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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Save Swallow’s Wood is a local group, based in Glossop and Longdendale, and we 

oppose the A616/A628 Mottram-Tintwistle bypass and Route Restraint measure 

proposed by the Highways Agency. The group was formed in August 2004, 

following on from the initial campaign activities organised by the original local 

campaign group, Alternative Proposals for Transport (APT). 

1.2. Save Swallow’s Wood campaign has considerable local and national support. The 

group has 834 supporters.  A complete list of supporters’ names and locations is 

provided (see Appendix A1). 

1.3. Since August 2004 we have collected signatures in support of the following 

statement: “I call on the Secretary of State for Transport to remove the A57 

Mottram/Tintwistle bypass from the Government's Targeted Programme of Improvements 

list immediately and to end all plans for development along this route.” A copy of this 

petition is submitted as Appendix C. 

2. SUPPORT FOR THE SCHEME? 

2.1. Promoters of the scheme regularly claim that over 90% of local people support the 

bypass proposals, however, this claim is based on the results of a consultation held 

in 1993 and feedback from a public meeting held in 2001.  

2.2. In 2001, the consultation was not on whether or not to build a bypass; residents 

were offered a choice of two routes and no non-road alternative was offered. This is 

clearly expressed by the introduction to the consultation document2, which states: 

“the Department of Transport invited local residents and other organisations to give their 

views on proposals for the A57/A628 Mottram Hollingworth and Tintwistle bypass. The 

                                                 
1 Refer to Appendix A. 
2 A57/A628 Mottram-Hollingworth-Tintwistle Bypass, Statement of Results of Public Consultation, October 
1993, Department of Transport 
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consultation document explained that all views expressed would be taken into account before 

the Secretary of State decided on a route to be protected from development and designed in 

greater detail.” 

2.3. At the time the Grey and Brown routes were put forward, the DoT themselves 

concluded that the (chosen) Brown route would have the worst impacts on 

agriculture, landscape and recreation, and nature conservation. 

2.4. Approximately 250 people attended the 2001 meeting3, which can hardly be said to 

be representative of the population of Glossop, with a population of ~30,0004, and 

Longdendale, with a population of 9,4905. The 90% support at the 2001 meeting was 

estimated from a show of hands. On that basis it cannot be determined how 

representative of the local population this meeting was, nor considered an effective 

method of consultation. Furthermore, this meeting took place long in advance of 

any scheme details being published, so the attendees were responding to the 

positive view of the perceived benefits, presented by the promoters, at a time when 

these claims could not be fully evaluated. 

2.5. In his evidence, Councillor Oldham repeats the claim that over 90% of local people 

support this scheme and refers to a consultation recently conducted by Tameside 

MBC. This was an advert placed within the local paper (Glossop & Tameside 

Advertiser—see Figure 1 on page 23) that did not confirm to the Council’s own 

consultation guidelines and asked only for people to send in a slip if they supported 

the scheme. The advert was just that: an advertisement for the Council’s position. 

The 90% support that Tameside claim is based on 295 responses of which only 28 

were against the proposal. However, considering the council was not actually 

                                                 
3 §2.3, http://www.highways.gov.uk/roads/projects/7698.aspx  
4 http://www.nsdatabase.co.uk/locationdetail.cfm?locationid=645  
5 See National Statistics website, page 
http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/LeadKeyFigures.do?a=3&b=5941530&c=SK14+8HT&d=
14&e=13&g=355905&i=1x1003x1004&m=0&enc=1  
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canvassing for opposition to the scheme, this figure of 10% seems quite high. When 

considered as a percentage of the total readership (163,808) and the numbers of 

residents in the Glossop and Longdendale areas (~40,000), this response from 267 

people looks considerably less significant.  

2.6. We also argue that the views of local people have been manipulated by Tameside 

MBC and that a realistic picture of the impacts of the scheme have not, until 

recently, been presented, therefore any support prior to the first publication of the 

proposals by the Highways Agency in 2006 should be discounted. Part of the 

Council’s attempt to persuade local residents of the benefits of the scheme included 

publishing in local papers misleading “artistic impressions” of the “street scene” 

post–bypass. These are provided as Figure 2 on page 24 and show Mottram Moor, 

Broadbottom Road and other local roads as partially pedestrianised and landscaped 

areas, traffic free, tranquil environments.  Given that traffic is forecast to increase 

from 15,800 vpd to 20,650 vpd at the junction where Mottram Moor meets Back 

Moor and that traffic flows on Broadