currently no route through the highway onto the
land to the south for pedestrians, cyclists and equestrian users.

e [t appears that the proposed new shared use footway/cycle way (and
possible bridleway) takes the line immediately in front of their
existing vehicular access from the highway, which gives rise to
potential safety hazards.

e There is an existing access available to the land immediately to the
east of the proposed access, which could be used for the proposed new
route. The proposal to create an additional access in the Plot appears

wholly irrational and unreasonable.

5. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.



Signed
J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV
For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership

Agents for the Owners
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 6/4, 6/4A-6/4D

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners of Plots 6/4. 6/4A, 6/4B, 6/4C, 6/4D as listed in Schedule 1 to
the CPO ("the Plots"). The owners are Paul Gavin Darnell and Melanie Jane

Darnell.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO. Accordingly such
parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway
should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities
have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are
not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and

its cuttings and embankments.

2. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;



these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

3. There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and
unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing paths

into private land.

4 The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership
Agents for the Owners
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 6/3, 6/3A-6/3C

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owner of Plots 6/3, 6/3A, 6/3B, 6/3C as listed in Schedule 1 to the
CPO ("the Plots"). The owner is Mrs Angela Mary Rowland.

She makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. That part of the Objector’s land holding affected by the permanent
land take is a section which was severed from Moorfield Farm, Hall Moss
Lane, by the construction of the existing A555 Road. The permanent land
take removes the only vehicular access to the Objector’s land, and there is no
provision in the CPO to maintain the existing right of way along the track to
the west of the land holding to Hall Moss Lane. In these circumstances, the

Objector’s land is landlocked.

2. In the event that it is intended that existing rights of way down the
access track are maintained, the Plot cannot be used for additional equestrian,

cycling or pedestrian use for the following reasons:



3.

The access way in question is the only access to the Objectors’ land
and this private means of access was created as a result of the
construction of the existing A555 Road through the Objectors’ land
holding.

The existing access way is already too narrow for modern farm
machinery; the land served by the existing access way is mown.

There is insufficient space for other users to pass by farm machinery.

The proposal therefore works against one of the key objectives of the
scheme, which is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and

cyclists.

Insufficient consideration has been given to the needs of existing

users.

There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and
unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing

paths into private land.

No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to

be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO. Accordingly such

parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway

should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities

have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are

not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and

its cuttings and embankments.



4. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future

use of the said lands for agricultural and future development purposes.

5. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

6. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership
Agents for the Owner
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOT 6/2

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners of Plot 6/2 as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").

The Owners are David Charles Jones and Richard Anthony Jones.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO. Accordingly such
parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway
should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities
have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are
not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and

its cuttings and embankments.

2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land, or an

interest in land for a proposed CPO easement as shown in blue on the



attached plan, and accordingly such parts of the Plot as are not required for
permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the
CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ proposed taking
the Plot identified on the attached plan for an easement only and contend that

there is no power under the CPO to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plot, that only an
easement is required. If the intention of the Acquiring Authorities is to take
the Plot permanently, but then give a written undertaking to return the Plot
subject to an easement, then this is a misuse of powers for it shows that the
Acquiring Authorities cannot show a compelling case to acquire permanently

the parts of the Plots required only for an easement.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take the Plot
identified above for an easement, then the land in question should not be

acquired permanently.

5. The Plot cannot be used for additional equestrian, cycling or

pedestrian use for the following reasons:

e The access way in question is the only access to the Objectors’ land
and this private means of access was created as a result of the
construction of the existing A555 Road through the Objectors’ land
holding.



6.

The existing access way is already too narrow for modern farm
machinery; the land served by the existing access way is mown.

There is insufficient space for other users to pass by farm machinery.

The proposal therefore works against one of the key objectives of the
scheme, which is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and

cyclists.

Insufficient consideration has been given to the needs of existing

users.

There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and
unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing

paths into private land.

The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

7.

The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed
J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership

Agents for the Owners
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOT 6/5C

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (““CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owner of Plot 6/5C as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").

The owner is James Fielding

He makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. The ownership of the Plot is incorrectly described in the CPO; the
land is owned by the Objector, and not Cheshire East Borough Council.
Accordingly the CPO is defective.

2. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO. Accordingly such
parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway
should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities
have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are
not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and

its cuttings and embankments.



3. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for
temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not
required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from

Schedule 1 to the CPO.

4. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plot, that only an
easement is required. If the intention of the Acquiring Authorities is to take
the Plot permanently, but then give a written undertaking to return the Plot
subject to an easement, then this is a misuse of powers for it shows that the
Acquiring Authorities cannot show a compelling case to acquire permanently

the parts of the Plots required only for an easement.

5. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above for an easement, then the land in question should

not be acquired permanently.

6. The Plot cannot be used for additional equestrian, cycling or

pedestrian use for the following reasons:

e The access way in question is the only access to the Objectors’ land
and this private means of access was created as a result of the
construction of the existing A555 Road through the Objectors’ land
holding.



7.

The existing access way is already too narrow for modern farm
machinery; the land served by the existing access way is mown.

There is insufficient space for other users to pass by farm machinery.

The proposal therefore works against one of the key objectives of the
scheme, which is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and

cyclists.

Insufficient consideration has been given to the needs of existing

users.

There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and
unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing

paths into private land.

The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

8.

The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed
J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership

Agents for the Owner
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 7/4, 7/4A-7/4H

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Tenant of Plots 7/4, 7/4A, 7/4B, 7/4C, 7/4D, 7/4E, 7/4F, 7/4G, 7/4H as
listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots"). The Tenant is Christopher W

Shenton

He makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to
be placed on substantial parts of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green
on the attached plans. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for the
purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1
to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling
case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing

thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments.



2. No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for
temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not
required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from
Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’
proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for
temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO

to do so.

3. By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land"
described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference
to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map.
Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a
temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the
Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give
a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a
misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a
compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only

for temporary use.

4. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be

acquired permanently.

5. No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil
which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural

purposes.



6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and
environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future

use of the said lands for agricultural purposes.

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

8. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of
the Plots identified above temporarily, and to take land for the purpose of
pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways, the following issues must be
resolved:

e The loss of the field for a compound (Plots 7/4A and 7/4B) will have a
serious impact on what is a substantial farm business in the locality, as
that field is used as an isolation field for cattle under a high health
scheme. Insufficient consideration has been given to the impact of the
scheme on existing agricultural users.

e The current proposals close off the existing access to Plots 7/4A and
7/4B.

e There will be conflict between existing agricultural traffic with
proposed bridleway/cycle way traffic on the existing accommodation
bridge over the A555. A tractor coming over the bridge from the
northern side will have to accelerate to get up the bank, without
having sight of who or what might be on the bridge. This safety
hazard is in conflict with one of the schemes key objectives, which is

to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and cyclists.



e There is an existing problem of gates to footpaths being left open and
consequential stock escape, quite often on to the A555 and/or the A34.

e [t is essential that the junction of the southerly end of Spath Lane (to
south of A555 bridge) with the new pedestrian/cycle route coming in
from the east is properly gated to prevent stock running on to the new
access way.

e Additional land take as a result of the new footpath to the north of
Beech Farm (Plots 7/4C and 7/4D) can be avoided by relocating the
footpath into the existing land take area. A better route for FP No.81
would be along the western perimeter of the field, obviating the need
for stile/kissing gates etc. This would help to mitigate some of the
effects of the permanent land take.

e The connection between Wilmslow FP No. 81 and Cheadle and Gatley
FP No. 38 involves crossing the A555/A34 junction at seven places
which is unsafe. Consequently FP No. 81 should be extinguished.

9. Existing drainage problems with the ditches adjoining and under the
existing A555 have yet to be resolved, causing the land drainage of much of

the adjoining land to fail.

10. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.



Signed
J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV
For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership

Agents for the Tenant



IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH
OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE
ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE
METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6)
TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555
CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS)
ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 7/4, 7/4A-7/4H

LETTER OF OBJECTION

BROWN RURAL PARTNERSHIP
29 CHURCH STREET
MACCLESFIELD

CHASHIRE

SK11 6LB

REF John Seed
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Our Ref: JRS/1g

Date: 29" anuary 2014

Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park
Newecastle Upon Tyne  NE4 7AR

IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOT 8/8

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013



LETTER OF OBJECTION

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order
2013

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase
Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf
of the Owners of Plot 8/8 as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").

The owners are Alan Walker and Veronica Ann Walker.

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO:

1. The permanent land take involves the loss of part of the playing
fields/area at Little Acorns Day Nursery, which is critical to the functioning
and viability of the Nursery business, which employs 57 staff. There is no
alternative land available on the property to replace the part of the playing
fields/area in question, and this loss cannot be dealt with by compensation

alone.

2. The extent of land take is exacerbated by the provision of a new

footway/cycle way, which could be relocated elsewhere.



3. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to
take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways;
these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the
Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments. The land required for these

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO.

4. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is
unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and

viable means of access.

Signed

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership
Agents for the Owners



IN THE MATTER OF
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH
OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT
AS555 CLASSIFIED ROAD)
COMPULSORY PURCHASE
ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE
METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF
STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6)
TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555
CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS)
ORDER 2013

AND IN THE MATTER OF
PLOTS 8/8

LETTER OF OBJECTION

BROWN RURAL PARTNERSHIP
29 CHURCH STREET
MACCLESFIELD

CHASHIRE

SK11 6LB

REF John Seed









DWF LLP
1 Scott Place 2 Hardman Street Manchester M3 3AA DX 14313 Manchester
T 03333 20 22 20 F 03333 20 44 40 www.dwf.co.uk

FOR THE URGENT ATTENTION OF
The Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park

Newcastle Upon Tyne

NE4 7AR

Our Ref: DRXC/FHA01262-4

. . . 30 2014
By email to nationalcasework@dft.gsi.gov.uk e

Dear Sirs

Letter of Objection to the Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester
Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 2013

Our Clients: Mr Robert Hankinson and Mrs Christina Hankinson, Beech Farm, Hollin Lane,
Styal

Property: CH150899 122 Hollin Lane, Styal, Wilmslow SK9 4LD
GM889316 land and buildings lying to the east of Styal Road, Styal

Plot Numbers: Plots 9/9, 9/9A, 9/9D, 9/9E, 9/9F, 9/9G, 9/9H, 9/9I and 9/9J

We act on behalf of Robert and Christina Hankinson, the freehold owners of Beech Farm, Hollin Lane,
Styal, registered at the Land Registry under title numbers CH150899 and GM889316, and lodge this
objection in relation to the above compulsory purchase order relating to the full planning application
for construction of the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road proposed under the SEMMMS Scheme.

This order includes land within the ownership of our clients, which is proposed to be built on under the
proposed scheme or, alternatively, used for temporary measures to aid the construction of the
SEMMMS Scheme roads and/or bridges.

Our clients’ land ownership is identified on Site Plan 9 and, more specifically, consists of Plots 9/9,
9/9A, 9/9D, 9/9E, 9/9F, 9/9G, 9/9H, 9/91 and 9/9J.

As a general note, we are disheartened that the conversations and correspondence with the
respective Councils to date have been largely unhelpful. Our clients have, on numerous occasions,
raised a number of issues with the proposed scheme and has received a plethora of alternate and
contradictory answers.

Previous Schemes

Areas of our clients’ historic land interest have been vacated as part of the history of the SEMMMS
scheme, which has changed routes over a number of years and various relief road proposals. Our
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clients have been effectively held in abeyance since the 1950s without knowing exactly
proposed and if, or when, development will come forward. Not only has this had an impact on
value of our clients’ land but it has left our clients feeling like they have been manipulated in order to
serve the needs of others.

In the 1950s land was compulsorily purchased from our clients’ family for the development of the
substation and the road envisaged at the time. Subsequently, the route has moved for reasons our
clients have not always understood; one proposal about 10 years ago being only yards away from
their farm buildings. Our clients have never been able to determine if the moving of the routes was
determined by cost or whether it has more to do with the maximization of land holding values in
certain areas for interested parties or to accommodate the requirements or the requirements of
adjoining landowners. Our clients have never been given a detailed justification in discussion with the
officers about the reasons for the route changes.

Preferred Route

It is our clients’ view that the determination by the Acquiring Authorities of which route option for the
SEMMMS Scheme is the “preferred” option is based upon flawed and bogus information. It has been
stated by the Acquiring Authorities that the relief road has to take a certain line to avoid impact upon a
woodland of local significance, located to the north of the substation. It is, however, clear to anyone
within the locality that this woodland is little more than a piece of wasteland, which has neither
character nor importance to the local community; it is of only minor ecological value, being a relatively
new monoculture of non-native poplars.

During the CPO and planning application consultation process, it is our clients’ view that the opinion of
the local people should have carried significant weight and it is apparent that this has not been the
case; the local residents view this piece of land as an area of trash rather than woodland of local
significance. Our clients have also never received a copy of the costs v benefits analysis that was
undertaken and it is right that the same should be given if a full picture of the consultation process in
determining the preferred route is to be transparent to members of the public.

Footpath and New Private Access to Severed Land

The proposed road scheme cuts directly through our clients’ land from the north west corner in a
south easterly direction, until it hits the golf course land. Our clients currently access their land to the
east of the railway line across a rail bridge (fields used for the grazing of livestock) across a rail bridge
sited within the ownership of Network Rail. The line of this bridge incorporates a public footpath
(FP7), which is to be diverted as part of the proposals. The footpath, once it has crossed the bridge,
turns to the left and runs up the side of our clients’ land before it then turns to the right and crosses
our clients’ field in a south-easterly direction. The proposed scheme diverts this footpath under the
relief road via a pedestrian subway constructed as part of the proposed rail bridge and then links the
same back to its original line.

Our clients currently access the northern part of their land along the line of the footpath (FP7) as it
currently lies, continuing northwards where the footpath then turns to the south-east (see Site Plan 9
of the SRO attached marked Plan 1). As part of the scheme proposals, it is understood that our
clients will not be able to access the severed part of their land with vehicles along this line and,
instead, have to take a convoluted route of access (as described under the heading ‘New Access to
Severed Land’ below). Likewise, the Vodafone mast which is located in this severed part of the land
also has to be accessed for maintenance purposes along the new road access.

C:ANRPorlb\Cobbetts\ARB\36120424 1 doc Page 2 of 5
ARB/HA1262/4/36120424-1



The scheme proposes to take plots 9/9, 9/9A and also 9/10 and 9/10A from the adjoining owner, W
Nixon & Sons Limited. It is not clear how our clients will be able to access this severed land because
the scheme will also be taking plots 9/9D, 9/9E, 9/9F, 9/9G, 9/9H, 9/91 and 9/9J during the
construction period and permanently once the scheme has been constructed.

Furthermore, there have been no provisions made for how Vodafone will access by vehicle their mast
on the severed parcel of land, adjacent to plot numbers 9/9, 9/9A and 9/10, during or post
construction.

This is both unacceptable and highly prejudicial to our clients.
Temporary Compound

This compound appears to be plot 9/9D on the CPO plan.
Paragraph 2 of the CPO Order states:

‘The land and new rights authorised to be purchase compulsorily under this order are - .. .the land and
new rights described in the Schedule 1 and which is delineated and shown coloured pink and blue
respectively on the map (comprising a keyplan and 9 sheets numbered 1 to 9 and bound together)...’

As plot 9/9D is coloured pink and is listed under Schedule 1 Table 1 of the CPO Order, this indicates
that it will be acquired permanently; no reference is made to it being acquired temporarily. However,
the attached plan indicates that the plot will be acquired for temporary purposes (see attached Plan
2). Our clients therefore question the justification for including plot 9/9D in the CPO for permanent
acquisition.

This plot should therefore be deleted from the Order and made the subject of the temporary access
order on a licence on terms to be negotiated.

We understand that as part of the proposals, land will be required to be taken from our clients on a
temporary basis to the south of the proposed road line. Our clients have been attempting to ascertain
for some time what the extent of this land will be, how long it will be required for and what it is required
for. Our conversations with Naz Huda of Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council finally confirmed
some answers in that the land is required for a compound for the construction materials for the
adjacent rail bridge and not for the construction of the road, as had previously been advised to our
clients. No detailed Heads of Terms have been provided for discussion.

Unfortunately, the extent of the land proposed to be taken is still unclear to our clients, as is the time
frame for which it will be required. Naz Huda advised that the bridges will be constructed during
Easter and Christmas periods and that the land could be required for “two Christmases”, meaning that
the land could be outside of our clients’ control and unable to be utilised for farming for anywhere
between 13 and 35 months.

It is highly unfair to our clients that such a matter has not yet been resolved as part of the scheme
submitted, as our clients cannot establish the impact on their livelihood without knowing exactly how
long this land will be unusable. It is not acceptable to state that this will be finally determined by the
contractor once the contract for the construction works is let. We, therefore, object on the basis of the
uncertainty of the proposals and the detrimental impact on the amenity of our clients’ enjoyment and
commercial use of their land.
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Bridge Height

Our clients object vehemently to the height of the railway bridge proposed to be constructed adjacent
to the north west corner of their land on the basis that it is, in fact, over 3 metres higher than is
necessary and no plausible explanation has been provided by the Acquiring Authorities as to why this
is. Our clients have been told by the Acquiring Authorities that the height of the bridge is dictated by
the height of the railway, including overhead power lines, but this does not explain why the bridge
proposed under the scheme has a clearance which is some 3 metres higher than the Styal Road
bridge. Our clients have engaged the services of a highway engineer who, also, is unable to fathom,
without significantly more information than has been provided as part of the CPO and related planning
application, why the rail bridge is higher than the available evidence suggests that it needs to be.

The height of the bridge is an issue for our clients as the higher it is, the more of our clients’ land is
required to be taken under the related CPO. Obviously, the higher the bridge, the higher the road
descending from the bridge and the more adjacent land is needed to enable the incline to be
accommodated. There is also very little information as to how the inclines down from the road will be
landscaped and this is fundamental in order to protect our clients’ amenity and to protect livestock.

The land upon which the proposed bridge is to be constructed lies at 70.5m above sea level. Under
bridge design guidance, deemed acceptable on the current Styal Road bridge, it is considered that a
4.8m clearance from the track to the bottom of the bridge soffit, and a further 1.9m to the deck of the
bridge, is appropriate. Theoretically, therefore, on the basis of these calculations, the deck of the
proposed rail bridge could be 77.2m above sea level; a 3.9m disparity from the proposed height of
that bridge, which currently stands at 80.5m. Our clients, therefore, consider the current design to
take much more green belt land than is actually necessary, leading them to question whether
prospective cost is more important to this proposed scheme than the retention of green belt land.

The bridge height affects plots 9/9E, 9/9F, 9/9G, 9/9H. If the bridge and the line are lowered, this
would affect the justification of the size of these plots, therefore, there must be scope for reducing the
size of the plots that need to be taken.

New Road Access to Severed Land

Part of the proposals result in the severance of an area of our clients’ land from the remainder of their
land ownership. This will be a triangular portion of land to the north side of the proposed relief road.
This is farmed land used for the grazing of livestock and also containing a Vodafone telephone mast.
This severance will cause a permanent post-construction issue for our clients.The scheme proposes a
left-hand turn from the relief road across our clients’ neighbouring land, turning back on itself to run
into our clients’ land. We understand from conversations with Naz Huda, that it is unclear whether
this road will be an adopted highway maintained at the public expense or a private right of way.

There are a number of issues with this element of the proposals: first, in the event that the road is
adopted highway, this will result in an area of our clients’ land being permanently taken when the road
could, in fact, remain within our clients’ ownership as the road is solely to access our clients’ property.
Our clients are farmers and need to be able to access this land with a tractor. The tractors which are
currently utilised are not to the standard of specifications required for use on a public highway and so
our clients would, effectively, be precluded from accessing the land with a tractor unless they were
able to purchase a “roadworthy” vehicle, at significant cost.
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Second, in the event that the road is not adopted highway, the turn off from the road is within the
ownership of our clients’ neighbour and so our clients would have to negotiate private rights of way
over the same with the adjoining landowner. This would result in significant negotiations and could
result in a commercially disadvantaged position for our clients.

We would submit that the proposals for this turn off from the relief road need to be properly
considered, taking into account our clients’ interests and also the current land ownerships and we,
therefore, object on the basis of such uncertainty. It should be noted that the status of the route is
unclear; our clients have not been told whether the route provided will be a private or public access
road, both of which have distinct, but equally impactful effects on our clients’ enjoyment of their
property. No detailed discussions have been had with regard to terms.

The effect of taking plots 9/9, 9/9A and also the clients’ neighbouring plots, 9/10 and 9/10A, is that our
clients and Vodafone will be unable to access the plot upon which the mast is situated by vehicle.

Drainage

We note that the road as proposed will decline to the south-east and that the proposed drainage of
the road will follow this line. As it currently stands, the land drains to the north-west and the proposals
result in the situation where the drainage will flow to the south-east, onto our clients’ land, and also
results in the proposed road sitting higher in the landscape than it necessarily need be in order to take
the flow of water against its natural course.

Our clients’ land naturally drains to the north-west and will continue to do so; however, there is a
possibility that the proposed land by acquiring plot numbers 9/9, 9/9A and 9/9D could sever our
clients’ drainage outlet and our clients would then be left with water-logged land. This is a
fundamental concern, especially given the use of the land for the grazing of animals, which has not
been addressed as part of the scheme proposals. There has been a general failure to provide
information on this point to our clients.

In summary, our clients robustly object to the SEMMMS Scheme CPO on the basis of the doubtless
uncertainty of the scheme, the flawed basis of the chosen preferred route and the protection of the
amenity of their land.

We would submit that the Secretary of State for Transport should not confirm the order authorising the
Metropolitan Borough Council of Stockport to compulsorily purchase the plots we have referred to
without examining the issues raised in this letter.

In the event of a public inquiry, our clients wish to reserve the right to appear to present the case to
the inquiry Inspector.

Kind regards.
Yours faithfully

OWF Ly

DWF LLP
Direct Dial: 0161 838 0434

Email: debbie.charles@dwf.co.uk
Encs
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DWF LLP
1 Scott Place 2 Hardman Street Manchester M3 3AA DX 14313 Manchester
T 03333 20 22 20 F 03333 20 44 40 www.dwf.co.uk

FOR THE URGENT ATTENTION OF
The Secretary of State for Transport
Department of Transport

National Transport Casework Team
Tyneside House

Skinnerburn Road

Newcastle Business Park

Newcastle Upon Tyne

NE4 7AR

Our Ref:
DRXC/FHA01262-4

By email to nationalcasework@dft.gsi.gov.uk
30 January 2014

Dear Sirs

Letter of Objection to the Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester
Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

Our Clients: Mr Robert Hankinson and Mrs Christina Hankinson, Beech Farm, Hollin Lane, Styal

Property: CH150899 122 Hollin Lane, Styal, Wilmslow SK9 4LD
GM889316 land and buildings lying to the east of Styal Road, Styal

Highway to be Stopped Up: Wilmslow Footpath No7, from a point 417 metres north east of its
junction with the north eastern highway boundary of Hollin Lane eastwards for a distance of
about 126 metres.

Reference Letters of New Highways: D, E and F (Footpaths)

We act on behalf of Robert and Christina Hankinson, the freehold owners of Beech Farm, Hollin Lane,
Styal, registered at the Land Registry under title numbers CH150899 and GM889316, and lodge this
objection in relation to the above compulsory purchase order relating to the full planning application for
construction of the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road proposed under the SEMMMS Scheme.

This order includes land within the ownership of our client, which is proposed to be built on under the
proposed scheme or, alternatively, used for temporary measures to aid the construction of the
SEMMMS Scheme roads and/or bridges.

Process Issue Concerning the Indication of Highways to be Stopped Up

Page 46 of the Stopping Up Order indicates that Wilmslow Footpath Number 7 is to be stopped up from
a point 417 metres north east of its junction with the north eastern highway boundary of Hollin Lane
eastwards for distance of about 126 metres.

The attached Site Plan 9 and tnset C do not indicate where the starting point for the 417 metres is
located, nor identify the location of the 126 metres which is to be stopped up. According to the Plan
Folio key this should be shown by thick hatching. This notation does not appear on Site Plan 9 or Inset



C. For this reason we are submitting that the Stopping Up Order is unclear because it does not identify
on the site plan the length of highway to be stopped up.

Furthermore, whilst a length of replacement footpath is shown on Site Plan 9 between points D, E and F,
it is unclear whether that follows the notation shown on the Plan Folio key for a route of a new means of
access. Neither the length of FP7 to be closed nor the diversion route are shown to a larger scale on
Inset C so that the proposals are clear.

Substantive Objections to the New Route

Our clients object to the diversion along the route D,E and F. This appears to be a footpath passing
through a subway adjacent to the bridge over the railway. It is not clear whether this will be wide
enough to take service vehicles which need access to the Vodafone mast during the construction period
and following construction and to take our clients’ tractors to gain access to the severed field marked on
the attached plan.

If the diverted FP7 is not to be used for these purposes, the Stopping Up Order does not contain
proposals to indicate how access is to be obtained during construction and permanently following
construction of the road to the severed field and to the Vodafone mast. The position is unclear. In
particular, it is not indicated whether the routes shown 8,9 and 10 on Inset C to Site Plan 9 is intended to
serve this purpose. If so, it is unclear whether that is intended to be a route of a new highway or a route
of a new means of access and how precisely access will be afforded from that route to the severed field
or the Vodafone mast.

We would submit that the Secretary of State for Transport should reconsider the proposals contained in
the SRO authorising the Metropolitan Borough Council of Stockport to stop up a section of FP7 and
affording access to our clients’ severed field and the Vodafone mast.

In the event of a public inquiry, our clients wish to reserve the right to appear to present the case to the
inquiry Inspector.

Kind regards

Yours faithfully
DHELLY

DWF LLP
Direct Dial: 0161 838 0434

Email: debbie.charles@dwf.co.uk
Encs
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Linda Grimwood

From: Charlie Sunderland

Sent: 17 January 2014 08:23

To: Victoria Pointer

Subject: FW: A555 "relief’ road. AB Stockport to Manchester airport (SEMMMS scheme).
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Yellow Category

For you I believe. Sent by someone with whom | have had previous e-mail correspondence.

Charlie Sunderiand
LTFGD
x8810

From: Paul [mailto:paul.bikemad@gmail.com]

Sent: 16 January 2014 08:01

To: Charlie Sunderland

Subject: A555 "relief” road. A6 Stockport to Manchester airport (SEMMMS scheme).

Dear Charlie Sutherland,

In order to raise my objections to the CPO's in relation to the proposed A555 scheme. Can you kindly _
confirm that my letter below will be passed onto Mr McLoughlin. If you require a paper copy please inform
me.

Kind regards.
Paul Summerton.

Dear Mr McLoughlin,

I wish to officially object to the roadscheme compulsory
purchase orders (I learn from the local press this figure is
approaching 180).

Friends of the Earth and other groups have drawn attention to
illegalities regarding this roadscheme proposal. It would be
misconduct in public office and an offence under the Fraud
Act 2006 (to deliberately act to cause someone a loss) to
purchase 7178 parcels of land with the associated legal and
compensation costs if the roadscheme is unable to go ahead,
which seems likely.

With my regards.
Paul Summerton.

Sent from my iPhone

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranet anti-virus
service supplied by Vodafone in partnership with Symantec. (CCTM Certificate Number 2009/09/0052.) In



17 JAN 2014

Paul Summerton
12 Coppice Ave
‘Disley
Cheshire
SK12 2LS
16 Jan 2014
To-
Mr Patrick McLoughlin,

Secretary of State for Transport, Depa rtment of Transport, National Transport Casework Team,
Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road, Newcastie Business Park, Newcastle Upon Tyne, NE4 7AR

Reference-
The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport A555
Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013

and
The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport A555
Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 2013 .

Dear Sir

I wish to officially object to the road scheme compulsory purchase orders
relating to the SEMMMS A555 relief road, A6 to Manchester Airport. (1
learn from the local press this figure is approaching 180 .orders).

Friends of the Earth and other groups have drawn attention o illegalities
regarding this road scheme proposal. It would be misconduct in public
office and an offence under the Fraud Act 2006 (io deliberately act to
cause someone a loss) to purchase 178 parcels of land with the
associated legal and compensation costs if the road scheme is unable to
go ahead, which seems likely.

Mr P. Summerton.

Yours




Linda Grimwood

From: Victoria Pointer

Sent: 21 January 2014 09:48

To: NATIONALCASEWORK

Subject: Objection: A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road
Attachments: 07564395.pdf;, ATTO0001. txt

Victoria Pointer

National Transport Casework Team Manager | Department for Transport | Tyneside House |
Skinnerburn Road | Newcastle upon Tyne | NE4 7AR | 0191 203 4301|
victoria.pointer@dft.gsi.gov.uk

--—-Original Message-----

From: Paul [mailto:paul.bikemad@gmail.com]
Sent: 17 January 2014 20:47

To: Charlie Sunderland

Subject: 07564 395.pdf

Dear Mr Sutherland,

May | respectfully request that the attached link below is opened and read by both your good self
and The Right Hon Mr P McLoughlin.

The link details an important document with conclusive evidence against the building of the
proposed A555 "relief" road in Stockport and Cheshire East.

| implore you to study this CBT document as it gives clarity to what us otherwise a very complex
application.

With my kind regards,

Paul Summerton.

‘Squirrels Run

Coppice Avenue

Disley

Cheshire East

SK12 2LS.

http://doc.cheshireeast.gov.uk/NorthgatePublicDocs/07564395. pdf

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranet -
anti-virus service supplied by Vodafone in partnership with Symantec. (CCTM Certificate Number
2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation’s IT Helpdesk.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal
purposes.
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that, in a mature economy such .as that which exists in
the UK, there is no given connection between providing

new transport infrastructure and econ_omio benefit
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

‘The case is mounting against the South East Manchester Multr Modal Study (SEMMMS)
roads per se and the A6 to Manchester Alrport Road (AG MARR) in partlcular. The plan
to build this network of roads runs contrary to all good sense and a mounting volume
of evidence. The concept has no environmental credentlals and will have any number
of negative effects that will impinge on quality of life in S.E. Manchester/ N.E. Cheshire

In this submission objecting to the A6 MARR we demonstrate that:

“Traffic growth has 'been. flattening out and falling both nationally and in the wider
SEMMMS area for some years, cancelling out a key argument for roadbuilding

There are flaws in many assumptlons behind the transport forecasts

There are many questlonable aspects to the modellmg whlch dld not examine a
sufficiently wide geographlcai area and failed to model walkmg and cvclmg

Economic modellmg has been overly optlmlstlc and speculatwe and the economic
case is still unproven = E-

The health |mpact assessment is wrong to assume there wouid be more beneflts
than dlsbeneﬁts from the scheme based on assertlons about economlc opportunl-

Properly conducted tests on aiternatwes to roadbuilding were not carrred out
The scheme WI|| not meet lts objectwes |

Modal spllt in the target areais alreadv dominated by car and will hot be helped
Insufficient attention has been paid to air po-lluti-on and knock-on heath impacts
Overall, harmful emissions v\rill'rise, breaching EU standards

Building the road(s) will, in effect, drive a horse and cart through sustainability and.
carbon reduction plans & policies the promoting local authorities are signed up to

The impact of increased noise pollution as well as air pollution is likely to have a
real detrimental effect on people's' health

The big populations within easy access to rolling countryside would lose a precious
and very convenient resource on the urban fringe where it is currently possible to
‘quickly get away from the stresses of modern day life and enjoy some tranquillity

The Green Belt will be breached between Greater Manchester and Cheshire East
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INTRODUCTION

The North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Campaign for Better Transport
(CfBT} object to the A6 to Manchester Ai}bdft Relief Road (A6 'MA.RR), the first of the
South East Manchester Multi Modal Study (SEMMMS) network of roads to proceed
through the planning process. Our reasons are multi-faceted and we have already set
out many of them in our responses to the first and second stage consuitations.

For the first stage consultation we For the second stage we produced
produced ‘A folly in the making’ ‘More reasons why the A6-Manchester
which critiqued the case for the road SEMMMS Road should not be

{below) 1 T commissioned’ (below) 2

: e

AW L e Mt b B L o ey M VA LR e -“
Foflow-on report by the North West
] Tronsport Roundiable snd the

.| Camapaign for Better Transport to the.
critinques commissioned by them In
thelr January 2013 ‘Tontrery case”

document . ‘A foly i the moking®
e 2013

Tha anly
ERMMNE
sinssares
il leeal
Bl s xtharities

) _.
r A CONTRARY CASE \

resulling from anahaes -
commissioned by the

North West Fransport
Rowndtable (NW TAR) &

Campaign for
‘Bedier Transpart [C1ET)

with papers by

Wekth Puchan .
| Peotessar s Wenban Smith
The Campaignta Protect
Rura] Ergland {CPAZ) and
Friends of the Farth fFuE)

.\l:mmvzm A .1

[ SR L]

As is évide‘nt, we are serious noh-governmental organisations which believe our case
against this road and the remainder of the SEMMMS roads i$ strong . We therefore look
to the Secretary of State for Communities & Local Govefnment to ‘calt in’ the planning
applications for this and future SEMMMS roads in order that they can be properly and
fully appraised via the public iriqui-rv process by an independent planning inspector.

'LILLIAN BURNS " SIAN BERRY -
Convenor ' Road Campaigner
North West Transport Roundtable Campaign for Better Transport

Campaign {or
JW Better Transport &t)

TAR .

18&2 Both these publications are downloadable from the NW TAR website (www.nwtar.org.uk}
and the CfBT website {www.bettertransport.org.uk)
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ENVIRONMENTAL/QUALITATIVE REASONS WHY WE OBJECT TO A6 MARR

There are mar_ny generic environmental reasons why road building is not a good idea. The fol-
lowing-all apply to the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road (A6 MARR) and would also apply
to the remainder of the South EastvManqhester_ Multi Modal Study (SEMMMS) network of
roads. They impact on environmental capacity becausc'th_ev: s

¢  scar landscapes

0 use substantial natural resources such as minerals and aggregates
-0 shrink natural drainage areas

¢ reduce wildtife habitats

0 take productive agricultural land

¢ open new areas for development

¢ facilitate urban spraw!

¢ induce extra traffic

¢ increase air, hoise and'.!'igh't pollution

¢  perform against ac'hieving‘modal shift

And, because of the induced traffic phenomenon {brought on by people changing their routes,
taking on longer commutes, and expanding their leisure and shopping habits) , new roads are
only ever a short term solution. They promote yet more roads. It is Worth hoting 'hére that the
National Planning Policy Framework {NPPF) states transport po-!icies have an important role to
play in facilitating sustainable development (our highlighting) but also in contributing to wider
sustainability and health objectives. The transport section opens with a call to balance the
transport system in favour of sustainable modes , ie. modes with a low environmental impact.

Other specific reasons which apply in the case of the A6 MARR are :

0 it would gouge through pleasant rolling countryside on the urban fringe

0 it would desecrate an ancient woodland and ponds containing protected species
o it would impacts on flood plains

¢ it would result in a loss of prodtjctive grazing and farmland

¢ itwould facilitate the closing uh of anarrow area of Green Belt between the edge
of the Greater Manchester conurbation and settlements in Cheshire East

¢ it would cause worse traffic problems and air quality in some areas eg. Disley
¢ it wouldrcreate traffic noise and light pollution where none currently exist

¢ it wouid deléteriohsly impact on some tranquil areas and footpaths

¢ it would help facilitaté the building of the remainder of the SEMMMS roads

o  this and the other SEMMMS roads would lead to creeping urbanisation in Cheshire
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- QUANTITATIVE REASONS FOR OUR OBJECTIONS

AN EVIDENCE PAPER ON TRAFFIC TRENDS AND FORECASTS BY SIAN BERRY,
ROADS CAMPAIGNER, CAMPAIGN FOR BETTER TRANSPORT (CfBT)

Campaign for g
Better Transport {)

SEMMMS 1 A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road (A6 MARR)

The case against the road in terms of traffic trends and forecasts

Contents :
Summary.............. e T [ N S L e . 2
Introduction.......... Aooeno I ., sl terne s SO L wonmoars A e L 3

1.  Recent traffic trends show a slowdown in growth sin-ce the 1990s and a fall in traffic -

over the past decade nationally, regionally and locally........oovereniiriinnnnns NS 4
3.  Continued flaws in the assumptions behind the DfT Road Transport Forecasts
2013 ..o L N I — 12

-4,  Other objections to the way the economic case for the road has been put forward 17

1 SEMMMS — South East Manchester fulti Modal Study
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Summary

Campaign for Better Transport objects to the SEMMMS A6 MARR project on a number of
grounds, including:

Widespread and highly detrimental environmental effects on the Peak District National
. Park, the Green Belt, local green spaces, agricultural land, flood risks, noise poliution and
vital ecology, including ancient woodland.

Reliance on the SEMMMS study from 2001, as the reason for not examining other options,
despite many changes in the local and regional transport situation since then, and large
changes in focal and national government policies.

The road is predicted to increase traffic in the area and would not solve congestion. All
new roads generate new trips and new traffic. Rather than take advantage of the breathing
space’ provided by recent traffic changes to invest in and make space for alternative travel,
the proposal would encourage more travel by car and over longer distances.

The project runs contrary to national planning and climate change laws, including commit-
ments made in the Climate Change Act, and a number of provisions in the National Plan-
ning Policy Framework, particularly those aimed at sustainable transport and reducing the
need to travel.

The road will lead to increases in air pollution in ways that may not be legal, breaching
EU legal standards for air quality i in new areas and worsening air pollution in existing Air
Quality Management Areas.

This document is part of a joint report complled by NW TAR giving more details on a number of
different aspects of the case against the road. It focuses on presenting up to date traffic data that
shows road traffic reducing over the past decade nationally, regionally and locally.

It also demonstrates deficiencies in future forecasts of road traffic, which persist in the forecasis
used to calculate the business case for this road. As a result, traffic growth has been lower than
forecast since the 1980s and the current forecasts are likely to overestimate future traffic
severely.

The benefits of the road as presented in the business case overwhelmingly rely on predictions of
future travel time savings over many years, based on these forecasts (95% of calculate benefits
are travel time savings). Therefore, the likely inaccuracy of these forecasts mean that the case for
building the A6 MARR is at best shaky and at worst completely unfounded.

Investment in alternatives to car travel in the area, such as new rail and metro links, buses, walk-
ing and cycling infrastructure and ‘smarter choices’ programmes of behaviour change, would be a
much more constructive use of public money. The proposed scheme will simply serve to encour-
age large amounts of new car travel and an entirely avoidable increase in car dependency in the
area, undermining the positive recent trends.

2of 17
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Introduction

Recent traffic trends and the inaccuracy of — and over-reliance on — future fore-
casts of road traffic show that the case for building the A6 MARR is unfounded.,
Investment in alternatives to car travel in the area, such as new rail and metro
links, buses, walking and cycling infrastructure would be a much more construc-
tive use of publlc money. The proposed scheme will simply serve to encourage
large amounts of new car fravel and an entirely avoidable increase in car de-
pendency in the area, undermining the positive recent trends

In addition to the environmental, social and economic problems caused by in-
creased traffic, the road will also contribute to i increases in air poliution, poten-
tially breachlng legal limits.

Sections 1-4 below set out the reasons for our views on traffic, forecasts and
recent trends in more detail.

3o0f17



NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the piahning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

1. Recent traffic trends show a slowdown in growth since the 1990s and a fall in traffic
over the past decade nationally, regionally and locally

Nationally:

Traffic across England and Great Britain has seen a significant divergence from historical
trends in recent years.

Nationally and locally, most charts of traffic growth since 2000 show a pattern of this general

form:

A clear flattening off in traffic growth in the period 2001 to 2006/7;
An obvious decline from 2006/7; ;
A flattening off of this decline since around 2010

The latest DfT traffic statistics for 2012 show that the amount of traffic is now below the level
seen in 2003 (259 billion vehicle miles per year, vs 260 billion ten years ago).

Fig 1.1: Total traffic volumes in England (billion vehicle miles) 2

Total traffic volumes in Engliand'(bil!ion vehicle miles)

OIT - TRAS102
300

2003 2012

60bamiles el 58 b milés
5D e e -
,,,,,, mmwe B fopds
_______ — ] acal Acthonty roads
= Higinvays Agency rosds
200
. N

100

1993 1954 1995 1996 1997 1993 1999 2000 2000 02 X003 2004 2003 2006 2007 2008 009 2010 2013 1002

This general pattern is also shown in the chart in figure 1.2, from the 2013 national traffic
forecasts document, which shows trends since 2002 for different road types.

2 Pepartment for Transport road traffic statistics 2012, table TRA5102 _
https:llwww.gov.ukigovernmentlorganis_.ations!department—for—transportls_erieslroad—trafﬁo—statistim
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Fig 1.2: Road traffic on different road types across Great Britain

-Road traffic by road class in Great Britaln, from 2002 (Table TRAD102)
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The most recent National Travel Survey also illustrates how driving patterns are changing on a
per-person basis, raising serious questions about national traffic forecasts' reliance on popula-
tion growth as a driver for a dramatic increase in' traffic:

Key statistics from the 2012 National Travel Survey include:”

The number of trips per person (by-any mode) has been in steep decline since the start of
the statistics in 1897 — down by 12% during this 15 year period from 1086 trips per person
per year in 1997 to 954 trips in 2012

Each trip has grown longer, but the distance travelled by car is also down. The distance

travelled per person per year in 2012 was down by 4% compared with 1997 for all modes
of transport and down 7% for driving in a car or van

The annual average distance travelled per car has fallen 11% since 2002

Car ownership levels are now lower than in 2005 at 1.13 cars per household (in 2005 it
was 1.15 cars per household)

In the area around the A555:

The National Travel Survey cannot be ahalysr—_zd at a local level, but similar trends in traffic levels
are seen in the north west region, and in Manchester, Stockpori and Cheshire East.

3 Road Transport Forecasts 2013. Department for Transport, July 2013
4 National Travel Survey staﬁstics
5 Campaign for Better Transport briefing on tHe National Travel Survey, July 2013

6 Campaign for Better Transport briefing on the Nationa! Travel Survey, July 201 3
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Fig 13: Minimal change iﬁ traffic in the north west between 1982 and 2012 7
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Fig 1.4: Traffic trends across all count points in Manchester (City Council area) &
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DT Traffic Counts website:
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9
10

Fig 1.5: Traffic trends across all count points in Stockport s
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Fig 1.6: Traffic trends across all count points in Cheshire East 10
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A to Manchester Airport Relief Road

We have also downloaded and analysed traffic data between 20{)0 and 2012
(from the Department for Transport‘s Traﬁ" ic Counts website) for count points on
the current A555, and for relevant __count pomt_s on roads in Stockport, Cheshire
East and Manchester that will be cl'osely linked with the proposed new road.

The relevant identifibation numbers for the count points are shown in the map on
the next page and the c.ha_ﬁs below present the re_Ie\iant change's in traffic for the
following roads or grbup's of roadé; For each grdup of réad_s, the change. in traffic
levels between 2000 and 2012 (% change) is shown for all traffic (bold) and for
HGVs (jtalic): s

M56 west of Manch_e‘ste_r. Airport (+3.0%, -20.6%) -

A538 West of Manchester'Airport (-11.0%, -.4 2%)

'A538 East of Manchester Airport (+10.3%, -15. 0%)

A34 North and South of the A555 (+4 8%, -18. 2%)

A6 through Hazel Grove (-7.6%, -32.9%) _

A523, A5149 and A5102 roads on routes ‘tolfrd.m current A555 (-9.3%, -27.7%)

Average for all A roads excluding the motohﬂéy (-1.5%, -22.9%)

8of 17
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Fig 1.7: Count points around the proposed new road"’
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DfT Traffic Counts website: http://www.dft.gov.uk/traffic-counts (This is also the reference for chart data in figs 1.8 to 1.11}

14



NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Fig 1.8: Traffic trends on the M56 west of Manchester Airport — all traffic

Traffic since 2000 on M56 west of Manchester Airport (AADT all vehicles)
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Fig 1.9: Traffic trends on the M56 west of Manchester Airport — HGV traffic

Traffic since 2000 on M56 west of Manchester Airport (AADT HGVs)
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Fig 1.10: Traffic trends on A-roads around the proposed A6 MARR - all traffic

Traffic on roads around the AS55 route (AADT all vehicles)
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Fig 1.11: Traffic trends on A-roads around the proposed A6 MARR - HGV traffic
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

From all this evidence we can clearly conciude that traffic in the area around the pro-
posed new road has been flat or declining in the 12 years since 2000. The overall drop in
traffic is 1.5%, with a sharper decline of 22.9% seen for HGVs

_These trends clearty call into questlon the WIsdom of bwldlng a new road in this area now, whén
congestion and traffic are below.what they have been at their peak, with several years of strong
growth needed even to bring them up to Ievels that have prewously been experlenced ‘

Far better would be to take advantage of the 'breathlng space’ prowded by the recent trends and
put in measures to consolidate this change and encourage further. reductlons rather than road-
building measures that are guaranteed to induce new traffic.

Figure 1.11 in particular shows considerable 'breathmg space’ before the flow of heavy goods
vehicles on nearby roads could possibly return to peak levels. This would allow for a number of
new HGV moments to be generated by developments around Manchester Airport and the relat-
ed Enterprise Zone without creating a clear justification for new road-building. Workers and other
people travelling to the Airport and Enterprise Zone would of course be more economically and
sustainably served by new public transport links, which would also be of more benefit to nearby
areas of low car ownership and deprivation that the Enterprlse Zone is intended to support with
jobs and economic development.

2. Since the 19905, Dﬂ' traffic forecasts have predlcted growth far ahead of what has been
seen

Recent national and regional traffic trends also call into question the reliability of the DIT's traffic
forecasts, upon which the business case for the road relies. The chart below shows the latest
(2013) National Road Transpo_rt Forecast from the DFT for total traffic on the road network.

Fig 2.1: DAT traffic forecasts — all traffic 12

Figure 14: England Traffic on all roads {bn vehicle miles)
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12 Road Transport Forecasts 2013, Department for Transport, July 2013
-hitps:/iwww.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/225483/road-transport-forecasts-2013-
extended-version.pdf
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NW TAR & CfBT: Areasoned objection to the planining application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

There is abundant evidence that forecasts like this have consistently over-estimated traffic growth
since the 1980s, particularly when trying to predict long-term trends. The chart below, reproduced
from a recent article by Professor Phil Goodwin of UCL/UWE 13 shows this very clearly in a com-
parison of the actual traffic levels seen in England compared with forecasts made from 1989 to
2011. There has been a large discrepancy between predicted and actual traffic since 1989, when
traffic growth first started to tlatten out (long before the current recession).

Fig 2.2: Performance of DfT traff‘ ic forecasts since 1989 14
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This record of forecasts being proved wrong over several decades has now Ied toa near consen-
sus among academlcs and transport and plannmg bodies that the methods and assumptlons un-
-derlying the National Transport Model (NTM) which underlies the DfT’s road traffic forecasts, need
to be examined and revised in order to make the model and forecasts more accurate and useful.

Why this matters in the case for the road:

This matters because, with a more realistic forecast of future traffic levels without the road, the
modelled time 'savings' due to the road would be much smaller, particularly the component of
these savings that comes from Iong-term predictions as the savings are calculated over a 60 year
appraisal perlod

If lower and more reallstlc traffic forecasts were used, this would be likely to reduce or
ellmlnate the economic case for the road because this case relies heavily on future growth
in traffi c, based on thes_e forecasts.

Evidence that the ecOn‘otnic case for the road relies heavily on driver time savings - and therefore
on predictions of future growth in traffic — can be seen by looking at data given in the Economic
Assessment report prepared in 2012 by Atkins on behalf of the SEMMMS Project Team 15

13 Due diligence, traffic forecasts and pensions, Goodwin P, LTT Apn] 2012, http:/mww.bettertransport.org.uk/campaigns/roads-
to-nowhere/Itt-130412
14 Due diligence, traffic forecasts and pensrons Goodwin P, LTT. April 2012, http ffeeww bettertransport.org.uk/campaignsfroads-
to-nowhereflitt-130412
15 Economic Assessment Report, November 2012 http:llwww.semmms.|nfcl140683!633805/econom|cassessmantreport
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The total economic benefits are given {In 2002 currency) for the core scenario as (table 3.1):

«  Present value of benefits: £879.7 million

This includes monetised benefits (over 60 years in 2002 currency) from the following factors
assessed (from tables 3.6 and 3.7):

Greenhouse gas disbenefits - -£1.1 milliﬁn
Accident benefits | ' +£16.0 milllon
Vehicle operating cost savings . +£47.5 million
Travel time savings — commuters | +£169.2 million
Travel time savings - businesses ) +£379.7 million
Travel time savings — others +£283.6 million
TOTAL TRAVEL TIME SAVINGS ‘ +£832.5 miliion

These figures enable an estimate to be made of the reliance on time savings for scheme ben-
efits. In total, travel time savings make up £832.5 million — or 95% - of the total benefits of the
scheme,

It is important to femember that each of the fime 'savings' reported in the economic assess-
ment are compared with what is predicted to be the case with no road-building along the route,
based on current traffic forecasts, and that because of strong long-term traffic growth being '
predicted, these time 'savings' become larger as time goes on, further exacerbating the effect
of the forecasts on the calculated benefits of the scheme.

3. Continued flaws in the assumptions behind the DfT Road Transport Forecasts 2013

There are several reasons for the discrepancies noted by Prof Goodwin above between DfT
forecasts and actual traffic levels. Unfortunately, all of these remain in the forecasts used to
appraise the A6 MARR and in the most recent update published in July 2013,

-~

Limits of key drivers

The main problem is the limited number of 'key drivers' that lead to forecasts of traffic growth,
as well as a number of out-of-date assumptions about behaviour. -

The DfT Road Transport Forecasts document outlines these three key drivers and their as-
sumed effects on traffic 16. The three key drivers are:

Population
Economic Growth
Cost of Driving

18 Road Transport Forecasts 2013. Departmeht for Transport, July 2013 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/225483/road-transpori-forecasts-2013-extended-version.pdf ’
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The more detailed National Trip End Model (NTEM) does look at factors such as population
density and demographics in working out local variations in demand for travel by car, but ulti-
mately these are 'constrained’ or adjusted to fit in with the macro picture determined by
these three factors. By using so few factors in estimating macro-level changes in demand,
the forecasts ignore a range of important nation-wide changes in behaviour, demographics,
land-use and technology, including.

- Changes in technology that affect behaviour — especially relevant to the steady re
duction in trip rates by all modes seen since 1997

- Changes in culture between generations — younger people are currently assumed
as they age to adopt the same driving patterns as people in today's older age groups.
it is much more likely that future generations raised since the 1990s, who currently
have low driving rates, will have different driving habits as they age to the people who
grew up in the 1970s or 1950s

Chahges in town planning — for example the 'town centre first' planning policies that
are attributed to a proportion of the reduction in driving seen in the 'On the Move' report

These failings are in fact all acknbw]edgéd in the chapter 'Uncertainty and modelling' in the
forecast documentation, but are currently not used to alter the model.

Out of date assumptions

In addition, a range of assumptions used in the NTEM and the overall forecasts are out of
date. There are plans to make updates.to these in the near future, but these are also not
represented in the current forecasts. ‘

Trip rates — the 2013 Road Transport Forecasts document admits that trip rate data is very
out of date 17:

- "2.18 At the moment Trip Rales are based on National Travel Survey (NTS) data from
1988-1996." Trip rates are also assumed to be constant over time for each type of per
son (split according to age, car ownership and employment) and future changes fo the
model are planned fo allow these to vary through time."

- Population distribution — the NTEM uses Office for National Statistics population pro
jections from 2010 1s. These are in turn based on distribution patterns from the 2001
‘census, with new housing and other trip-generating developments also noted. The next
set of detailed data on changes in population, based on the 2011 Census, is likely to
show a higher level of overall population growth but a very different distribution focused
mainly on larger cities that have lower cultural and practical levels of car use and better
puiblic transport networks.

All of these issues lead to a tendency to produce unre'alistically high forecasts over the long
term, although the reliance on economic grbwth and driving costs as a factor has led to
some recent short-term predictions of traffic falling. This tendency to produce unrealistically
high long-term growth predictions is most clearly shown in the chart below from the current
forecast document, where the number of car miles driven per person is predicted to increase
rapidly, despite being one of the measurés with the sharpest 'd.rop in recent years.

17 Road Transport Forecasts 2013. Department for Transport, July 2013 hitps://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_dataffile/225483/road-transpori-forecasts-2013-extended-version.pdf
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Fig 3.1: DT forecasts for miles driven per person 1s
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19 Road Transport Forecasts 2013. Department for Transport, July 2013 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/225483/road-transport-forecasts-2012-extended-version.pdf {(NB: the NTS data is not broken down between the
strategic road network and ordinary roads, so itis unclear whiere the historical datain this chart has been gbtained from)

20 National Travel Survey statistics https://www.go\r.uk/governmentlorganisatiohsldepartment-for-transport_/se'ries/

national-travel-survey-statistics
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4, Other objections to the way the economic case for the road has been put forward

There are encrmous pro.blems‘ with the WebTAG method of calculating costs and ben-
efits, which relies too heavily for benefits on small time savings for drivers, while fail-
ing sufficiently to take into account very real costs, includiﬁg health, environmental
and social costs.

As shown in section 2, the economic assessment of the scheme carried out by Atkins (which
gives a summary of WebTAG outputs of costs and benefits) only includes monetary esti- -
mates of a very small number of factors. A very wide range of impacts are not incfuded in the
calculations at all. The table below summarises which impacts are considered as wider fac-
tors but not monetised, and which are finally included in the benefit-cost ratio calculations for

a project,

Social, environmental or economicimpact | Capturedinap- |Considered but not [Not captured
: praisal menetised

Carbon savings “ X

Air pollutibn : - ) ' X

Noise X

Sacial effects of congestion - . : X

Social exclusion effects of traffic . ) x

Social impact of public transport on: ' : X
Young people
_Elderly people

Peaple with disabilities

Effects on delivery of public' services . . X

IRdad safety : X

|Health benefits of active travef Pk X

|chal multiplier effects ' ' - _ R X

|Long-term vs construction jobs . ) K X

|Package effects

December 2013

Sian Berry

Campaign for Better Transport

Campaign for Better Transport's vision is a country where communities have affordable
transport that improves quality of life and protects the environment. Achieving our vision re-
quires substantial changes to UK transport policy which we aim to achieve by providing well-
researched, practical solutions that gain support from both decision-makers and the public.
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NW TAR & CIBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Report to the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Campaign for Better Transport
(CfBT): SEMMMS A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road (A6 MARR} Planning Application

Supplementary analysis by Keith.Buchan
{following on from reports submitted as part of the Consultation Process)

Statement of qﬁaliﬁcat’ions and experience

This report has been prepared by Keith Buchan, Director of the Metropolitan Transport Research
Unit {MTRU) a position he has held since 1991. Keith has an MSc in Transport Planning and Man-
agement and is a Member of the Chartered Institution of Highways and Trahsboriation, and the
Transport Planning Society (TPS). He was elected chair of TPS in 2011 and after his term of office
was complete in 2013 he has continued on the Board in the role of Director of Policy.

Before setting up MTRU he worked for local authbrities, including the Greater London Council,
where he became Head of Highways Policy Division. This iricluded responsibility for the London
Area Transport Model and preparing the Annual Transport Policies and Programmes. His work has
included transport strategy, environmental impacts, modelling and forecasting, demand responsive
transport, ‘new generation’ bus priority, heavy vehicle studies and both urban and rural package -
and challenge bids. This has involved engagement with stakeholders including individual local busi-
nesses as well as their representative bodies. His work on road pricing including a state of the art
report in 1991 (revised 1994) which inv.olved' collecting and analysing information from proposals in
Milan, Singapore, Cambridge, Randstad and Stockholm. Studies into road freight pricing in Europe
and application in the UK were published in 1996 and work for companies involved in HGV pricing
in Europe updated this study in 2011. He was a member of the EU Peer Review Group on re-viewing
LHVs in 2010-2011 and is currently a peer reviewer for the European Parliament on this subject.

With MTRU he has worked for a wide range of clients in the public and private sectors including the
Department for Transport {DfT), Transport for London (TfL), Manchester and West Midlands PTEs,
City of Nottingham, City of Cambridge, MerseyTravel, the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)
in the North West and nationally, the then Countryside Commission, English Heritage, the World
wildlife Fund (WWF), Nottingham Business partnership, Chelsfield, Westfield, and currently the
South Downs National Park Authority. He has led appraisals for various urban and rural challenge
bids,; most recently on cycling in the South Downs National Park.

Keith was the consultant to the first green commuter plans in the UK in Nottingham in 1995 which
helped to launch travel plannihg in the UK. In 2001 he helped set up the first TfL trave! plan unit. -
He has undertaken travel plénning work for Luton airport, BAA’s UK operations and Heathrow Air-
port. He has also produced a series of tourism and aviation demand studies. In 2008 he completed
a major project on climate change and transport which was presented both to Government and the
Climate Change Committee. Principles such as the use of continuous budgeting rather than distant
single targets was analysed in detail and is now widely accepted, while prdposals such as tﬁe intro-
duction of a carbon related charge for vehicles at the point of purchase have also been adopted.
An update to this report is planned for 2014.
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Report to North West-Transport Activists’ Roundtable on'the A6 MARR
Planning Application

Contents
Summary and conclusions from this report 3
Conclusions from previous submissions 4
Introduction 7
Part 1: issues outstanding from the latest response by SEMIMIMS’
promoters to points raised in Keith Buchan’s June Critique 8
Part 2: New Webtag advice 14
Annex:

Map ShoWing major redistribution of flows towards the Eastern section
of A6 MARR 18
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Summary and conclusions from this report

1  Theassessment in the application fails to set out and test a property con-
structed alternative, as required by DfT and Treasury guidance, in an Options
Repdrt. The promoters claim that the SEMMMS process, which reported in
2001, removes the obligation to do this. However, SEMMMS was an integrated
package, and large parts of the package are not being implemented. In fact,
when surveyed as part of the study, the public éxpressed a clear preference for
sustainable modes over road schemes.

2 The benefits of the scheme rely on unrealistic future traffic growth causing
severe congestion — 68% of the predicted time savings are in the peak hours.
This is the subject of a separate report by CfBT covering national and local
growth rates.

3 - The model predicts that the objectives set out for A6 MARR, and for
SEMMMS; of reducing congestion and increasing use of 3ustainablé modes, are
not met by this scheme. In fact, 'average journey lengths increase rather than
decrease as a result of building the road.

4  Although many key parts of the sustainable transport options proposed in
SEMMMS have not been implemented, some have. Additional public transport
schemes that are planned within the lifetime of the A6 MARR are predicted by
the model to fail to attract people from their cars.: The proposed-road scheme
causes £22.26million of disbenefits to public transport users and results in
switch from bus use to car.

5 The requestéd base year data for traffic and carbon emissions has not
been supplied although it should be readily available from the model. Without
it the level of achievement of ca rbon reduction targets cannot be assessed. It
would also allow a more robust health impact assessment to be made.
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned cbjection to the planning application for the A& to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Conclusions from previous submissions

Some of the issues summarised above are outstanding from previous studies undertaken for NW
TAR in relation to the consultation on this scheme, and for the impact of the Manchester Airport
Enterprise Zone. To provide a context, the summary conclusions from that work are set out helow.
They also show that some of the important information requested is still outstanding almost a year
later.

Conclusions from the Critique of July 2013

. The fundamental crltu:lsm that the consultation depends upon the 2001 SEMMMS report
consultation and package has not been answered. :

. The evidence for change is weak and also ignores.other elements in the SEMMMS package.

o The modelling and forecasting has several serious omissions in terms of relevant highway

and public transport schemes, including:
o The impact of the full SEMMMS package, especially rail and Metrolink,

o New i_nitiativés on the strategic network, including management of the M60,

announced in July_ 2013.

o Other blanned rail initiatives such as the Northern Hub and the Trans-Pennine elec
trifycation
o The éarbcn forecasts show a deterioration as a result of the scheme, and, despite requests

"during Phase 1, there is no base year data yet supplied to assess the proposal against car
bon targets.

Conclusions from the Consultation submission of January 2013

s The modelling and forecasting context has changed radically since the SEMMMS 2001 report.
It should not be relied upon for the current consultation, in particular that this scheme is the
best solution to the problems of congestion, air quality and climate change.

. The modelling and forecasting published concurrently with the consultation in the Business
Case is focussed on the road scheme alone and is not capable of comparing solutions across
modes.

. The Business Case is not yet finalised and the material which sho_uIdAunderpin the ;6nsu|ta—
tion is subject to change.

. An initial énafysis of the Business Case shows serious problems, including:
0 Inconsistency between stability and decline in traffic locally, pre—dating the recession
Y Serious inaccuracies in the publii: transport model used to show the impact of the
current road scheme including mode share and total number of trips

0 A majority of benefits accrue to longer distance trafﬁt, not local traffic as is the stated
purpose of the scheme
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¢ No account appears to have been taken of the Northern Hub initiative and the impact
this, and electrification schemes, will have on longer distance journeys

0 Unanswered questions over. how the new developments have been included in the
model, especially in relation to TEMPRO

¢  Lack of genuine sensitivity testing; including assumptions on land use, policies including
limiting parking and Smarter Choices, and a traffic stability forecast

¢ Questions over whether the ‘Area of Influence’ is too small and fails to pick up longer
distance impacts.

For these reasons the statement that this scheme is the only solution to local problems is not accu-
rate and has no recent evidence which supports this claim.

Thus the current consultaﬁon is misteading and premature.
Recommendations

New forecasts and mode! runs should be undertaken to reflect the lack of traffic grthh and the
availability of new policy instruments since 2001,

The consultation should be withdrawry until this work is.complete.

The work should be undertaken in a transparent manner to ensure that any future consultation is
on a sound basis. -

Key surface transport concldsions from the Manchester Airport Enterprise Zone Report, May 2011
SEMMMS and highway schemes

It is interesting to note that, while the aviation and traffic forecasts were out of date almost as
soon as they were completed, the SEMMMS strategic framework, which in turn has underpinned
the Local Transport Plan, is still of value. In particular, the clear links it makes between levels of
demand, land use planning, and parking limits, continue to be highly relevant.

In fact, quite a humber of initiatives have proceeded without the road schemes, and the core justi-
fication for them, that congestion would grow if they were not built, has faded as traffic has stabi-
lised and fallen (not only as a result of the recession)..

The am peak journey time surveys, undertaken as part of LTP monitoring, show a 5% improvement
over the last five years. This covers all modes on a sample of 15 target routes. This suggests that
the deterioration in jourhey time in the SEMMMS analysis, itself predicated on rising levels of
traffic, has not and will not occur. This in turn means that the economic benefits, based on saving
time, will not occur either.

Overall the SEMMMS highways schemes analysis has been overtaken by events including the suc-
cess of many of the LTP actions in increasing the attractiveness and use of sustainable modes

Resurrecting the scheme as part of a car intensive Enterprise Zone would undermine this success
rather than supporting it. Such an approach would be against what is set out as the overall
SEMMMS transport and land use strategy.

50f 20
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Transport to and from Manchester Airport City compared to the city region

. Mode split for passengers is dominated by car and taxi, at 87%. For staff, the modes other
than car amount to about 20%, despite active attempts to make travel to work more sus-
tainable. This is expected to improve by between 4 to 8% when the new Metrolink exten-
sion is built.

" Elsewhere in the city region mode split has been moving towards the sustainable modes of
public transport, walkihg and cycling. In the city centre non-car travel in the AM peakis
69%. Howéﬁer, other centres’have also made prbgre-.'f.s; the nine major centres in the city
region averaging non-car travél at 48%.

. This reflects the fact that the airport is not a surface transport hub, although it may be an
.aviation hub and it also has a direct motorway link. Howevér, the key rail link is radial to
the city centre. Rail links from other towns and cities from all direttioné come into the'citv
centre before they are able to travel to the airport. Nearbv centres through which they
pass, such as Stockport, have no direct rail or rapid transit links to the airport for employ-
ees,

. To be a hub the airport would have to be connected in a way that is not only multi-modal
but multi-directional. This is not currently the case for public transport. For walking and
eycling the key is to have people living close enough for these modes to be attractive. Air-
ports by definition have to be some distance from populations and the impact of this is
confirmed in the very low walk and cycle share of staff travel to the airport {1% and 2-3%
respectively).

. No plans are set out for improving this situation, although some mention is made of the
SEMMMS road link. The forecastmg and modellmg for this has been difficult to access ex-
cept in hard copy. It is clear that it is now out of date and not be relied upon. Work is be-
ing undertaken to update this, but results are not expected until later this year.

. The overall conclusion is that travel to this site would continue to have far lower share of
sustainable modes than other sites throughout the Manchester city region. There appear
to be many such sites available.
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Introduction

This report begins by reviewing the responses made by the SEMMMS scheme promoters to
comments made on behalf of the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Cam-
paign for Better Transport (CfBT) by Keith Buchan, Director of MTRU. Key issues which stiil are
not resolved are:

v Whether the SEMMMS process from 2001 (when the final report was published) avoids the
need for the options development stage which should be followed for any major transport
infrastructure (following DfT and Treasury guidance)

. How far the scheme depends upon trafﬁc growth for its justification

. Whether the traffic flow changes predicted in the model show that the SEMMMS or A6
MARR objectives have been addressed

. Whether the sustainable tfansport- options proposed in SEMMMS have been implemented
to a sufficient degree to show there is no alternative to this road scheme

° ‘Whether the irripact of the road scheme has been tested assuming a full range of effective
sustainable transport improvements in future years

«  Whether an estimate of base year carbon emissions should be provided to test the level of
achievement of carbon reduction targets, and parallel data released which would aHow a
more robust health impacts assessment to be made

It explores a further issue which has arisen:

. Whether the new structure of advice on transport appraisal (Webtag as published October
2013) in relation to economics and the alternative options changes the comments previous-
Iy made.

There are also a few detailed points on the modelling and forecasting which arise fr_om the re-
sponses so far, including the Tranqurt Economic Efficiency (TEE) Table which is used to calcu-
late the BCR and the traffic count data.

Since the original consultation the Pre-Submission Core Strategy for the Cheshire East Local Plan
has been published {November 2013). This contains strongly worded policies in favour of sus-
tainable travel, but few specific Schémes targeted to this objective. A bypass for Poynton is in-
cluded, both on the Highway Infrastructure Map (Figure 1.1) and in the list of schemes on page
157. This scheme is highly relevant to the impact of AGMARR as it is another of the proposed
SEMMMS network of roads, but does not appear to have been tested as a stand alone option or
in combination with A6 MARR.
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Part 1: Issues outstanding from the latest response by SEMIMMS’ promoters to points raised in Keith Buchan's
June Critique

No Options Report— is SEMMMS 2001 Suﬂ‘icient exploration of alternatives?

The argument surroundmg this issue has been raised repeatedlv in the consultatlon process and
remains a major point of dlsagreement For example the most recent MTRU Crlthue in June
2013 supplied maps from SEMMMS showing highly relevant major rail/Metro schemes which
are not being pursued. The two maps are reproduced below.
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The response by the SEMMMS team admits that there are no plans to implement such schemes,
and also says that other rail schemes and Metrolink “will not have a material impact”.

This is unsatisfactory for two reasons. First it appears to contradict their predictions that traffic
flows change well away from the A6 MARR corridor. For examplel, one of the largest traffic de-
creases resulting from the new road occurs in the centre of Stockport — a highly relevant destina-
tion for SEMMMS rail/Metro schemes. Secondly the schemes in the maps do in fact quite plainly
run for the most part through the same corridor as the proposed road.

There is nothing the new DIT guidance which undermines the need for alternative options to be
developed, indeed it confirms the need for a specific Options Report. The new guidance is fur-
ther detailed later in this report.

What growth is assumed and is this important?

An accompanying report from CfBT explores the issue of traffic growth in the area. Sufficient to
say that the economic benefits adduced to the scheme are cbfnpletel\j dependent on traffic
growth causing increasing levels of congestion and public transport failing to attract people out
of their cars. This is clearly shown in the flow diagram from the Trans_pdrt Assessment dated
October 2013, Figure 9.1, which shows some very high'-traffic increases from 2009 to 2017
{although some are stable).

This is also reflected in the pattern of benefits — 68% are in the peak hours where congestion is
the main issue. This is clear in the 2012 Economics Report, Table 3.14 and the link back to traffic
growth is clear in para 3.41:

“In the future year Do-Minimum scenarios, the level of traffic is further omplified (due to factors
such as ‘background’ traffic growth and the inclusion of specific land-use /development sites),
which manifests itself as increased netwqu congestion / journey times.” ;

What is the impact of the redistribution of traffic and are the congestion problems “solved”

The issue of growth is linked to the question of whether there are overall benefits across the ar-
ea and there is some data which has become available since the consultation submissions. There
is quite a lot of argument in the SEMMMS Response to the MTRU June Critique, and some new
information in the Transport Assessment (see above).

A key argument is how far the new road would ‘generate’ traffic. It is important to set out the
diverse sources of tfafﬁc.genéraﬁph. The first is simply the placing of new development close by,
whether housing or centres of employment. Some new development is included, some not. The
question of how this traffic should be dealt with is important.- If it is not close to public transport
or at a sufficient density to attract walking and cycling, and has plenty of car parking, it will gen-
erate a lot more traffic than if it were in a more sustainable location — usually found in city cen-
tres not on the periphery.

Beyond this there are several ways in which road traffic is generated:
9 of 20
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if car journeys are made faster and moqre feliable, trips may transfer from public transport {as they do in
the case of AG MARR) and will certainly tend to get longer. There is also the combination effect of switch-
ing from a short walk trip to a longer car trip. This is a very important effect but is not included in many
traffic models, including this one. However, the lengthening of car trips without transfer is included.

As can be seen in fh_e published model results, the prediction, despite being for only part of the potential
traffic generation, still estimates that total traffic will increase as a result of the scheme, when-one of the
key aims is that it should decrease as a resuit of a more direct route between the A6 and Manchester Air-
port. '

For example, the claim is made in the response that:

“This lack of a direct east-west link is seb‘-ewdently, increasing journey length and journiey times, and add-
ing to congestion leading to increased carbon emission from road transport and adversely impacting upon
focal communities. The proposed schemes will address these negative transport impacts.”

If this statement were true, it would be expected that one of the key benefits would be shorter journey
lengths and less carbon emissions.

However, the evidence from the model does not support this claim, as is shown in Table 9.1 of the
Transport Assessment. Data from this is used to p'roduce a sumniary of average trip length changes, set
out in Table 1 below. Average trip lengths actually increase slightly across the modelled area, as would be
expected if, as well as many trips which do become shorter, other new trips are génerated by the road
which are longer. In this sense the over long trip problem has not been “addressed” as is implied by the
SEMMMS team.

Table 1: Average trip lengths with and without A6 MARR

Trip length without AGMARR-

Trip length with AGMARR .

AM Peak 9,0645 9.1341
Inter Peak 8.5559 8.6488
PM Peak 9.3934. | 9.4646

Source: Table 9.1 AGMARR Transport Assessment

This is not the only concern over the traffic impacts, which are set out as spot counts on selected roads in
Figure 9.1 of the Transport Assessment. There is in fact an error on the map, the count point on the A34
North of new road should be marked red as a significant increase, not grey for neutral.

Returning to the flows themselves, currently the fastest route from Hazel Grove to Manchester Airport
(according to satnav based route planners) is to go North and then use the MB0. With the AGMARR in
place, it would be expected that trips to this and similar destinations would travel South instead and use
the new road. A reduction of about 6-7,600 vehicles a day is predicted for the A6 North of Hazel Grove
through Stockport if the scheme is built and this appears consistent with such re-routing.

The maodel predicts that, with AGMARR in place, there would be a massive decrease just North of the new
road on the A6 {about 15,000 fewer vehicles a day) and the A523 (about 5,000 fewer vehicles a day). This
seems counter intuitive and Is not balanced by the increase on the A6 to the West
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. switch from one mode to another {mode transfer)

. Replace a short trip with a longer one to a similar destination, for example a more distant
shopping centre,

® make a new trip entirely.

If car journeys are made faster and more reliable, trips may transfer from pubtic transport (as
thev do in the case of A6 MARR) and will cé-rtainly tend to get longer. There is also the combina-
tion effect of switching from a short walk trip to a'longer car trip. This is a very important effect
but is not included in many traffic models, including this one. However, the lengthening of car
trips without transfer is included. |

As can be seen in the p'ublished maodel results, the prediction, despite being for only part of the
potential traffic generation, stilf estimates that total traffic will increase as a result of the
scheme, when one of the key aims is that it should decrease as a result of a more direct route
between the A6 and Manchester Airport.

For example, the claim is made in the response that:

“This lack of a direct east-west link is self-evidently, increasing journey length and journey times,
and adding to congestion leading to g'ncreaséd carbon emission from road transport and adverse-
ly impacting upon local communities. The proposed schemes will address these negative
transport impacts.”

If this statement were true, it would be expected that one b_f the key benefits would be shorter
journey lengths and less carbon emissions.

However, the evidence from the model does not support this claim, as is shown in Table 9.1 of
the Transport Assessment. Data from this is used to produce a summary of average trip length
changes, set out in Table 1 below. Average trip lengths ac'tually‘increase slightly across the mod-
elled area, as would be expected if, as well as many trips which do become shorter, other new
“trips are generated by the road which are longer. In this sense the over long trip problem has
not been “addressed” as is implied by the SEMMMS team.

Table 1: Average trip lengths with and without AGMARR

Trip length without AGMARR | | Trip length with AGMARR
AM Peak 1 I 9.0645 9.1341
inter Peak | 8.5559 : _ 8.6488
PM Peak - ) ] 9.3934 - 9.4646

Source: Table 9.1 A6MARR Transport Assessment

This is not the 6nly concern over the traffic impacts, which are set out as spot counts on selected
roads in Figure 9.1 of the Transport Assessment. There Is in fact an error on the map, the count
point on the A34 North of new road should be marked red as a significant increase, not grey for
neutral,

11of20.
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Returning to the flows themselves, currently the fastest route from Hazel Grove to Manchester
Airport (according to satnav based route planners) is to go North and then use the M60. With
the AGMARR in place, it would be expected that trips to this and similar destinations would
travel South instead and use the new road. A reduction of about 6-7,000 vehicles a day is pre-
dicted for the A6 North of Hazel Grove through Stockport if the scheme is built and this ap-
pears consistent with such re-routing.

The model predicts that, with A6 MARR in piacé, there would be a massive decrease just North
of the new road on the A6 (about 15,000 fewer vehicles a day) and the A523 (abodf 5,000 few-
er vehicles a day). This seems counter intuitive and is not balanced by the increase on the A6
to the West through High Lane, which is nevertheless significant at around 5-6,000 vehicles a
day. This increase, on a road which runs directly into the centre of the Peak District National
Park also undermines the propasers’ contention that there will be little impact on the Park.

Nor is there any evidence of a reduction on the A627 to the North East of Hazel Grove or on
the A626 or A627 further out. There are clearly major changes in traffic patterns predicted as a
result of A6 MARR which are not transparent in the analysis and which ‘may not support the
stated objectives of the scheme. Annex 1 to this report reproduces a map showing the flows
referred to above.

Such major changes in individual flows, which need to be fully explained if the true impact of
the proposed scheme are to be understood, support the point made in Table 1, that overali
trip lengths go up when they should have gone down.

'Has sustainable trdnsport been treated fairly in the appraisal?

There are two issues to be considered here: whether public transport schemes have been in-
cluded in the model, and what is the best estimate of the impact on public transport.

The first relates to the claim made by the SEMMMS team {in response to a carbon question,
but equally related to congestion) that:

“In actual fact, the assessment reported in the business case relates to the impact of the road
scheme only, and then only to those elements that can be directly reflected in the traffic mod-
els. It does not include carbon benefits from any public transport schemes and excludes Jor ex-
ample, the new cycle route that will be provided as part of the scheme.” |

This is of course to completely misunderstand the point. The modelling does include the im-
‘pact of all the likely public transport schemes built between now and 2017 (and indeed 2032).
It most certainly does include the carbon and other effects of any mode transfers between
road use and public transpbrt. This transfer is predicted to be from bus to car, not the other
way round. This should have led to the conclusion that the lack of implementation of the
SEMMMS package as a whole {including specific rail/Metro improvements not in the list be-
low) was fuelling traffic growth. Whether this growth is itself realistic in the modelling is anoth-
er issue and is detailed in the paper on traffic growth by CfBT.
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The scheme’s Uncertainty Log contains the schemes which were included in the traffic model
as likely to be implemented and these are shown below.

Uncertainty Log Version 6, Page 119, Appendix D:

List of public transport schemes in the Core Scenario

P-ubllc Transpoti

s LI ‘ 2032 ‘

~ Metroink; Chorfion to East Dndshurf WMetroknk: Chorlton te Eas’ Didsbury
Metrolink: Droyleden lo Ashton - ! - Metrotink: Droylsden to Ashion
Leigh-Salford-Manchester Busway Leigh-Saliord-Manchesler Susway
Airpor! and 200G - Meirglnk Airgort and 2C0 - Wefrofink
Alfrincham Inferchangs - : Altrincham Interchange

Elements of Cross Cily Bus Peckaps Elements of Cross City Bus Package

The process of defining them is also set out in the Log:

Uncertamtv Log Version 6, July 2012

1.2 Similarly, transport supply factors such as committed highway or public transport
schemes are co!!ated and categorised. The demand and supply components of the uncertainty
Iog are then reviewed by stakeholders and agreement made for any ad;ustments

As regards the lack of modelling of walk or cycle, this has been pomted out before and is a failing
in the model. It must however be questlonable whether this scheme will have a positive impact
on walking or cycling. First the average walking distances are short and unliké!y to be much
affected by a new dual carrlageway road. Second the environment for walkmg or cycling is un-
likely to be attractive — no details are given of how the larger jl..ll‘lCl‘IDnS will be traversed, of the
levels of noise and air pollution which non-motorised users will have to endure.

Finally there is the i_ssué of the serious disbenefits which the model bredicts for public transport.

1t is clear from the evidence that the predicted outcome is a major loss both to public transport
users and prov:ders The model cialms to be multi- modal and has a Variable Demand Model
(VDM} component to predict mode share The Economics Report clearly says, in relation the
faster road journey times: .

“The VDM model predii:ts that this improvement in journey time will lead to a mode shift from
bus to car.” (Economics Report para 3.25) -

It goes to say that this might not be realistic. However, either the VDM should be altered to
make it realistic, or the results should be accepted as the best estimate. Both cannot be true
at the same time.

The detailed resulits from the model are shown in the tabie below, drawn from the Economics
Report, Transport Economic Efficiency (TEE) Table.
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Table 2: Disbenefits to public transport users

Public transport {all bus} £000 .

Benefit type: Travel time * - [ All (time + other}
Commuter ' ' -2679 - -2420
Personal other ‘ -5116 o -4753
Business ' , 118 139
Sub-total for bus users ' . 7677 . 7034
Private sector providers {Bus revenue} : : -15226
Total disbenefits to public transport _ ’ P -22260

Source: Transport Economics Report, Append.'xA Table A 1

The Economlcs Report refers to this adverse result in paragraph 3.24 as follows:

“The results mcorporated in the TEE Table (Appendlx A), indicate a small PT disbenefit largely as
a result of loss of fare box revenue due to mode shift from bus to car. The TUBA results are sub-
ject to model noise from the Highway SATURN Model and should therefbre be interpreted as
indicating that the PT user time impacts w._-'” be small and within the niargins of error of the
highway modelling.” '

This certainly needs closer examination. For example, “model noise” to the tune of £22'26mil-
lion is higher than the noise dlsbeneﬁts (c.£17mn), than the accident benefits (c. £16mn), than
the change in publlc sector revenue (c £7mn}), or the savmgs in vehicle operatmg costs for com-
muters (c. £4mn) or the dlsbeneﬁts to vehicle operatmg costs other prlvate car users {c.£5mn).
The disbenefit to public transport may be an inconvenient result for the promoters but it must
be treated with due seriousness as a best estimate of the 1mpact, or else the model structure
must be reviewed to see where errors are occurring.

Do we know whether the scheme helps or hinders the achievement of targetsl for.carbon or
health?

In their response to the MTRU June Critique, the SEMMMS team say
“Carbon ernissions data for the model base year of 2009 is not available as this is not a require-
ment of WebTAG or of scheme appraisal.”

This cialm needs to be understood First emissions data are easﬂy available from standard
model outputs, and since there has been a base year run, thls data is readlly avaﬂable It is the
choice of the SEMMMS promoters not to release it. Why does this matter?

The answer is that all carbon reduction targets are set in relation to a base year, for example
the Climate Change Act sets a target of an 80% reduction on 1990 leveis by 2050, However,
such a long term target is poorly related to planning action now. For this reason the Climate
Change Committee has set four 5 year budget periods which have been accepted by Govern-
ment. The final one of these is for 2023-27 and requires a 50% reduction on 1990 levels. For
transport, The Carbon Plan: Delivering our fow carbon future (December 2011) shows that
transport should reduce its emissions from 137 million tonnes of CO2 (MtCO2) in 2009 to 116
MtCO2 by 2030, a fall of 15%.
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The SEMMMS model‘base year happens to be 2009 so the data for carbon would be useful for:
Testing whether this scheme is in line with transport s overall target

Ifiti is not, which other schemes which over achieve carbon reductions are bemg used to com-
pensate

Testing whether this scheme contnbutes to exnstlng carbon reductlon targets and those emerg-
ing, for example in relahon.to the Cheshire East Locai Plan

If it does not, identifying which other initiatives (not just confined to transport) will enable
achievement of these targets. '

Thei increasing serlousness with which heaith issues, and in particular how to build in sufficient
exercise to maintain health into daily life, also argues for an analysis of how far the model pre-
dicts that motorised travel will conitinue to dominate travel patterns, particularly outside city
centres. This is in addition to the health impact of air p'olﬂ'lution and noise. Again it is misleading
to only set these in terms of predicted futures, without assessing what the impacts are in the
base year,

In thi_s context, the new TEE table referred to earlier does not appear to have any noise costs,
which are present in earlier documents and in the Assessment Summary Table at about
£17million. These need to 'be added for future use and the BCR adjusted accordingly. The over-
ali refusal to reiease the base year data from the modelling seriousiy compromises the public’s
ability to understand whether the scheme’s impact is in line with current targets (some of whith
are legally bin‘ding).
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Part 2: New Webtag advice

A revised and simplified version of DfT guidance on transbort apbraisal was published in October
2013. Earlier submissions by NW TAR were made on the basis of the earlier version, so this has been
reviewed for this submission. The new gmdance has two areas parhcularlv refevant to the Business
_Case_l_analyﬂs. Options Generation and Wider Impacts, formerly Wider Econemic Benefits.

Option generation
In the original submission a diagram which showed the importance of Option Generation and engage-

ment with stakeholders was annexed. This diagram has been recast for the new guidance as follows.

TRANSPORT .AHALYQS GUIDANCE
Guidance for the Senler Responsible Officer

O P S S -
Dovelopment of
Design E.} Appraisaf "E% evidence m]? Decision-making
Transport & analyses of impacts ] for business case Rigoeas
Appralsa E i
Process i
| : ) )
| TR F—!.«_‘;‘.’..‘.‘l‘;&’?:.-:.;:,( | . ”“-,':":»L_‘,, L T Sl 1‘7‘-‘!"'
| 1
Csget | puiidesien : - Ll
Options - | iming available g M o 2
generation datz and analytical tools S S _s S =
4L
]
l
=t mli'w sl olschameimparts 1!4,- STOP
Stape 2: g ! i
Further § A T L T AT A T et e R s P st
T Reviewiupdate aporatel || ‘ Decsion
s || i e
(i 2= s S S 4 S Lli l | | |
. (e o o=l B
stages:. | 7 " 'Monitoring & evaluation  —  |i
Implamentation | ' "
Post- | Moniior & evaluate
| Implamentation, schama againat origineat cieckves thalit was desipned for [ L.
monitoring . : i i_’
T ——————— l.u B i

The accompanying text states that:

“Stage 1 — Option development

1.2.2 Stage 1 follows aﬁér the mandate for the transport study has been established. The key focus
“here is to identify the problerﬁs and case for change to be addressed by the transport study. There is
more detailed guidance on this in Transport Business Case. Following this, the next steps are then to
develop a broad fange of options to address the study objectives, and short-listing options based on -
assessment against the criteria set out in the 5 case model. Whilst this 5 case model approach is dis-
cussed in greater detail in the later part of this unit, it is worth mentioning at this point, that analysts
need to consider the Strategic, Economic, Financial, Delivery and Commercial case even from early
stages of the transport study.
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1.2.3 It is also important to initiate stakeholder engagement at this stage, involving stakeholders
early in options generation/development and sifting to ensure that the proposed options are fit-
for-purpose, and to gather public subpbrt and acceptabilfty for the proposed options. Hence, o
stakeholder strategy will need to be established early in the study process, and should address
who to involve and when.”

It is clear from this that there is nothing in the revisions which undermines the original point,
which was that this process had not been followed at all other than in the context of the original
SEMMMS Report in 2001 (itself based on work undertakihg previously). The conclusions of that
report were that the solution proposed to the problems was multi-modal and should not be pur-
sued as isolated sections without triggering a complete review of the strategy. The proposers of
the current scheme rely upon SEMMMS to avoid producing an Options Report, however it is clear
.that major parts of the SEMMMS package are not planned for implementation. This detailed ear-
lier in this report. Thus there should be a review of the options.

'This process is set out in the new Unit on The Tr&n_Sport Appraisal Process, dated October 2013.

“1.1.5 In summary, the following key principles should be foliowed through the appraisal process:

There must be a clear rationale for any proposal and it must be based on a clear presentation of
problems and challenges that establish the ‘need’ for a project. ' '
There must be consideration of genuine, discrete options, and not an assessment of a previously
selected option against some clearly inferior alternatives. A range of solutions should be consid-
ered across networks and modes.

There should be an auditable and documented process which identifies the best performing op-
tions to be taken forwdrd for further appraisal. _ _

There should be an appropriate level of public and stakeholder participation and engagement at
suitable points in the process. In most cases this should inform the evidence-base which establish-
es the ‘need’ for an intérve_nﬁ‘on, guide the option generaﬁon; sifting and assessment steps, as
well as informing further appraisal in Stage 2.”

The conclusion of this report is that there are key elements of the SEMMMS proposals that are
not proceeding and that would alter the impacts of this scheme. Alternative options should have-
been devgloped and tested, to comply with DfT and Treasury guidance.

Wider Impacts

The transport appraisal process has been the subject of considerable discussion on two important
issues which are relevant to this scheme. The first is the issue of whether the value of time sav-
ings are proportional to their size and direction (very small savings are unusable, time losses have
a much higher impact than gains). The second is whether there are any economic benefits be-
yond the time savings usually predicted.
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The issue of time savings has been covered by Alan Wenban Smith in his analysis for NW TAR in
January 2013 and his conclusion was that the benefits of this scheme were extremely sensitive
to these two effects, sufficient to remove most of the predicted benefits. These conclusions
remain valid. His report also covered the issue of “wider economic benefits” and the DFT guid-
ance on this has been re-issued since his report as TAG Unit 2.1. This is completely compatlble
with the original NW TAR/CfBT report, although the fact that impacts can be negative as well as
positive is recognised, including renaming the Unit “Wider Impacts”. While the Unit is clear,
there has been some confusion about how to deal with this in transport appraisal. The Unit "
lists the following impacts:

“1.1.4 The types of Wider Impacts that need to be considered in transport appraisals are:
Wit — Agglomeration |

Wi2— Output change in imperfectly competitive markets

‘Wi3 - Tax revenues arising from labour market impacts (from labour supply impacts and

from moves to more or less productive jobs)”

Items one and two are essentially causing i-mprov_eme'nts in Iabour productivity.

Practitioners also appear to have confused the issue of the creation of new jObS in the UK econ-
omy and the relocation of jobs, which does not lead to overall natlonal GDP growth (and may
result in time dishenefits where they are relocated and economic disbenefits. where they are
not created).

If it there is to be a claim that the SEMMMS proposal will create improved labour productivity
this needs to.be analysed in its own right in a separate report.

In the original Appendix N to the Business Case for this scheme figures are given for jobs but
very little detail as to whether these are additional or relocated. If this scheme results in in-
creased employment from either source this needs to be added to thetrips in the model over
and above that used for the Do Minimum. This would a'IIo_w a realistic measure of the conges-
tion costs to be calculated, not the broad brush estimate ih_Appendix N. Given that the scheme
is justified on the basis of relieving congestion, the relocation of jobs is critical.

In fact, creation of new jobs through labour productivity is not a necessary outcome, for exam-
ple it may be used to increase profits and withdrawn from the locat economy. The relocation of
jobs is easier to understand and if there is a claim that jobs will increase focally as a result of the
scheme, these trips must also be added to the DM trips locally, and subtracted from the trip
matrices somewhere else. In practice this is extremely difficult and subject to high levels of un-
certainty, although in this case there are very clear regional level risks in making one sub-
regional area more attractive than another, and in making a peripheral location more attractive
than the centre. '
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Despite this, as Alan Wenban Smith pointed out in his January report for NW TAR, there is no
land use and transport model being used which would he'lp‘tp s'how which areas would gain
and which would I'o's.e, and how this would affect the time savings. It isimportant to note that
the benefits from transport agglomeration (basically putting more people and businesses within
a certain time distance of each other) can also occur through the opposite — one area within or
adjacent to a functioning urban region (FUR) becomes more attractive and reduces the number
of businesses in another. This is particularly the case in terms of orbital road networks, because
public transport is traditionally strongest for radial journeys to the established centre.

Put simply, making it easy to drive to a peripheral location will encoufage businesses to locate
there and employees will find it easier to drive to work than take public fransport to the centre.
There is nothing in the new guidance which undermines the economic analysis submitted as
part of the consultation.

19 of 20

41



NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Annex
Map showing major redistribution of flows towards the-East’ern section of A6 MARR
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SEMMMS A6 Manchester Airport Relief Road: Air quality and climate change implications
A response to the planning application by Friends of the Earth England, Wales & Northern Ireland
Introduction

Since the original South East Manchester Multi Modal Study {SEMMMS)- study which was completed
in 2001, there has been no full up-to- -date review of the need for the A6 to Manchester Airport Re-
lief Road {A6 MARR) against other non-road building optlons to address congestlon problems, de-
spite a national flattening out in traffic growth, 1 changes to travel patterns, new legislation cn air
quality and climate change, and hew evidence emerging to drive policy decisions, for example on
the urgency for action on climate change. '

The planning application is being presented in isolation from other major infrastructure develop-
ment that would add.to cumulative emissions, air pollution and climate change — including the wid-
er network of SEMMMS roads, Manchester Airport City Enterprise Zone, plans for Woodford Gar-
den Village on land at the former Woodford Aerodrome site south of the A6-MARR and plans for a
major new settlement east of Handforth at the junction of the A555 and the A34. The three local
authorltles are therefore unable to form a holistic view of the overatl cumulative climate change
and air quaflty |mpacts from linked planned development —and, lmportantly, to adjust plans ac-
co_rdlngly in line with legal air quallty and climate change targets.

Air quality issues and evidence

Air pollution is a serious problem in the UK, and reduces life expéctancy by an average of seven to
eight months, with equivalent annual health costs estimated to be up to £20 billion a year 2. Road
transport is a major source of air pollution, and is estimated to be responsible for £5 - £11 billion
per annum of the wider costs of transport in urban areas 3.

The European Commission has declared 2013 as the ‘Year of Air’, with new proposals on improving

air quafity across Europe to be developed this year. The EC cites emissions from traffic on roads as
one of the kev contrlbutors to air pollutlon, which in turn is cited as the main cause of lung condi-
tions such as asthma, w1th twice as many sufferers today compared to 30 years ago, and as the
cause of over 350 OOD.premature deaths in the EU every year a.

Children are particularly at risk, with epidemiological studies for the World Health Organisation
showing that symptorns of bronchitis in asthmatic children increase in association with long-term
exposure to NO2 s,

The World Health Organisation’s specialised cancer agency has classed outdoor air pollution as car-
cinogenic to humans in relation to lung cancer, and is classified as Group 1, signifying there
is ‘sufficient evidence’ of a ‘causal relationship’ s.

1 Department for Transport road traffic statistics 2012, table TRA5102

hitps:/iwmww.gov. uklgovernmentlorgan|satlonsidepartment-for-transportlsenesfroad -traffic-statistics

2 UK Air Quality Strategy, 2007 www.defra.gov.uk/environment/airquality/strategy/index.htm

3 Air pollution; Action in.a Changrng Climate, 2010 http:/fwww.defra.gov.uk/publications/2011/04/13/pb13378-
air-poliution/’

4 http:/fec.europa. euIresearchhnfocentrelartlcle en. cfm‘?ld~Iresearchlheadlmeslnewslartlcle 13_01_16_en.h
tmi&item=Infocentre&artid=28973

5 hitp: Ihararer. who. 1ntlmednacentrelfactsheetslfsB‘i 3/enfindex.himil

6 hitp://www iarc.fr/fen/media-centre/iarcnews/pdf/pr221_E.pdf’
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Air quality legal ahd policy context

i.egal-'standards for ambient air quality are set out in the 2008 Ambient Air Quality Directive, EC
Directive 2008/50/EC, which prescnbes limits for a number of concentratlons of pollutants that
affect publlc health mcludmg partlculate matter (PM10 and PM2.5} and nltrogen dioxide (NO2) 7.
The 2008 Directive was transposed into Engltsh Iaw through the Alr Quallty Standards Regulations
2010 and the Government’ s National Alr Qualrty Strategy.

Under the Envrronment Act 1995 Part 4, £ocal authorities are also requwed to review air quality in
thelr area and lntroduce Air Qualltv Management Areas (AQMAs) in locations. where air quallty ob-
jectives are not met and to-set out measures to reduce concentrations of air pollutants.

The EU Directive 2008/50/EC stipulates that compliance with the NO2 limit values should have
been achieved by 01/01/2_01_0," but allowed Member States to postpone this attainment date until
01/01/2015 provided air quality plans are established demonstrating how the limit values will be
met by this extended deadline.

In a recent Supreme Court ruling, the Government was found to be in breach of article 13 of the EU
Air Quality Directive s. Under the EU’s Air Quality Directive, the Government should be forced to
provide the European Commission with plans for reducing nitrogen dioxide levels by 1 January
2015 in 17 regions of the UK.

Clean Air London has recently lodged a complaint with the European Commission under the Di-
rective 2008/50/EC regarding removal of the M4 bus 'corrido-r-desp;ite it causing aggravated, un-
mitigated and ongeing breaches of the annua! NO2 limit value s, The Directive stipulates that limit
values must be applied everywhere in a zone where the public has access, and does not allow for a
balancing of improvement and worsenlng

The Highways Agency has recently ruled out hard shoulder running between junctions 8 and 18 of
the M60, covered by the Greater Manchester AQMA, because of the detrimental impact it would
have on air quality. In a hrecedent-setﬁng decision, the Agency'’s environ-mental assessrﬁent con-
cluded that allowing more cars to use the road between Swinton and Sale would breach UK and EU
standards protecting public health and the natural environment.

In their consultation report 1o, the nghways Agency stated that:
“We looked extensively at the optron to provide oli-lane running on the M60 section be-
tween junctions 8 and 18. However, our enwronmenta! assessment concluded that creating
this improvement would result in an increase in traffic using the motoi’Way which would
‘then have a detrimental affect [sic] on air quality. Poor air quality is a concern for the UK
and across much of Europe, despite air being cleaner now than at any time since the indus-
trial revolution.

7 http:/feur-lex.europa.eu/t.exUriServiLexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2008:152:0001:0044:EN:PDF

8 hitp://www. supremecourt.gov,uk/decided-cases/docs/UKSC_2012_0179_Judgment.pdf

9 hitp://cleanairinlondon.org/legal/government-treats-limit-values-with-contempt-by-m4-bus-lane/

10 hitps://www.gov.uk/governmentfuploads/system/uploads/attachment_dataffile/255525/M60_J8_ -
_M62_J20_MMM_Consultation_Document_SI_November_final_061113_1030_doc attachment .pdf
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There are UK and European standards designed to protect human health and sensitive eco-
logical habitats which we cannot ignore; as a result we are unable to take this proposal of
making the hard shoulder available to traffic on this sectron at this time. We are committed to
delivering soluhons to mmrmr_se the air quality impacts resulhng from traffic using our net-
work and are working to develop further solutions that will help improve this section of our
network that comply with statutory air quality limits.” (emphasis added)

The Greater Manchester Local Transport Plan 3 {LTP3) acknowledges that the 2010 requirements
for NO2 concentrations have not been met, but does not set out how transport planning decisions
will enable the 2015 deadline to be met 11. Despite the focus on meeting EU limits on NO2, the
Greater Manchester Air Quality Strategy and Action Plan 12 ‘made very little difference’ (LTP3 sec-
tion 9.3) to NO2 concentration at most road side locations.

The National Planning Policy Framework states in relation to air quality:
Para 109. “The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environ-
ment by: - prevenﬁng'both new and existing devélopment from contributing to or

put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely dﬁected by ,

unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability;”

Greater Manchester health inequalities

itis recogni_s_ed_thrit South Manchester and Wythenshawe have higher cancer rates than Manches-
ter as a whole:

“The mortality rate for alf cancers for people under 75yrs in South Manchester is on the whole
above the average rate for Manchester {153.5 per 100,000), Didsbury East and Didsbury West
are the only two wards below the average. The data for cancer mortality rates in Wy~
thenshawe shows that 3 of the 5 wards exceed the city average; Northenden (177.7 per
100,000), Sharston (168.9 per 100,000) and Baguley (154.9 per 100,000) 13"

The latest Public Health Outcomes Framework indicator, Figure 3.01 _for Fraction of all-cause adult
mortality attributable to long-term exposure to current levels of anthropogenic pasticulate air-pol-
lution for the three authorities w-ithi_ri the scheme boundary are Manchester 5.4%, Stockport 5.2%
and Cheshire East 4.5% 1 Itis recognised that South Manchester and Wythenshawe have higher

AAACM rates than Manchester as a whole:

“In South Manchester and Wythenshawe there is significant variation between wards for all
age all cause mortahty {AAACM). Chorlton Park, Old Moat Northenden, Baguley and Sharston
have relatively high rates when compared to Manchester as a whole 15"

11 hitp://iwww tfigm.com/journey_planning/LTP3/Documents/

Greater_Manchester_L ocal Transport Plan_Core_

Strategy.pdf :

12 hitp://www.tfgm.comfjourney_planning/L TP3/Documents/Air-Quality-Strategy-and-Action-Plan.pdf)

13 NHS Manchester PNA Consultation,September 2010. http://www.manchester.nhs.uk/document_uploads/
PNA/PNA%20Framework%20section3.pdf

14 hitp:/Avww.phoutcomes. info/public-health-outcomes- framework@ndl’l 00004 3/patf6/ati/102/page/3/par/E12000002/are/
E06000049

15 NHS Manchester PNA Consultation September 2010. http://www.manchester.nhs.uk/document _uploads/
PNA/PNA%20Framework%20section3.pdf
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AQMAs affected by the A6 MARR

An AOMA has been declared for Greater Manchester, parts of which overlap with the A6 MARR
scheme. Twelve AQMAs have been declared in Cheshire East including in Disley, to

the south east of the A6 MARR. Comment on the implicatio_ns of the scheme on these

AQMAs is contained in the next section.

The UK Air Pollution report 2011 found that annual mean concentrations of NO2 beside busy
urban roads frequently exceed 40 ug m-3, the limit value set by the European Union to protect
human health. The report showed that the Greater Manchester agglomeration had locations
with measured or modelled mean NO2 concentrations higher than the 40 g mean limit 1.

Greater Manchester is not due to meet legal NO2 limits until 2020, which puts the UK, and in
turn Greater Manchester authorities, at risk of large fines of up to £300 million 17. The LTP3
acknowledges that ‘financial penalties may have a significant impact on future budgets’ yet this
financial and legal risk has not been taken into account in the Business Case nor Planning State-
ment.

The 2011 UK Air Pollution report also shows that the Manchester South air guality monitoring
station, on Styal Road near the western end of the A6-MARR scheme, recorded four days of ex-
ceedances for ozone concentrations 1s. Ozone is a harmful air pollutant and potent greenhouse
gas, which can be transported large distances by weather.

The Greater Manchester LTP 3 Air Quality Strategy and Action Plan states that detailed assess-
ment and air quality modelling is being carried out by the Greater Manchester Transportation
Unit through the Greater Manchester Emiséions Dispersion project (Para 2.4) to provide a fore-
cast for emissions fo-r'2015/16, yet this is not referred to in the Environment Statement 1o.

Air quality impacts of scheme

The Planning Statement has summarised air quality impacts as:
“7.2.13 The EIA has demonstrated that Nitrogen Dioxide {NO2) concentrations will
fall at approximately 79% of recep;cors whilst 2% will be unchanged and 19% will
expe;ience an increase. Particulate Matter (PM 10} concentrations are predicted to fall
at approximately 61% of receptors whilst 22% will be unchanged and 17% wilt experi-
ence an increase.

7.2.14 T‘he‘ EIA has demonstrated that implementation of the proposed develop-
ment is expected to result in a small increase in regional emissions associated with
increased vehicular use of the road network.” (emphasis added)

16 hitp:/fuk-air.defra.gov.uk/fiibrary/annualreport/air_pollution_uk_2011_issue_2.pdf

17 http:/fiwww.guardian.co.uk/environment/2(1 0/jun/03/uk-warning-london-air-quality

18 http:/fuk-air.defra.gov.ukflibrary/annualreport/air_pollution_uk_2011_issue_2.pdf

19 http://www.tigrn.com/fjourney_planning/LTP3/Documents/Air-Quality-Strategy-and-Action-Plan.pdf
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The map of impacts of the scheme on annual mean NO2 concentrations shows a slight adverse’
effect in the Disley AQMA on annual mean NO2 concentrations and in the Greater Manchester AQ-
MA south of Hazel Grove on the A6. .

The traffic assessment identifies traffic increases in Wythenshawe (south of Simonsway) to the
north of the A6 MARR, and Handforth, High Lane and Disley to the south of the A6 MARR (9.10). It
also outlines an'increase.i'n traffic on certain routes: the A6 between High Lane and Disley; the A34
between the A555 and Dean Row Road; A555 between the B5358 (at l-iandforth) and A5102 (at
Woadford/Bramhall); and M56 between junctions 5 and 7 21 Figure 9.1 shows significant increas-
es of over 5% in annual average daily traffic ﬂow at points in Wythenshawe, Handforth, Poynton,
Hazel Grove, High Lane, Disley and Newtown for 2017 with the A6 MARR than without.

With proposed mitigation Figure 9.3 and Table 9.3 show that significant traffic increases of be-
“tween 25-30% continue to be expéected on the A6 through High Lane and Disley; mitigation in Wy-
thenshawe may lead to increased traffic flows on Simonsway; and mitigation on Gillbent Road may
lead to increased traffic on the A34 north of the A34/B5094. Figure 9.3 shows significant increases
of traffic flow of more than 5% with mitigation continue to be shown for parts of Wythenshawe,
Handforth, Poynton, High Lane, Disley and Newtown.

Table 8-12 in the Environmental Statement shows annual exceedances for NO2 of >40 ugm-3
within AQMAs. The scheme is predicted to increase the number of annual exceedances in Distey,
from 85 in the Do Minimum scenario to 88 in the Do Something,

EU air quality legislation is clear that limits must be met everywhere in an air quality manage-
ment zone, and air quality cannot be worsened where pollution is already over EU legal hmlts, as
is the case with the Greater Manchester AQMA and Cheshire East’s AQMA at Dlsley Any new de-
velopment granted in an area with pollution levels alreadv breaching limits, that would worsen air
quality, would leave the UK at risk of large financial penalties. In their response to the NW TAR
consultation response of January 2013, the prOJect team failed to address the Iegal lmpllcahons of
addmg to exceedances of NO2 levels in areas where polluhon levels already breach EU standards.

It is also important to note the limits of the traffic for-écasting, which does not consider ind_'uced
traffic. Induced traffic occurs when a greater volume of traffic is generated as a result of extra road
capacity, and evidence of this has been well documented. If induced traffic is not fully inctuded in
the assessment of the scheme, the traffic and resuitant air-pollution and carbon emissions will be
underestimated. -

20 http://www.semmmis.info/140683/435117/639723/airquality

21 hitp:#fabmarr.stockport.gov.uk/746597/760095/760276

22 hitp:/fabmarr.stockport.gov.uk/746597/760095/760276

Goodwin, P. Empirical evidence on induced traffic; Transportation Vol 23 Issue 1 1996; SACTRA report

1994, Trunk Roads and the Generation of Traffic concluded that ‘induced traffic can and does occur, proba-

bly, quite extensively' (para 10) and ‘the economic value of a scheme can be overestimated by the omission

of even a small amount of induced traffic’ (para- 12) http:/fwww.dft.gov.uk/publicationsftrunk-roads-and-the-

generation-of-traffic/ ; Beyond Transport Infrastructure: Lessons for the future from recent road projects

- hitp:/fwww. transportforquahtyoﬂlfe com/uffiles/Beyond-Transport-Infrastructure-fullreport%20July2006.pdf
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Climate Change issues and evidence

The latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Fifth Assessment Report was published in
September 2013 23 . It confirmed that warming of the climate was unequivocal and that it is ex-- -
tremely likely that human influence is the dominant cause of the observed warming.

Its Headline Statements from the Summary for Pollcvmakers 24 mcluded the foIIOng excerpts:

. “Warming of the chmate system is uneqmvocal and since the 1950s, many of the observed
changes are unprecedented over decades to millennia. The atmosphere and ocean have
warmed, the amouh ts of snow and ice have diminished, sea level has risen, and the concen-
trations of greenhouse gases have increased.”

“Human inﬂuenbe on the climate system is clear. This is evident from the increasing green-
house gas concentrations in the atmosphere, positive radiative forcing, observed warming,
and understanding of the climate system.”

“Continued emissions of greenhouse gases will cause further wa_rming and changes in all
components of the climate system. Limiting climate change will require substantial and sus-
tained reductions of greenhouse gas emissions.”

Climate'c'h-ange has led to changes in climate extremes such as heat waves, record high tempera-
tures and, in many regions, heavy precipitation in the past half century 25, Itis clear that bold
action to radit_:al'lv reduce greenhouse gas emissions is urgently required, not business as usual.

In its latest annual progress report, the Committee on Climate Change, the government’s inde-
pendent advisors and statutory body reporting to Parliament on‘greenhouse gas emission reduc-
tionsl, found that the pace of measures needed to reduce emissions in the UK needs to increase
fourfold to meet legal targets 2s.

Climate change legal and policy context

The Climate Cﬁange Act 2008 introduced a b-irfding reduction target requiring the UK to reduce its
emissions by at least 80% by 2050 against 1990 levels and a reduction of at least 34% by 2020 2.
It also introduced a long-term framework for managing emissions through a system of national
carbon budgets, which place caps on the total quantity of greenhouse gases permitted in the UK
over a specified time.

23 hitp:/fww.climatechange2013.orgfimages/uploads/WGIARS_WGI-12Doc2b_FinalDraft_All pdf
24 " hitp:/Awvww.ipee.chinews_and_events/docs/arb/ar5_wg1_headlines. pdf

25 hitp:/Aww.ipce.chinews_and_events/docs/srex/srex_press_release.pdf

26 hitp://hmccce.s3.amazonaws. com12012%20ProgressICCC Progress%20Rep%

202012_| bookmarked _singles_1.p

Df

‘27 http:/Arww legislation.gov,. uk/ukpga/2008/27/contents
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

The Government set out plans for achieving the emissions reductions committed to in the first
four carbon budgets up to 2027 in The Carbon Plan published in December 2011 22 . The 2023-27
carbon budget requires a 50% reduction on 1990 levels.

Emissions for the transport sub-sector, which accounts for 24% of overall UK emissions, are domi-
nated by the car: 58% cér,. vans 12%, Heavy Goods Vehicles 17%. The Carbon Plan shows that the
transport sector should reduce its emissions from 137 million tonnes of CO2 (MtCO2) in 2009 to
116 MtCO2 by 2030, a fall of 15%. The Plan sets out that sustainable travel choices are a key ele-
ment of the Government’s strategy for de-carbonising travel. A report by the Committee on Cli-
mate Change in 2012 concluded that local government is key to meeting national greenhouse gas
emission targets, and the sector has the potential to significantly impact on the UK’s scale and
speed of emissions reductions. It highlighted the influence local authorities have over key
emitting sectors including surface transport, and the importance of designing and implement local
sustainable transport plans, enhancing public transport and promoting sustainable travel, and
land-use planning that delivers sustainable patterns of development.

At the regional level, the North West Climate Action Plan and refresh set out a vision for a low car-
bon and well adapted region by 2020 23 . The action plan sets out that by 2020 public transport
and car sharing are the mode of choice for many journeys and walking and cycling will be pre-
ferred for short journeys. As a result of this approach, which clearly excludes road-bu'ilding, the
action plan says that road congestion and health will be improved.

At the sub-regional level, the Greater Manchester Climate Strategy was launched in July 2011,
setting out a plan to build a low carbon economy by 2020 and reduce collective carbon emissions
by 48%. The ‘Mini-Stern’ for Manchester fourid that inaction on climate change could cost the
Greater Manchester economy £20 billion by 2020 21,

National and local planning policy

The National Planning Policy Framework states that:
Para 30 “Encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in green-
house gas emissions and reduce congestion.” -

Para 93 ”P:'anni‘ng plays a key role in helping shape places to secure radical reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts
of climate change, and suppdrﬁngAthe' delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and
associated infrastructure. This is central to the economic, social and environmental dimen-
sions of sustainable development.” 32 (emphasis added)

28 http:/fiwww.decc.gov.uk/assetsidecc/1 1/tackling-climate-change/carbon-plan/3702-the-carbon-plan-delivering-our-

low-carbon-future.pdf _ :

29 http:/iwww.grabs-eu.org/membersArea/files/NW_England.pdf and North West Climate Change Plan, 2006

http://www.4nw.org.uk/downloads/documentsinov_06/mwre_ 1163003027 _North_West_Climate_Change_Acti pdf

30 hitp://iwww.manchester.gov.uk/info/500117/green_city/3833/climate_change_and_energy/1

31 hitp:/iwww. deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitediKingdom/Local%20Assets/Documents/ '

UK_GPS_MiniStern.pdf ,

32 hitps://iwww.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment dataffile/6077/2116950.pdf
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The Manchester Local Plan Core Strategy contains a target for reduction in carbon emissions by
41% from 2005 levels by 2020, and the following Spatial Objectives:

“S01. Spatial Principles

Provide a framework within which the sustainuble development of the City can contribute
to halting climate change”. '

“S06. Environment

Protect and enhance both the natural and built environment of the City and ensure the sus-
tainable use of natural resources, in order to mitigate and adapt to climate change, sup-
port biodii/ersity and wildlife, improve air, water and land qba(ity, recreational opportuni-
ties and provide networks of high quality green infrastructure, ensuring'that the City is in-
.clusive and attractive to residents, workers, investors and visitors.”

The Stockport Core Strategy contains the following:
“Objective 1 Sustainable Development: Addressing inequaliﬁes and climate change

The Core'Strategy will support, enable and encourage deveiopmént that is environmental-
Iy, socially and economically sustainable so as to address the key issues of climate change
and inedualiﬁes. it will achieve this by .... d. Actively requiring development to contribute to
a reduction in the Borough's carbon footprint”

The emerging Cheshire East Local Plan (Pre-submission core strategy draft) includes:

“Policy SD1 Sustainable Development in Cheshire East ... to use appropriate technologies to
reduce carbon emissions and create a low carbon economy”

“Policy CO Sustainable Travel and Transport ‘To deliver a safe, sustainable, high quality,
integratéd transport system to encourage modal short away from car trgvel' to pubﬁc
transport, cycling and walking, to support the needs of residents and businesses and to pre-
pare for carbon free modes of transport the Council will expect development to: Reduce the
need to travel...” '

The Vision for Cheshire East in 2030 is:

“Cheshire East will have made a significant contribution to reducing carbon emissions and
tackling climate change through the high energy efficiency of new and existing buildings;
generation of renewable energy; and sustqinable pdtterns of _deve!opmént that enable a
high proportion of people to travel by public transport, cycle or on foot.”
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Climate change impacts of scheme

Overall additional CO2 emissions of the scheme are predicted to be 11,586 tonnes (table 8-22). In the
context of the UK’s legal commitment to reduce greenhouse gases by at least 80% by 2050, in fine with
climate science, an increase of 11,586 tonnes of carbon dioxide deposited into the atmosphere for the
opening year of 2017 is an extremely negative outcome in terms of climate change impacts.

We strongly reject the assertion in the Business Case that the scheme has a ‘neutral impact on green-
house gas emissions’ 33. The scheme clearly fails one of its key objectives to ‘support lower carbon
travel’ {Planning Statement 1.3.1). The NWTAR January 2013 consultation submission highlighted the
unacceptability of an increase in carbon dioxide (in the context of the radical reductions needed) and a
failure to meet a key objective, yet the response from the project team merely repeats sections of the
Business Case rather than addressing this fundamental probiem of the scheme.

The conclusion to the Planning Statement claims (5.2.33) that the scheme ‘will help to promote sus-
tainable travel, which would contribute towards cutting greenhouse gas emissions through reducing
dependence on the private car’ which in light of the increased traffic flows predicted, induced traffic
not included, and absolute increase in carbon emissions is entirely iliogical.

Lack of consideration of alternative options

Carbon reduction has been cited as one of the objectives of the scheme, and with an additional 11,586
tonnes it clearly fails to meet that, and in fact makes it worse. It is unacceptable that alternative op-
tions including a publie transport improvement and cycling and pedestrian infrastructure only option,
without the A6 MARR, have not been con5|dered

The planning appllcahon for the A6 MARR has been presented in isolation from other linked planned
major infrastructure schemes and therefore cumulative emissions have not been forecast and consid-
ered In partlcular, the lack of up to date traffic generation forecasts for the expansron of the Manches-
ter Alrport City Enterpnse Zone, which is central to the strateglc economic case made for the A6
MARR, does hot ailow a true cllrnate change !mpact assessment to be carrled out

Notwrthstandmg the above taken at face value the scheme’s ClaImS to have a negllglble change in
overall emissions show that the scheme will therefore make no contrlbutlon towards the three coun-.
cils’ core objectives for ‘lower carbon-emissions’ (Busmess Case para 3.12 and Tables 3.2 to 3.4) and
the commltment to reduce carbon emissions in line with UK Government targets as set out in Greater
Manchester LTP3. This raises the question of whether such 5|gn|ﬁcant sums of public money should be
spent on a scheme which will make, at best, no contribution toWardS Iovrrering carbon emissions and in
fact lead to an increase.

Alternative non-road options to.address congestion pro-blerns, which could also make greater contribu-
tions towards meeting carbon reduction and air quality targets, have not been corisidered and ap-
praised. This is despite new legislation on climate change and air quality having come into force, and
new evidence (IPCC 2013) on the scale and urgency to tackle the problems, since the SEMMMS process
started.

33 http:Ilwww.semmms.infoﬂ40683/6388051a6tomanchesterairportmsbc p.15
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NW TAR & CfBT: Areasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Measures aimed at promoting sustainable travel modes would contribute to both climate change and
air quality objectives, and tackle congestion. Defra’s 2010 document, Air Pollution: Action in a Chang-
ing Climate, sets out the need to align air quality and climate change Strategies in order to identify
options with the highest economic returns.

When considering overall economic benefits of transport infrastructure schemes, there is clear evi-
dence that cycling infrastructure schemes in particular provide some of the highest returns on invest-
ment when considering overall economic benefits.

The Business Case states that the pedestrian and cycle route adjacent to the new road will support
‘the step-change in provision of infrastructure for non-motorised modes required to encourage more
people to choose cycling and walking as an alternative to the car’ (para 2.19) yet nowhere is this
backed up by evidence, nor is the option of a new path and cycleway without the road presented and
appraised. Furthermore, the cost benefit analysis indicates a public transport disbenefit, due to modal
shift from bus to car.

In 2013, Greater Manchester developed the 12 year Velocity (Cycling City Ambition Grant) vision — but
has yet to allocate the funding to realise this vision. The £300 million earmarked for the 6 miles of A6
MARR road would enable GreaterJManchester to meet the All Party Parliamentary Cyt;ling Group
(APPCG} f'un_ding target of £10 per person per year across the whole of Greater Manchester for 12
'years - this would help deliver truly innovative and transformative transport solutions.

Reascons for refusal

The proposed road scheme conflicts with national (NPPF} and local policies and targets on air quality
and climate change.

The road will increase air poliution in a number of residential areas across the scheme’s area, and sig-
nificantly in the Greater Manchester and Disley AQMA where pollution levels alrea'dy exceed NO2 lim-
its. A precedent has been set by the Highways Agency decision to not proceed with hard shoulder
running on the M60 on air pollution grounds, and the Supreme Court ruling that the UK is in breach of
the Air Quality Directive. Were the scheme to go ahead this would open up the UK to the risk of in-
fringement action.

The IPCC Fifth Assessment issued a stark warning on the urgency and scale of action required to re-
duce carbon emissibns and avoid dangerous climate change. Rather than contributing towards an
80% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions by 2050, the scheme is forecast to deliver an increase in
emissions.

On the above grounds, and because alternative non-road options have not been considered, the plan-
ning application must be refused.

Helen Rimmer, North West Friends of the Earth Campaigner December 2013

34 http:/iwww.defra.gov.uk/publications/2011/04/13/pb13378-air-pollution/
35 Department for Transport, 2010, Cycling Demonstration Towns Development of Benefit-Cost Ratios
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A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT CRITIQUE by David Butler and Anon

The Health 'Ilmplai:t Assessment for the AB fo Manchester Airport Relief Road (A6 MARR) was
produced by the Institute of Occupational Medicine (IOM), described as “a major independent’
centre of scientific excellence in the fields of occupational, environmental and public health, hy-
giene and safety”, and specifically by the Centre for Health Impact Assessment (IOM CHIA).
IOM was originally part of Edinburgh University, funded through the coal industry. It has chari-
table status, and now employs around 140 staff.

Section 1
Outlines the scheme and the SEMMMS context,
Section2 & 3

Explains what a HIAis, and the approach that this study adopts. The definition it sets out is the
generally accepted one, with the key elements being to judge the impact on health ‘and the
making of re_commendattons to enhance positive impacts and mitigate negative impacts. The
report uses the World Health Organisation’s (WHO) model of health, encompassing both bio-
medical and social aspects.

The authors see this as an “intermediate level, in depth HIA” — ie “detailed desktdp analyses
with some focused stakeholder consultatlon or feedback, e.g. stakeholder workshops and inter-
views that take weeks and months to carry out’.

Other impact assessments, partlcularly the Environment Assessment, inform it, along with
feedback from the more general consultations that have taken place They also carried out
three specific HIA workshops

The report describes three impact zones — 200m either side of the road, 1km either side, and
the administrative boundaries of Manchester, Stockport & Cheshire East.

It sets out the main health determinants that might result from the project: non infectious/
chronic diseases (inclu'ding effects of air, water, soil, noise pollution), physical injury
(accidents), mental health, employment, housing, transport, social capital, leisure & recreation,
lifestyle (including physical activity), and land and spatial effects.

The authors acknowledge two major limitations: the use of ward level data as a surrogate for
“areas 200m either side of road”, and the inevitability of the ‘fcomp'lexity of impacts being lost in
assessment of positivelnegativ_e impact at general population level”.
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NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Regarding page 18, para. 2.49. In describing the HIA it refers to the follow up which can
involve a detailed Health Management Plan. However, no Health Management Plan has
been produced.

Page 12, para3.12.1, acknowledges the limitations of HIA using 'vlvard data but states:

“some impacts on sensitive sites have been considered eg Queensgate Primary School”

It is unclear what other sensitive establishments have been considered and there is no
definition of what is determined to be sensitive.

Para. 3.12.2 boldly states that the identified limitations have not affected the overall ac-
curacy of the HIA.

Section 4

Describes the scheme, and the predicted traffic flows in 2017 and 2032. It sets (4.12) out
the traffic mitigation measures, including traffic management during.the construction peri-
od, and after the road is built.

Para. 4.1.2 identifies the fact that there will be four new rail crossings if the scheme goes

ahead but not whether or not there would be any disruption fo rail commuteérs during the
construction.

Para. 4.8.1states:
“Lighting will be provided at new and existing junctions”

It is worth noting here that Cheshire East Council {CEC) recently had to switch lights
back on over a stretch of road due to protésts from a cyclist group. Whilst NW TAR does
not endorse light poliution it recognises the need for safety. It is to be hoped/ assumed
that junctions would be properly lit.

Para. 4.12.2 states:

“SMBC, CEC and DCC have committed to working together to develop [a] modal shift
strategy for A6 to Derbyshire...”. '

This is hardly a definitive commitment.

Para. 4.12.6 refers to predicted increases in traffic in Handforth Centre which, the report
claims, are to be mitigated by local traffic management measures. This is another non-
specific statement. NW TAR envisage the effects of any mitigation being undermined by
Cheshire East’'s major development proposals for a new settlement to the east of Hand-
forth on Green Belt.
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Section §
Sets out the policy context:

National (Carbon plan, Air Quality strategy, Sustainable Local Transport, Active Travel Strat-
egy, Noise policy, etc)

Local (GM LTP3, Cheshire E LTP).

Section 6

...is the ‘health and wellbeing profile’ which provides the population baseline for the assess-
ment. It covers all the available public data, concentrating particularly on Census infor-
mation. It is very detailed, and illustrates the fact that the areas immediately affected by the
scheme are fairly afﬂuent W|th the excephon of Woodhouse Park in Manchester, and the
area of somal housing in Handforth Generally there are Iow Ievels of deprwatlon mgh levels
~of owner occupation, and hlgh car ownershlp The 2011 census journey to work figures are
reveallng in Cheshire East the mode of travel to work was 50% by car, 6% on foot, 1% by
bus, 1% by cycle. The equivalent Stockport figures are: 49%, 5%, 1% and 1%.

A lot of this section appears fo be ‘padding’ and seems to be relatively irrelevant.

The modal share of'journeys to work is worth highlighting in the seven Stockport wards as
this identifies the need for implementation of a true multi modal strategy.

The following figures appear: 49% travel by caf; 5% foot, 7% Public transport, 1% by car.
The remaining figures that would make up 100% are missing.

Para. 6.18 states:
“A large proportion of the lahd is designated as greenbell’.

This is the case at present but, if the road were to go ahead, along with all the development
proposals along it, this narrow area of Green Belt between 'Greater_Man_chestef'and Chesh-
ire East could easily disappear.

Section 7

This examines the kinds of impact that road schemes can have on health. It considers:
Outcomes: mental health, chronic diseases, injury & death.
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Determinants: access to services, amenities, jobs; social exclusion; physical activity; acci-
dents, air and noise poliution, inequality.

it is a good summary of possible impacts, and some of the points make interesting read-
ing, for example 7.2.2 on the economic impact of roads. There is quite a comprehensive
statement of the benefits of cycling and walking, and it quotes (7.2.5.9) studies showing a
cost benefit ratio for cycling/walking infrastructure of 19:1. It looks at the noise impact of
roads, and at accident rates on different types of roads (lower on dual carriageways). It
acknowledges that traffic is now the Ieading source of air pollution (7.2.7.2), but notes that
improving traffic flow (which is one of the- -alleged benefits of the scheme) decreases air
poilution. The benefits/ disbenefits depend on specific location.

Paragraph 7.3.1.3 claims:

“An out-of-fown bypass may therefore reduce severance, levels of air poliution and noise
for residents on existing roads while increasing them for those living near the bypass. A
bypass can also increase accessibility to services and amenities for many people.”

The report also addresses other road related HIAs (para. 7.5). All have both positive and
negative health impacts. They all offer better access to services, amenities and jobs, with
attendant health benefits. Their impact on active travel depends on the quality and range
of safe crossing places, pedestrian and cycle paths in the scheme. There are benefits and
disbenefits relating to air and noise pollution, accidents, and local social interaction.

Para.7.2.2.5 generally sets out the economic benefits of road building, ie.
“unfocking inaccessible sites for development’.

In the case of this particular, it has to be said that the road scheme would assist Cheshire
East's controversial house building proposais.

Section 8

Community views.

Key comments from the consultation were about increases in traffic generated by the road
and increases on residential roads, and increases in air and noise pollution but the claims
that:

“All comments have been considered by the design team, and mitigation measures de-
signed where possible”,
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“All comments have been considered by the deéign team, and mitigation measures de-
signed where possible”.

It would have been helpful to include the specific questions asked in the Phasé 1and 2
community consultations in this section in order to be able to make informed comment/
critique of the conclusions.

Para. 8.1.2 refers to the three HIA workshops but fails to provide.proper reports about them
or explain how invitees to the workshops were identified. In point of fact, just three stake-
holders, including NW TAR and Friends of the Earth, atiended the Stockport one (which
was poorly promoted) and no one at all, apparently, attended the Wythenshawe event.

S_ect_ioh 9

This covers the health ihpacts of the A6 MARR, which is the key section of the report.

The report looks at four geographical areas: the existing/realigned A6, the proposed new
eastern section of the new road, the existing A555 and the proposed new western section
leading into the airport. It says that the key facts include the increase in traffic on the A555
and increased noise and air pollution for some residents and it refers to:“complex patterns
— see environmental statement®

Conétruction Phase

Para. 4.13, page 41, refers to a 104 week construction phase also to a 39 week environ-
mental mitigation phase but it is unclear if this is alongside the 104 week construction’

phase.

Para. 9.2.3, however, states that the construction phase will be 18 months |ohg; This rais-
es the obvious question — would the construction phase be 18 months or 2 years? Both
seem to be optimistic. '

Para. 9.2.4 explains that the construction would be phased.

Para. 9.210 flags up likely impacts on St James, Little Acoms Nursery and Queensgate
with 50m of the boundary, the Royal School for the Deaf andone1 nursery (not identified)
between 50 and 250 m of the boundary.
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Air pollution

Para. 9.3.8 admits that there are areas in Greater Manchester and Cheshire East with pol-
lution levels of NO2 that exceed health guideline fimit of 40ug/m3. However, it maintains
that there are no areas where PM10s exceed that limit. The air quality modelling in the En-
vironmental Statement estimates that there are 11,036 potentially sensitive

“receptors” (houses, sChbols, hospitals, care homes, community facilities, etc.) within 200m
of the A6 MARR and affected links

Areas where levels of NO2 will increase because of the scheme: in those areas with fevels
above 40 ug, 209 “receptors” have NO2 increases of 4+, another 407 increase by 2-4, and
1540 by 0-2. In the GM AQMA 39 receptors increase by 4+, 42 by 2-4 and 292 by 0-2
(our emphasis) l | N

Areas where levels of N_02"-decrease: the number of receptors in areas exceeding 40 ug/
m3 decreases from 4566 to 3722
Para. 9.3.8.3 estimates:

“Overall, 2,156 receptors will experience an increase in NO2 , 193 will experience no
change and 8,687 will experience a decrease”

PM10s increases at 1,918 receptors, and decrease at 6,700, No areas currently exceed
40ug/m3, but one receptor is likely to experience an increase of more than 4 pg/ms3,; three
receptors are likely to experience an increase of between 2-4 ug/m3; and 1,914 receptors
are likely to experience an increase of between 0-2 pg/m3, '

Air Quality

Para. 9.3.8.1 contains a difficuli-to-follow claim, that Queensgate primary school would
have a predicted significant increase in air pollution but would still be within limits. Three
receptors in Disley AQMA would exceed health limits. The data presented suggests an
overall fall in pollution levels with more receptors showing a decrease than increase

Traffic noise:

Of 26,064 potentially sensitive receptors about 18,600 experienée increages (half of them
over 1db) and 6,527 decreases.
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Construction phase impacts such as dust, noise, etc are recognised and given an assess-
ment of - “minor negative health impacts. This is counteracted with the claim that there
would be new jobs. '

The effects would be highly localised. The mix of posit'ivelnega{ive impacts vary by loca-
tion, with most areas experiencing both.

Key positive impacts:

A key economic potential cited is the economic and employment potential along with ac-
oessib-ility and connectivity and the report highlights:

“The reductions in traffic flows, congestion, noise, air pollution and visual intrusion
and likely increased social capital/community cohesion in some residential areas.”

However, NW TAR would refer here to the analysis of the business case that was carried
out by Alan Wenban-Smith for the first A6 MAA consultation which is downloadable from
the ‘consultations’ page of the NW TAR website. This raised many doubts about the ro-
bustness of that case.

Key negatives: (9.13.16)

This covers loss of land and more on traffic and pollution aspects (for those residents
close to road).

Positive/negative effects depend on opportunities for local people to benefit from construc-
tion, how construction is managed, diversion plans, maintenance of public transport, main-
taining accessibility to services.

Para. 9.6.2.1 states:

“Journey time and journey ambience are likely to improve for children taken fo
school by car, those who use improved cycle and footpaths to get fo school. The
improved cycle and foot path network is likely to increase leisure time physical ac-
tivity and potential walking cycling to schools. There is likely to be an overall de-
crease in road traffic incidents”. '

The evidence to support this does not appear in the HIA.
Para. 9.0 tackles health impacts on people on low inComeIunemponed_pedple. Para.
9.10 claims the road would make it easier for unemployed people with access to a car or

van to get fo employment and education opportunities. Of course, it needs to be borne in
mind that low income /unemployed people are the ones least likely to own a car.
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Para. 9.10.2 maintains:

“Provided that there is a policy in place that local residents near the route and
Stockport, Cheshire East and Manchester residents are targeted first..... A6
MARR will likely have a positive impact on the health and wellbeing of local people
who are on low incomes/unemployed”

This claim is somewhat disingenuous. In Stockport and in-Cheshire East, most residents
near the route are from more affluent parts of the boroughs. In the absence of viable pub-
lic transport improvements to the airport from the disadvantaged areas of Stockport, it is
difficult to see how this will benefit the disadvantaged areas in the long term. The greatest
benefit is clearly to car users.

Para. 9.11.1 says that the traffic modelling has taken into account the 750 to 850 homes
proposed for the former BAe site at Woodford and also Airport City. And it boldly claims
that, relatively speaking, there would only be small potential impacts from the numbers of
additional vehicles generated by the proposed Handforth East settlement. (The new vil-
lage would comprise 1,800 homes within the period of this Local Plan, plus other develop-
ment, and more later) and their potential impacts are likely to be small. This is hardly an
objective/quantitative statement.

Similarly, para. 9.11.2 claims that the level of land to be taken from existing green and
.open spaces is relatively small but fails to explain by what criteria it is-being judged.

Regarding para. 9.12.1 and what it has to say on the inequality issue, we would maintain
that whether or not the scheme has any positive impacts on health inequalities should be
a key issues.

Para. 9.12.2 maintains that the A6 MARR could make it easier fo get to other shops and
services further away, although it does not attempt to quantify the percentage of longer
distance trips it would generate. But, surely this is defeating the key national and local
objective of ‘reducing the need to travel'? If, as NW TAR (and CfBT) maintain elsewhere
in this response to the A6 MARR planning application, the new road would induce a high
level of new and longer traffic movements, this is an undesirable outcome. More and
longer trips means more harmful emissions which in turn means poorer air quality. This
point should not be ‘sold’ as an advantage, it is an unsustainable downside of the
scheme.

Meanwhile there is yet another vague and unquantified statement in para. 9.12.5, ie.

“Overall there is potential for the _AB MARR to provide some important positives.....
in the deprived areas in Stockport....”

No detail is presented as to how this may be realised.
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And para. 9.13.4 says:

“ | ess deprived areas are nol experiencing a disproportionate share of the positive health
and well being impacts”

Here again, there are no references provided and it is unclear whether this is the opinion
of the author.or whether it is based on statistical evidence.

Section 10

Mitigation measures

This section covers construction impact measures: Environmental (see Environmental
Statement) . The contention is that many “désign” mitigations have been built into the
scheme, for example keeping safe footpath access during construction, having a con-
struction management plan and noise barriers and also :

Para. 10.2.11 states: “20mph zones and shared spaces have been incorporated into the
design of the A6 MARR at Wythenshawe (20mph zone), Handforth (shared space
scheme), Disley (shared space scheme) and Bramhall (shared space scheme) to deter
traffic along key residential and main local roads.”

The report suggests additional mitigation aspects (in para. 10.4) - local job recruitment,
low emission lorries during construction, keep HGVs out of residential streets, monitor
traffic flows, support_more bus routes, active travel plans (including schools), encourage
cycling & walking through engage'ment with local clubs (?1), and monitoring noise, light
and air pollution. |

Para. 10.12 claims:

“measures discussed are likely to ensure health inequalities are not widened and could
potentiaﬂy help reduce some of these inequalifies over the long term”

One of NW TAR's key lobbying issues is ‘healthier lives’, as stated on our website. If it
should be the case that the A6 M_ARR' is built, and we hope it will not be, we believe that
tackling health inequalities should be seen as a major issue. The current Hi record in
Stockport is poor.

The main mitigation measures appear to ones to address noise and visual impact.
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Transport measures relate to the protection of cycle and walking access and the provision
of a cycle route along route of the road. The main fraffic elements are the 20 mph zone'in
Wythenshawe and the shared space schemes at Handforth and Disley. It is unknown
what level of funding has been set aside for these. The Poynton shared space scheme
coet £4M! | t is difficult to establieh how,far.residents’ suggestions regard’iﬁg mitigation, set
out in the ‘Community Views'’ section, have been addressed in the package.

Regarding specific impacts eg air pollution Queensgate Little Acorns Nursery, St James
high and some locations in Disley, it is not apparent how the negative impact is to be miti-
gated.

Para. 10.2.14 rhakes_ the rather weak statement that;
“Discussion on developing bus routes along the A6 MARR have taken place.”

This is niot adequate. It gives the impression that there are no firm commitments and no
new quality bus cotridors.

There is a reference in para,10.3 to additional proposed h’nitigation: but it is not clear what
measures these are.

It is unlikely that NW TAR would dlsagree with any of the specmcally stipulated addltlonal
mltlgatton measures proposed but we query the Ilkellhood of these bemg funded asan’
mtegral part of this scheme There should certamly be more deflnltwe plans for public
transport improvements over and above extending Metrolink to Manchester Alrport and
adding a fourth heavy rail platform there. For instance, the Iong~pro'miseq Metrolink ex-
tension to Stockport from Didsbury and on to Marple, which the SEMMMS final report en-
dorsed,, should be a comn_1itted Transport for Greeter Manchester scheme, but it is not.

And more effort needs to be expounded to ensure any construction jobs beneﬁt those liv-
ing in our deprived wards (see para. 10.4.3). ‘

Section 11

This sets out some indicators that could be used to monitor/evaluate on going health im-
pacts.
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Section12
The HIA concludes:

“Extensive changes have been made to the design of the A6 MARR fo minimise the poten-
tial negative health and wellbeing impaCts’f (para. 12.1.1}

The headline point is that the health impact is more positive than negative overall.:

Para.12.1.2 surmises that:

“Overall, the health and weh'being impacts across the life of the A6 MARR are more positive
than negative for the majority of residents, users of amenities and workers in Sfockport,
‘Cheshire East and South Manchester and the wards areas considered in this HIA.”

It notes that the paﬁern of impacts is very complex, however, with some areas and resi-
dents experiencing significant negative impacts. It notes that mitigation of negative impacts
-are embodied in plans, but suggests further mitigation, including:

monitoring noise and air pollution in key communities along the A6 MARR and developing
additional ways of creating modal shift, in Stockport, Cheshire East and South Manchester
from car and lorry traffic to travel by bus, tram, cycle and foot; in particular developing a
green travel plan for the Airport City development (and green travel plans for businesses
located within it) and encouraging the development of bus routes along the A6 MARR.

QOmments

Regrettably, the HIA has to restrict itself to evaluating the scheme for which it has been
commissioned. It cannot, therefore, consider questions like how best to create a
transport link which would have a beneficial impact on health, given a budget of
£300m......

The HIA approach endeavours to flush out the often unintended impacts of a project on
health, and to help think through how to lessen the negative and enhance the posi-
tive. The impacts considered are wide ranging, from the positive effects of improving
access to employment (and hence the health gains that come from higher incomes/
self esteem/etc), to the negative impacts of increased accidents or the longer term
impact of pollution on health. Weighing such very different impacts to arrive at an
“overall balance” is a heroic task.

11 0of 15

63



NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Comments continued

The conclusion the report comes to, in para. 12.1.2, that the health mtpact is more posi-
tive than negatlve overalt is pretty meamngless At best |t is subjectlve itis not possuble
to compare the potentlal health- beneflts ef |mproved access to fac:llittes wﬂh say. the im-
pact of noise pollution on mental health in any meamngfully quantlﬁable way

But some of the inputs to the assessment are open to question too. The biggest health
benefit is supposed to come from improved access to employment, resulting both from
the economic growth that the road is predicted to deliver, and by making it easier for peo-
ple to get to employment locations. This argument rests on the Business Case — which
we believe to be flawed. And reduced journey times — to jobs, and to a whole range of
services (which forms another of the “benefit” components) — rely on the.predlctlons of
the traffic model, which again are questlo.nable.

The HtA doesn t reaIIy con3|der whether these employment-related health benet" ts will in
fact benet" t the dlsadvantaged areas of Stockport and there is no analysns of car owner-
ship or accessibility to employment sites from these parts of Stockport. There is a strong
likelihood the scheme will benefit current employees with cars or those Unempl'oyed who
may have access to a vehicle (car ownership is_'lower amohgst the unemployed).

The conclusions of the HIA are based on an acceptance of the Transport Assessment
and Modelling and Business case, being accurate. The rdbust-neés of these has been
questioned by many objectors, notably ourselves (in great detail). It needs to be borne in
mind that in many cases of other road schemes the traffic predictions have been subse-
quently proved to be inaccurate. The HIA doesn’'t seem to censi_der or build in a degree
of uncertainty.

The transport assessment/modelling does not take into account Cheshire East's pro-
posed new settlement at Handforth East with its 1,800 homes up to 2030 and more
thereafter. It does, however, take into account Airport City and Woodford Development.

There is no concrete information presented as to how accessibility by bus will be im-
proved as a result of the scheme. It is therefore open to question as to whether the
scheme would have any impact on health inequalities. The HIA is aleo =Iirinited in that it
does not ase}ess the likely potential knock on effects of the whole network of SEMMMS
roads being built.
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Comments continued

HIA's can be good tools for helplng to think through the wider consequences of actions,
and to suggest ways of reducmg negative impacts, but are not always helpful in comlng
to COﬂClU“IOt‘IS ‘about the overall" balance of beneflts The report does, qu:te rightty,
qualify its conclusmns by stressmg the complexﬂy of the pattern of benefits and disben-
efits, which actually make that overall conclusion pretty meanlngiess An in depth HIA
would have been more appropriate given the size of this scheme and the size of the full
network of SEMMMS schemes (which include the A6 Stockport North-South Bypass).
But, according to the H_IA, the scope of the report was determined by the Directors of
Public Health of the respective areas.

The HIA also does not attempt to quantify the numbers of residents impacted negatively
and seems overly.qualita_tive. The Planning Department of Stockport Borough Council
has sent consultation letters to some impacted areas. It is assumed, therefore, that
some in depth analysis could have been conducted on this cohort and amongst the res-
idents within the three impact zones, rather than merely relying on ward data. A consid-
eration of key services within the impact zones, schools, health care establishments etc
and how each specifically may be impacted could pethaps have been included rather
‘than generalist statements.

This HIA also appears to have neglected to examine what the health impacts would
have been if all the non-road recommendations in the SEMMMS final report had been
enacted and if all the non-road proposels in the Manchester Airport Ground Transport
Strategy had been enacted.

The report has not revisited commitments that the three promoting Local Authorities
have made to reducing greenhouse gas emissions and tackllng climate change. It
could have attempted at assessment of how well or how poorly the prlnclpal authorltles
would be Ilkely to measure against their climate change targets if thls roads was built
and if all the SEMMMS roads were built. The findings could then have been placed in.

the context of health impacts.
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Comments continued

The report underplays the importance of the scheme’s impact on air pollution. The input-
from the Environrrientai Statement suggests that the overall iMpact on air pollution will be
p.ositivé (primarily because although traffic will increase, faster rﬁoVing vehicles emit rela-
tively less pollution than those ,held up in traffic jams), but it also acknowledges that it will
increase in some areas, including those within AQMAs. “EU air quality legislation is clear
that limits must be met everywhere in an air quality management zone, and air quality -
cannot be worsened where pollution is'already over EU legal limits, as is the case with
the Greater Manchester'A-QMA and Cheshire East’s AQMA at Disley” — quote from Helen
Rimmer's “The A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road: Climate change and air quality im-
pacts” Jan 2013.

Two recent reports have emphasied the continuing link between air pollution and health:
WHO Air quality in Europe 2013, which shows how poor air quality leads to respiratory
problems, heart disease and shortened lives; and a study published in the Lancet Res-
piratory Medicine journal in November 2013 showing that babies born to mothers who
live in areas with air pollution and dense traffic are more I:ikely to have a low birthweight
and smaller head circumference. For every increase of 5 micrograms per cubic metre in
exposure to fine pa_rficulate matter during pregnancy, the risk of low birthweight in the ba-
by rose by 18%. '

‘The impact of noise on health is also perhaps underplayed. It will be felt not only in the
“receptorsb” described in the report, but also by people who now use the area recreation-
ally, and whose health may well be affected as a consequénce.

Whilst acknowledging that “the close proximity of the new route to some community/
recreational facilities could reduce outdoor activities undertaken in these facilities” it
makes no mention of the impact on, for example, the Ladybrook Valley, which is a pleas-
ant and popular walking fo_uté, upon which t.he" éffect will be profouhd. Simply keeping
access poi"nts across the road does rot mean that there is no other impact on users.
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Comments continued

The report points to the many positive mitigation measures that will be developed, and
suggests some additional ones. Howevet, there is little about junction/crossing design
and the impact on non-motorised traffic— apart from:

Para. 10.3.1.3 says:

“Ensure junctions are designed to encourage people to cross safely”

but this appears to relate to bus stops/routes. There havé been a series of meetings
with Vulnerable Users, who have serious concerns about the design of junctions where
the proposed multi-user path crosses other major roads. To quote from a recent letter
to the design team:

“The current design incorporates several fime-consuming multi—stage signal controlted
crossings of existing roads. More effective and equitable solutions are available such
as bridges or underpasses, or single stage signal controls that would allow cyclists to
cross junctions in the same number of stages as their fellow, mofoﬁsed, road users.”

December 2013
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SEMMMS A6 Manchester Airport Relief Road (A6 MARR): a walker’s point of view
by Janet Cuff,- NW TAR Core Group member/
CPRE Stockport District committee member/
Stockport Walkaday Leader/lifelpng rambler

I am a longstanding walker and have walked the paths that would be affected by the line of the
SEMMMS A6 Relief Road over many years for recreational purposes, particularly those at the
eastern end, either as an individual or with a group of people. i object to the pl_anning'applica—

tion. A new road in this location would desecrate an important green area and tranquil space.

. The area is a large 'green lung’, surrounded on all sides by heavily built-up areas: Hazel
Grove to the north, Poynton to the south, Bramhali to the west, and High Lane to the east.
Because it is near to these built areas, people can access it easily by public transport or on

foot, avoiding‘the need to drive further out of the urban areas for recreational walking.

. Despite the fact that the road would traverse the urban fringe, the Green Belt that would
be affected I’iaé a countryside feel to it. It is a predominantly pastoral landscape, with
small fields and with many hedgerows retained. When walking on paths running from the
north to the south of the area, there are views of hills to the south. A good example of this

is found when using paths running between Woodford Road and Lower Park Road.

. Although there is sometimes the distant noise of traffic, the area on the whole is tranquil.

This will not be the case if the new road is built.

v Several old farm buildings and cottages remain. Some of these may need to be demolished
to make way for the road. Even if they remain, the whole setting will be changed, so that

they will lose their rural heritage appeal.

. The hedges, many of which are thought to be longstanding, contain a wide variety of trees
and shrubs. In autumn, the many fruits and berries provide a valuable food source for
birds. Seeing these hedges and the birds that use them as food and habitat provides extra

interest for walkers.

* In the Norbury Hollow area, where walkers cross Norbury Brogk from Old Mill Lane there is
ancient woodland, designated as a Site of Biological Importance. Bluebells flower here in

the spring. The woodland and footpath would be severely affected by the new road.
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The Ladybrook Valley Interest Trail (LVIT) -~ a long distance walking route - falls within the area.
Guide No.7 in a series of leafiets about the LVIT states: “As you pick your way across the (often
muddy) farm tracks and trails, and toke in the wonderful rural atmosphere, you will be experi-
encing true vimrking countryside — so close to Stockport — in one of the most attractive parts of

the Ladybrook Valley.” If the new road is built, this statement will no longer be valid.

As stated in the main text of the Transport Assessment of the Planning Application (para. 5.51),
footpath109 running south from Old Mill Lane, set in the wooded valley along the banks of
Norbury Brook, is part of the LVIT and is described in the Assessment as having high amenity
value, “reflected in the relatively large number of recreational and dog walkers that use this
footpath. it is also in close proximity to the residential area that forms the southern fringe of
Hazel Grove and the properties a:fong the A6.” The new road would cross Norbury Brook at this

point and, although there would be a path diversion, this “high amenity value” would be lost.

Footpath 3, linking the dwellings on Mill Hill Hollow to the A523 is also part of the LVIT, but
would be truncated by the new road, which will be a very serious loss to walkers, confirmed in
para. 5.54 of the Assessment which states: “The amenity value of the footpath is high as the

route runs along the top of the wooded valley of the Ladybrq-ok and wooded field margins.”

Despite thefact that‘ footpaths such as footpath 3, and the network of paths described in para-
graphs 5.55 and 5.57 have good amenity value, they are described in the Assessment as being
poorly used. One reason for this couid be that peopie other than very local people are not
aware of these paths. Conclusion 2 of the Information Theme of Stockport Council’s Rights of
Way improvement Pl'ar‘a (ROWIP) states that “improved infafmaﬁ‘on can increase the u&e of the
pdth network”, whilst in the Network Maintenance Theme, Conclusion 9 states that

“improvement to signage can encourage wider use of the network”,

Given this is a green oasis surrounded by large concentrations of population, it is an ideal area
to encourage people to get out walking for their mental and physical Well-being, particularly in
view of govérnment initiatiVes promoting" regular walking as a way of reducing the likelihood of
strokes and heart problems and fighting obesity. Yet there is no evidence of special efforts to
pubficise the area. On the contrary, information about the LVIT has declined over recent years.
A series of leaflets entitled ‘A short walk in the Ladybrook Valley' were produced by Stockport
Council in 1997, but have not been available for some years. This valuable recreational walk-

ing area should be saved for future generations and promoted by the principal authorities.
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NW TAR & CfBT: Areasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Friends
Peak District

37 Stafford Road
Sheffield 52 2SF
Tel: 0114 275 1649
mail@friendsofthepeak.org.uk
mail@cpresouthyorks.org.uk
Dear Councils, 21-11-2013 -

SEMMMS A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road Planning Applications -
Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council DC/053678; Cheshire East Council 13/4355M; Manchester
City Council 104094/F0/2013/52

1. The Friends of the Peak District is the national park society for the Peak District and is run by the
Peak District and South Yorkshire Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE). We ob-
-ject to these planning applications. As the Friend’s geographical remit is the Peak District National
Park and wider Peak District, including High Peak, the infrastructure of the proposed road lies out-
side our area. Our objection is therefore based on the potential indirect impact of traffic on the
Peak District Nationat Park and wider Peak District, and directed at all three councils.

Summary

2. The Friends are extremely concerned that creating a west-east duat carriageway link road from
Manchester Airport to the A6 near Hazel Grove, which lies adjacent to the western boundary of
the Peak District National Park, would impact adversely on the Park by enabling and encouraging
car and road freight traffic into and across the Park. The Business Case presented to the Depart-
‘ment of Transport earlier this year actively promoted cross-Park travel and in our view had not
assessed the potential impacts of the scheme on the National Park. We have now examined the
planning application and its associated Transport Assessment and remain of that view. Until we
have seen full and appropriate examination of those impacts and how the authorities propose to
mitigate any adverse impacts on the Park, we object to the scheme. '

impacts of the Scheme

3. The scheme would create a dual carriageway between the A6 near Hazel Grove and the M56 that
‘will provide much-needed connectivity for key strategic routes into the North West and to Man-
chester Airport, including traffic from the A6, A523 and A34 - all of which are key routes for.
business, leisure tr_avél. and freight from Cheshire, Derbyshire, Staffordshire, Yorkshire and be-
yond’. This was described as one of the three core strategic needs for the scheme in the Business
Case (Executive Summary pages 9 and 12).

President: Julia Bradbury

CPRE South Yorkshire and Friends of the Peak District are run by the Campaign to Protect ;l!uréi England, Peak District and South Yorkshire
Jor the countryside, for communities, for the fiture

www.friendsofthebeak.org.uk- www.cpresouthyorks.org.uk
Registered Charity No.1094975 Registered Company No. 4496754 1of6
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=

9.

The Transport Assessment now identifies the need for the scheme (para 1.3) as to:
Relieve existing traffic congestion and address poor connectivity which constrains the economy
through lengthemng journey times. Current congestion reduces labour market catchments and
business-to- busmess activity as well as creating delays on desrgnated freight routes (e.g. the A6)
which, in turn, generates productivity losses for businesses;
Address the current poor access to/ from the east to Manchester Airport which acts as a barrier
for economic growth and regeneration;
Relieve current congestion problems along the A6

If all these outcomes are realised we believe t.h-at the scheme could lead to adverse impacts on the
Peak District National Park.

. The Transport Assessment para 60 recognises that the A6 is part of the national Primary Route Net-

work and provides a strategic link between Greater Manchester and key towns in north Derbyshire
including Buxton, Matlock and Chapel-on-le-Frith. It also serves New Mills and Whaley Bridge, and is
a major access route for the Peak District National Park. The traffic modellmg predicts a significant
increase in traffic flow on the A6 through High Lane and Disley of between 25 to 30% with the A6-
MARR in place. This increase is explained as a resutt of both background traffic growth and.the reas-
signment of longer distance traffic as a result of the introduction of the A6-MARR,

In order to address this traffic increase and in response to public concern about it, a separate study
is underway to consider traffic growth and demands in the wider A6 corridor. Ultimately, it is pre-
dicted ‘a multimodal transport strategy is required to manage/ mitigate the predicted traffic
growth and associated demands on the public transport networks in the corridor over the next
twenty years, with an emphasis on achieving modal shift towards more sustainable modes.

n addition, the promoting Authorities have resolved to implement a package of enhanced mitigation
measures on the A6 tailored to limiting, as far as practlcable the impacts of the A6-MARR scheme
through a comblnatron of discrete local juriction 1mprovements environmental enhancement
measures, and speed management measures. The mtroduction of these mitigation measures reduces
the prechcted mcreased trafflc flow to between 11 to 16%.

In response to our concerns about the Business Case for the scheme the promoters stated that the
impact on the Park is insignificant and _traffit growth is due to local deVelOpments in the Peak Dis-
trict. We do not agree. The assumptions used in the Transport Assessment in our view continue to
undermine this assertion by the promoting authorities. These are (a) the'small_ area of influence

‘'used in the modelling, (b) the assumption that traffic growth will continue despite recent trends

showing a levelling off of growth, and (c) that traffic growth would be curtailed to 11-16%.

Area of Influence
The traffic model uses a very limited area of influence (para 7.19 & Fig 7.1) that surrounds the
proposed road but does not extend further east than New Mills or into the wider Peak District.
This is'a major oversight. The National Park represents a national asset for enjoyment and ameni-
ty that attracts nearly 9 million visitors annually, many from Greater Manchester and Cheshire.

The Business Case forecast Appendix BS Forecasting Report Table 6.5 & para 6.14. traffic increases of up to 33% in 2017 and up
to 54% in 2032 are on the A6 Buxton Road where the National Park boundary is no more than 2 miles away and between High
Lane and Disley is only yards away.

The A6 Corridor Group cansists of representatives from Cheshire East Council, Derbyshire County Council, High Peak Barough
Council, Peak District National Park Authority, Stockport Metropotitan Borough Council, and Transport for Greater Manchester.

20of6

72



"NW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road-

The majority of these visitors arrive by car and the National Park Authority aims to get as many
as p0551ble arriving by more sustainable modes. The A6-MARR would undermine this aim by en
couraging visitor journeys in and out of the Park to be continue to be made by car rather than
public transport. In addition, the Sheffield City Region has longstanding aims to increase connec
tivity with the North West, Greater Manchester and Manchester Airport, Of the 22m passengers
using Manchester Airport in 2007, about 5.1% (1.1 million) originated from South Yorkshire. Over
all, 11% of passengers arrived at the Airport by public transport, although the proportion from
the Sheffield City Reglon using the train or bus was smaller. We have not been able to find the
average occupancy of each car accessing the airport but if we assume it is 2 passengers, more
than 500,000 cars cross the Peak District every year to access Manchester Airport. In addition
1.9% of passengers (420,000) emanate from Derbyshire, the majority crossing the Peak District
by car.

10. The A6 is the only cross-Park route me'ntiohed although there is potential'for traffic'genera-tio'n

11.

on the A619, A623, A57 and A624 due to long distance car commuting and freight movements.
With the scheme in place the A619 and A623 corridor between the M1 at Chesterfield and the
M60/M56/M6 could become an attractive atternative to the A50 or the A628 corridor. As the
scheme would encourage access to the Park by car and longer distance inter-re_gional journeys to
the airport, the area of influence for the Transport Assessment should have extended over the
Peak District to South Yorkshire.

if the Transport Assessinent were 1o adopt a wider area of influence, the special qualities of the
Peak District National Park would come into play. As the Business Plan did not identify any traf
fic impacts on the Peak District from the A6-MARR, the Environmental Scoping Report did not |
dentify the National Park as a major environmental asset requiring attention during scheme de
velopment. Consequently, the NATA worksheets concerned with landscape, noise and air quality
make no assessment of the impacts of increased traffic flows on existing roads near to or cross
ing the Park. The Environmental Statement Vol 1 7.4.3 (October 2013) has concluded that be
cause of the distance of the infrastructure from the Park there are no significant impacts. . If
journeys into and across the National Park were properly taken into consideration the Environ
mental Statement would have to be revisited.

Trends in traffic growth and travel

12. The assumption that traffic growth will continue does not reflect recent trends. DfT forecasts

have predicted growth far greater than has occurred recently which refutes the case on which
the A6-MARR is founded. Over the last decade there has been a steep decline in the number of
trips/person by any mede and the annual average distance travelled per car has fallen by 11%.
On all the cross-Park roads mentioned above traffic flows have levelled off during the last dec
ade as reflected in the graph below showing all motor vehicle traffic on Derbyshire major roads.
The levelling off of traffic growth within the Park heélps fulfil National Park purposes (see betow)
and the promoting authorities should aim to reduce traffic levels on the A6, and therefore across

“the National Park, even further through demand management and investment. in sustainable

travel,

SYPTE and Sheffield City Region DaSTS Connectivity Study January 2010 Workshop Surnmary Note para 6.1

Manchester Afrport Ground Transport Plan part of the Manchester Airport Master Plan to 2030, 2007

Outside the Park, the traffic increases on the A6 Buxton Road are forecast to increase substantially by up to 33% in 2017 and up to 54% in 2032,
A package of mitigation measures is being developed between thi A6 Hazel Grove to Whaley Bridge aimed at assisting pedestrian and cycle
safety along this length of the A6. ‘In paraliel, CEC, SMBC, Derbyshire County Council, Peak District and TfGM will work together to develop a
modal shift strategy for the A6 to Derbyshire which will complement the pubhc transport enhancements the Scheme will secure in.terms of
increased reliability and efficiency of existing bus services in the corridor.’ Business Case para 2.31

Road Traffic Forecasts 2013 Department for Transport

2012 National Travel Survey
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13.
“ever, such growth may be an underestimate. The original South East Manchester Multi-Modal

All Motor Vehicles tratfic on major roads, 2080 1o 2012
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Predicted traffic growth _
Traffic growth of 11-16% is unacceptable due to its impact on people and the environment. How-

- Study (SEMMMS) promotes additional road building - the Poynton Relief Road (now the Woodford-

14.

15.

16.

Poynton Relief Road) and the A6 to M60 bypass. The scheme incorporates neither of these but
would facilitate a connection with both (Transport AsSessment para 2.6). What is proposed
would create effectively an outer ring road round the south east of Greater Manchester that
would encourage yet more cross-National Park traffic.

In addition, the development assumptions presented in Appendix E of the Transport Assessment
do not include possible future developments in the South Manchester Corridor. Only committed
developments have been included within the core scenario, despite this being a corridor for
large scate peripheral growth which would induce traffic.

We conclude that the flaws in the assessment of the A6-MARR outlined above underplay the full
impacts of the scheme and require the scheme at the very least to be re-modelled, taking into
account the full extent of the SEMMMS road schemes, future developments and the widest geog-
raphy over which impacts would occur. The scheme is unsustainable. As presented it would (i)
increase carbon emissions (by 11,586t annually), (ii) increase long distance commuting by car
thereby favouring those who do not have to rely on public transport, undermining the use of
public transport and of lower carbon modes, and increasing the risk of road accidents (iii) in-
crease traffic impacts on local residents in the Park District and (iv) increase congestion on the.
Aé. It therefore fails to meet the core transport objectives for Greater Manchester, as defined in

“its LTP3, and the objectives of the A6-MARR itself as presented in the Business Case {paras 3.88-

3.89) and the Planning Statement (para 1.3. 1) it should be rejected 1n favour of urban regenera-
tion and investment in pubhc transport

Finalty in order to ensure that the Peak District National Park receives the attention it requires
by statute, we outline below its status and value. - -

Greater Manchester’s third Local Transport Plan 2011712 - 2015/16. lts objectives are to: .

ensure that the transport network supports the Greater Manchester economy to improve the life chances of residents and the su ccess of
business;

ensure that carbon emissions from transport are reduced in line with UK Government targets in order to minimise the impact of cllmate
change; 3

ensure that the transport system facilitates actlve, healthy llfestyles and a reduction in the number of casualties, and that other ad-
verse health impacts are minimised;

ensure that the design and maintenance of the transport network and provision of services supports sustainable neighbourhoods and
public spaces and provides equality of transport opportunities; and

maximise value for money in the provision and maintenance of transport ‘infrastructure and services.
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74



‘WW TAR & CfBT: A reasoned objection to the planning application for the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Statutory requirements to consider the Peak District National Park (PDNP)
17. The National Park designation confers the highest status of protection for landscape and scenic
beauty. The statutory purposes of National Parks are:
i. to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the National Parks
and :
fi. to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities [of the
Parks] by the public.

18. This protection is reflected in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). ‘Great weight should
be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Out-
standing Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and
scenic beauty. The conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in
all these areas, and should be given great weight in National Parks and the Broads’.

19. With respect to transport planning the National Park Circular states't_hat ‘environmental quality
should be the primary criterion in the planning of road and traffic management.’ ‘Any investment
in trunk roads should be directed to developing routes for long distance traffic which avoid the
Parks.’

20. In other words, even though the scheme would require no new infrastructure or development with-
in the Park the potential and intended traffic generation of the scheme requires formal appraisal of
its impact on the Park. Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995 places a general duty on statutory
undertakers and retevant authorities, such as the local authorities promoting this scheme (Cheshire
East Council, Manchester City Council and Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council) to have regard
to the statutory purposes of National Parks when coming to decisions or carrying out their activities
relating to or affecting land within the Parks. It has to be demonstrated that this duty has been car-
ried out. The Friends can find ho specific reference to meeting this requirement in the A6-MARR
ptanning application.

21. A number of strategies seek to ensure these statutory requirements are met. The Peak District Na-
tional Park Authority’s Core Strategy (adopted 2011), Policy T1: Reducing the general need to travel
and encouraging sustainable transport requires that ‘conserving and enhancing the National Park’s
valued characteristics will be the primary criterion in the planning and dési_gn of transport and its
management. Cross-Park traffic will be deterred. Modal shift to sustainable transport will be en-
couraged. The impacts of traffic within environmentally sensitive locations will be minimised. Sus-
tainable access for the quiet enjoyment of the National Park, that does not cause harm to the val-
ued characteristics, will be promoted. Demand management and low carbon initiatives will be
sought where appropriate.’

22, Policy T2: Reducing and directing traffic requires that ‘Transport developments which increase the
arnount of cross-Park traffic or have other adverse effects on its setting and character, amenity
and enjoyment will be opposed. Transport developments (including expansion of capacity, widen-
ing or a new route) that increase the amount of cross-Park traffic may be accepted but only where
there is a demonstrable long term net environmental benefit within the National Park.’

23, Derbyshire County Council’s third Local Transport Plan. aims to

Environment Act 1995, Section 61
Nationat Planning Poticy Framework, 2012, para 115
English National Parks and the Broads, UK Government Vision and Circudar 2010, paras 84 & B5
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. ‘Make the best use of what its got:

. Efficient Heavy Goods Vehicle routeing e.g. aiming to avoid villages or the Peak District National
Park; '

. Transfer of freight from road to rail;

'3 Improve equality of opportunity to key services for residents and visitors to Derbyshire;

. Reduce carbon emissions; .
. More people walking and cycling, with improved health, community and enwronmental benefits;
. Contmumg reductrons in casualties.’

24. It is clear from the pohcres strategies and plans above that the potential of the scheme to in-
crease cross-Park traffic from Yorkshlre and Derbyshire is unacceptable and must be addressed

Economic Value of the Peak District National Park

25 By ignoring the impacts of the scheme on the Park the promoters have also failed to appreciate
that both the economy and society depend on the Park’s high quality environment for clean water
and air, carbon storage, beautiful landscapes, and physical and spirituat refreshment opportunities.
These are essential to our survival and would add up to substantial economic value, Wthh has yet
to be fully captured.

26. Nevertheless, economic activity alone in the Park has srgmﬁcant value. The Peak District National
Park is worth more than £1,1bn annually and supports over 14, 000 jobs across 2,800 businesses.
Moare than two thirds of businesses in the National Parks believe that high landscape quality has a
positive impact on their business performance. Over.a quarter of businesses think a deterioration in
landscape quality would seriously affect their business. The achievement of economlc growth in

- Greater Manchester, to which this scheme is purported to contribute, should not be at the expense
of the National Park environment and its businesses. : :

Conclusions

27. During the preparation of the SEMMMS that proposed the network of roads that includes the A6-
MARR, little attention was given to the impacts of the proposals on the Peak District National Park.

. This disregard for the substantial environmental asset within and adjoining the Greater Manchester

City Region has persisted throughout the development of the SEMMMS schemes. The potential ad-
verse impacts on the Peak District National Park of traffic generation on roads adjacent to, within
and across the Park by the A6-MARR, have not been investigated and are likely to prove the scheme_
is unsustainable. Until we have seen that the schemes impacts on the National Park have been con-
sidered and assessed through full examination of those impacts, and how any adverse impacts on
the Park would be mitigated, we object to it. However, as Greater Manchester’s aspirations would
be better achieved through urban regeneration and investment in public transport we urge all
three Councils to abandon the scheme as unsustainable.

Yours sincerely

Aombv
Anne Robinson
Transport Campaigner

Valuing England’s National Parks Cumulus Consultants Ltd and ICF GHK, May 2013, Table 2-13
Contribution of the PDNP to the economy of the East Midlands, SQWConsutting, 2008;
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From: Greg Willman [mailto:gregwillman2001@yaho0.co.uk]

Sent: 08 March 2014 14:16

To: Kelly Schrocksnadel

Subject: THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER
AIRPORT A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD SCHEME 2013

Dear Ms Schrocksnadel,

As you can see from the enclosed email correspondence with regard to the above applicant,
concerning Application ref; DC/053678, | have challenged the applicant to provide important
information, integral to this application, that has neither been disclosed to the Councillors that
voted on this application or the public despite my written requests to the applicant going back
to 2013 and | would be obliged if my objection to the application be registered with regard to
my request that this matter be referred to Public Inquiry.

Regrettably, despite consulting my MP, Sir Andrew Stunell, personally, who is in favour of
this application, | was not advised of the need to contact you and | would wish to make the
below request for the below referred to traffic modelling data which will show that the
application, and Scheme deriving from it, is not fit for purpose and should not proceed
without consideration by a Public Inquiry, especially, as the applicant is refusing to respond
to the below referred to correspondence in order clarify my reasonable request on a matter
that will cost millions of pounds of public money and will, in my opinion, if built, destroy
the south of Manchester through which it will travel as well as the Peak District National
Park through which commercial traffic from the continent will be sucked as a short cut to
Manchester airport as opposed to using the present motorways presently facilitated for
commercial traffic of such volume.

This application is not for the benefit of the public it is a duplicitous fraud that will destroy an
area of outstanding natural beauty if allowed to proceed without consideration by Public
Inquiry.

I look forward to hearing from you in due course.
Yours sincerely,
G Willman

36 Cromley Road
High Lane
Stockport SK6 8BP.

————— Original Message -----

From: Greg Willman

To: Eamonn

Boylan ; lisa@lisasmart.org.uk ; enquiries@andrewstunell.org.uk ; eric.pickles@communities.qsi.gov.
uk ; SUTTON, Tracy ; Jacqueline Lowe




Cc: paulab55@googlegroups.com ; andrew.stunell.2nd@parliament.uk ; sarah.marsh@gquardian.co.u
k ; andrew.gwynne.mp@parliament.uk ; jess.fitch@bettertransport.org.uk

Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2014 12:30 PM

Subject: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF THE CEO, MR
E BOYLAN, SMBC.

Dear Lynn,
| am grateful for your time.

The submission document that was presented to the Area Committees refers to the software that
is used for traffic modelling on the entirety of the Scheme as being; SATURN ( Simulation and
Assignment of Traffic to urban Road Networks ) which is allegedly an industry approved tool and
a "steady-state Wardrop equilibrium assignment model".

The document goes onto state that LinSig and ARCADY Industry accepted software was used
for assessing the operational assessment of junctions along the A6/MARR corridor.

Whilst this is all double-dutch to me the document goes onto detail with traffic figures the effect in
vehicle numbers presented as a percentage increase that will occur if the Scheme proceeds and
then presents further figures as a result of the “enhanced mitigation measures”.

AKA the “30%" to "11% to 16%” , also, referred to, although, | assume these are rounded
percentages as the figures without mitigation vary depending on the point on the A6 from a 24%
to 34% increase without mitigation to a 10% to 16% with mitigation. Similarly, for other roads on
the Scheme.

Whilst Mr McMahon, specifically, referred when he spoke with me to a 30mph limit from HG to
NM Newtown as a mitigation measure the document refers only obliquely to a “combination of
gateway treatments and reduced speed limits” to achieve such spectacular reductions by way of
mitigation.

You will no doubt be aware that there are tabulated boxes showing the % increase at points on
the A6 which are presented in terms of numbers of vehicles as is also the case for other roads
affected by the Scheme.

As we all know there are lies, damned lies and statistics.

| am sure you will agree that it should not be a problem, at all, for Mr Boylan to present a cd to
me showing with reference to the above software how the numbers of vehicles indicated thereon
have been ascertained first as a base figure in 2009 and then how they have been estimated as
a 2017 figure ( when the Scheme will be completed ) and how such “Mitigation Measures” will
reduce the initial figures by half.

This is a classic example of how a computer is only as good as the programming and to suggest,
for example, that introducing a 30mph limit from Hazel Grove on the A6 to New Mills Newtown
will, magically, reduce the anticipated increase in traffic as a result of the Scheme by half is plain
daft!

Most of the A6 at this point is already a 30mph limit and even where it isn’t I'll buy Mr Boylan a
pint for every mile he can manage along that road in rush hour at any speed above 30mph.

| am, understandably, concerned that as the Scheme cannot proceed unless such reduction is
wholly substantiated that such figures be, immediately, re-assessed in the public interest so the
Scheme can be re-considered if it is found that a fraud, inadvertently, | accept, is being



perpetuated on both the public and those Councillors who voted for such Scheme based on the
veracity of such figures.

| can confirm that when | presented my challenge to this Scheme at Area Committee at Marple
when this matter was voted on and raised the above matter as the raison d’étre of my
presentation despite ClIr Ingham then requesting of Mr McMahon that he provide an explanation
of how such reduction was reached no explanation was forthcoming and when Clir Alexander
then requested details of how the Scheme would provide for mitigation finance after the Scheme
was completed in order to ascertain that there was sufficient funds to respond, again, no
response was forthcoming on a matter in which it is quite obvious those pursuing this Scheme
have, absolutely, no idea what effect this Scheme will have in any manner, whatsoever, hence
my request for full disclosure in order to ascertain what | believe will be clear evidence that in it's
present form this Scheme is not fit for purpose.

| remain, as a result of the above, and with no disrespect to anyone involved that the Scheme is
simply being rail-roaded through in the full knowledge that it is not first for purpose with
the intention of worrying about the consequences after it has been built!

I, personally, asked Mr McMahon that if the 30mph limit will deliver the spectacular reduction in
the increased traffic flow that he alleges and which is the foundation upon which the Scheme
stands and falls why not introduce it now, especially, as he accepts that the traffic on the A6 will
increase whether the Scheme proceeds or not to which he replied that such 30mph limit

would only be introduced if the Scheme was sanctioned which says more about Mr

McMahon’s confidence in such measure, fundamental to the pursuance of this Scheme, than |
could ever say and makes me all the more determined that there me a full accountability of this
incompetent mess before it can do any more damage.

I would like to make it clear that I, unreservedly, withdraw any comment | have made that may
without my knowledge be accurate but whilst such confusion and doubt persists | will, persist,
until the truth of all matters are before the public as only at such time in a democracy can the
appropriate decision be made, and not before.

| look forward to hearing from Mr Boylan as a matter of urgency.

Yours sincerely,

G Willman

On 6 Mar 2014, at 11:27, Eamonn Boylan <eamonn.boylan@stockport.gov.uk> wrote;

Dear Mr Willman

Unfortunately | cannot provide you with a specific date but | can assure you that this is being looked at as a
matter of priority.

I hope this is helpful but let me know if you require anything further.
Thanks

Regards

Lynn

Lynn Williams

Chief Executive’s Office
Tel: 0161 474 3001



----- Original Message-----

From: Greg Willman [mailto:gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk]

Sent: 06 March 2014 11:19

To: Eamonn Boylan

Subject: RE: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF THE CEO, MR E
BOYLAN, SMBC.

Dear Lynn,

I would be obliged if you would confirm within what timespan the reply will be forthcoming?
Yours sincerely,

G Willman

On 6 Mar 2014 11:09, Eamonn Boylan <eamonn.boylan@stockport.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Mr Willman

| am writing to acknowledge receipt of your email to the Chief Executive of 5th March 2014. The issues you have
raised will be looked into and you will receive a fuller response in due course.

Thanks

Regards

Lynn

Lynn Williams
Chief Executive’s Office

Tel: 0161 474 3001

From: Greg Willman [mailto:gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk]

Sent: 05 March 2014 15:34

To: Eamonn Boylan; paula555@googlegroups.com

Cc: enquiries@andrewstunell.org.uk

Subject: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF THE CEO, MR E BOYLAN,
SMBC.

Dear Mr Boylan,

I note that within the Public Questions website forum of SMBC there is provision for a response within 7 days to a
question from the public and | would therefore ask why, in response to my unanswered annexed email of 16
February 2014 and my correspondence extending back to November 2013; Ms Curle of SMBC won't, simply,
provide a cd or other method of transmission so | can have access to the traffic modelling data | have requested
which is fundamental to whether the A6/MARR Scheme can proceed irrespective of any other issue.



| look forward to your personal reply as a matter of urgency.

Yours sincerely,

G Willman

Begin forwarded message:

From: Greg Willman <gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk>

Subject: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - High Lane Residents' Association Meeting; 6 March 2014.
Date: 5 March 2014 15:08:33 GMT

To: Robert <robert.jean.taylor@tinyworld.co.uk>, Jacqueline Lowe

<deannejlowe@yahoo.co.uk>, enquiries@andrewstunell.org.uk,lisa@lisasmart.org.uk, elaine.dunkley@bbc.co.uk
, Jess.fitch@bettertransport.org.uk, paula555@googlegroups.com,tracey.sutton@parliament.uk, sarah.marsh@q
uardian.co.uk

Cc: eamonn.boylan@stockport.gov.uk, andrew.gwynne.mp@parliament.uk, eric.pickles@communities.gsi.gov.uk

Dear Treasurer,

| write as a Resident of High Lane as | am lead to believe that Lisa Smart, the prospective Liberal Parliamentary
Candidate for my constituency, will attend the Meeting this coming Thursday.

| would, respectfully, ask that Ms Smart, whom | am lead to believe has a degree in Maths, explain simply to the
Village, the sums, as to how a 30mph limit through my Village is going to reduce, by more than half, the
anticipated increase in traffic the A6/MARR Scheme will generate?

The Scheme accepts that if such increase is not reduced to the, alleged, “11/16%" from the “30%” increase, that
itis accepted will be generated by the Scheme, then the road cannot be built whether it is a good idea or not.

Sometimes in life, things happen, whether they are right or wrong, and it is often difficult to deal with the
complexities of such matters but this is a simple premise and no doubt Ms Smart, faced with such a nonsensical
foundation to the Scheme will be no less interested to see the, actual, data that supports it, as | do, in the
interests of those she wishes to represent, and will no doubt treat with the same suspicion, as myself, the fact
that Mr Boylan, the CEO of SMBC ( see below ) is refusing to disclose it to prove such is the case.

This Scheme is not fit for purpose and will destroy not just my Village but also the Peak District.

| have copied in Sir Andrew Stunell, as my MP, whom the Association stated was supposed to carry out surgeries
explaining this Scheme, and has not, so that | can also receive an explanation from my MP and his support with
regard to such request as referred to in the annexed email of 16 February 2014 which has been ignored by



SMBC.

I would, respectively, ask that this letter and the above specific question be placed on the Agenda of the
Association, for this Meeting, as relating to the most important issue ever to face my Village.

Yours faithfully,

G Willman

Begin forwarded message:

From: Greg Willman <gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk>

Subject: COMPLAINT; A6/MARR SCHEME NOT TO PROCEED UNTIL DATA REQUEST COMPLIED WITH IN
THE PUBLIC INTEREST,; Formal Request for traffic modelling data; Application ref; DC/053678.

Date: 16 February 2014 00:17:23 GMT

To: Emma Curle <emma.curle@stockport.gov.uk>, democratic.services@stockport.gov.uk

Cc: eric.pickles@communities.gsi.gov.uk, sarah.marsh@gquardian.co.uk, paula555@googlegroups.com

Dear Ms Curle,

1, respectfully, require, immediate, disclosure of the traffic modelling data highlighted below in dark type, and any
other pertaining data relevant thereto, and exhibited on page 142 of SMBC Application DC/053678 as presented
to the Area Planning Committees who voted on this Scheme which as you are fully aware was requested of
yourself and your Department in an email of 27 November 2013, by myself, and | would be obliged if you would,
respectfully, take this email as a formal Complaint in respect of such failure to so disclose.

I would be obliged to receive confirmation from SMBC in writing that the A6/MARR Scheme will not proceed,
further, until this Complaint has been fully investigated and resolved as such failure to comply with my reasonable
request not only questions the democratic assessment of this Scheme but also, with respect, casts doubt as to
whether the computerate modelling you are refusing to disclose supports the contention that the Scheme should
proceed at all.

I was informed by your colleague Ms Broomhead when | met with her that no documentation would be
considered in the planning process of this application that was not submitted to you before 5 December 2013 and
1, therefore, accordingly made my application to you for disclosure on 27 November 2013 and further requested
that the planning deadline of 5 December 2013 be extended to ensure that any written report emanating from
such data might then be provided to the Councillors when they voted on the Scheme to ensure that they were
fully informed in compliance with the democratic process.

I would, respectfully, contend that your failure to disclose such data for independent assessment prior to the
voting by the Area Committees has totally undermined the credibility of any democratic decision made by the
Area Committees who quite clearly should not have voted without a clear itemisation of what they were voting on
which was not before them.



I refer to the document handed out by SMBC and partners at the Area Committee Meetings that voted on this
matter and, in particular, page 141 ( continuing on page 142):

“Traffic modelling of the A6MARR...predicted an increase in traffic of up to 30% on the A6 through High Lane,
however taking account of the introduction of enhanced mitigation measures the impact markedly reduces this
increased flow to between 11% and 16%.

Much of the discussion from residents in High Lane is that they do not believe that the measure as proposed
would reduce the potential impact to such a degree. Whilst there may be some scepticism from the public, the
traffic modelling and impacts have been verified...”

None of the highlighted data, annotated or otherwise, has been presented to the Area Committees for their
consideration, totally, undermining their decision in voting on the Scheme.

Who has verified such data as stated and what does such verification consist of?

Mr McMahon informed me, personally, when | met with him that there was no automatic mandate to build the
Scheme and that if the 30%, above, was not reduced to the level alleged such would prevent the Scheme being
built at all.

It is clearly, therefore, imperative that such data should have been disclosed and carefully and independently
assessed prior to voting in order to ascertain whether the Scheme should be provided with consent.

In short, according to the Scheme the 30% will be reduced to 11/16% by the introduction of a 30mph speed limit
from Hazel Grove to New Mills along the length of the A6 corridor despite the fact that most of the road is already
30mph and none of the traffic travels faster than 30mph, in any event, as a result of the present congestion.

To contend, as SMBC does in their Scheme, that such reduction in traffic flow as a result of the 30mph would be
in excess of 50% of the initial traffic modelling estimate is palpable nonsense and in my respectful opinion reflects
a determination to build the road whether the Scheme is viable or not which is totally unacceptable and affront to
democracy.

| have yet to speak to anyone in favour or against the Scheme who believes the 30mph will provide the reduction
required to allow the Scheme to be built.

In the next paragraph on page 142, the application refers to an issue | actually raised with Mr McMahon,
personally at his Office, when he put forward the above contention on traffic modelling which is that if this 30mph
is going to work why not introduce it, immediately, to alleviate the, presently, escalating congestion that he
indicates below he is already aware will continue whether the Scheme proceeds or not:

“It has been cited by objectors that the applicant should introduce a 30mph limit on the A6 prior to the
determination of the application to prove whether or not the mitigation would work. ...(the 30mph) would only be
required if the A6BMARR were to be introduced...it should...be noted that without the A6MARR, growth on the A6



would be expected on the corridor between the M60 and Disley.”

The above paragraph you will note is contradictory in that, on the one hand, it alleges that the 30mph would only
be “required” if the ABMARR were built and then in the same breath admits that “growth” will occur, if it isn't.

The application in italics, above, referring to what was cited by objectors, clearly, indicates that the 30mph limit, if
effective, is no less relevant as an introduction, now, and that the viability of the Scheme can be, immediately,
ascertained without further expense by such, immediate, introduction.

We will only know, as | am sure you will accept on reflection, when such above confusion on the part of SMBC is
resolved by the disclosed data in the public interest.

It is also, understandably, concerns me that and without any reflection, whatsoever, on the integrity of the
Councillors, involved, that there is a serious and actual conflict of interest on the part of all the Councillors who
have voted on this Scheme none of whom live anywhere near the spout of the funnel of this Scheme which is the
A6 corridor leaving those that live there with no democratic representation at all.

| put to you, respectfully, on notice as a public servant, that the data above referred to must be disclosed in order
to show that it clearly, and if appropriate, arithmetically, corroborates the figures presented by SMBC in the
Scheme which should be an easy matter to ascertain and will serve, simply, to confirm that the Scheme as stated
is fit for purpose in which case I fail to see why disclosure should be challenged and | would view, quite rightly in
my submission, any decision to challenge such disclosure as evidence that the data does not support the
Scheme as why, otherwise, would SMBC refuse to disclose it for public and independent scrutiny in compliance
with the democratic process, especially, bearing in mind the huge public expense that this Scheme is costing?

| have copied in the Right Honourable Eric Pickles as Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
who, as has is Government, championed self-determination by communities which | am sure you will agree can
only take place when local government provides the disclosure | have referred to in order to ensure total
transparency and honesty with a view to, at the very least, calling this matter in for a Public Inquiry if SMBC
persist in refusing to disclose data to the public that is wholly integral to the fundamental viability of this Scheme
and which may on disclosure show that this Scheme should not only not proceed but will destroy the area it is
supposed to serve.

This is a simple matter of disclosure to the public in respect of a publicly funded project.

Provide the data and justify that the Scheme is fit for purpose which | submit it is not and that the data will confirm
in the public interest that the Scheme is not fit for purpose and should not proceed.

| put you on notice to copy this Complaint to the Chief Executive Office of SMBC whom | believe is Eamonn
Boylan from whom | would request a response and not from your Complaints Department as this is a

matter which | am sure you will agree requires immediate attention before any more public money is expended in
order to ensure that such money is not wasted and that the Scheme will respond as cited in the application to the
area and environment upon which it will have an irrevocable and permanent effect.

| have also copied in Sarah Marsh who writes for the Guardian on Local Government matters in order that the
public be fully informed on a Scheme that will facilitate a goods train of lorries through the Peak District National
Park en route from the east coast ferry ports and, potentially, destroy one of the most beautiful areas of our



national heritage if allowed to proceed without proper public accountability as is presently the case.

Kindly acknowledge receipt as a matter of urgency and confirm when such data, in toto, will be provided for my
attention.

Yours sincerely,

G WIlliman
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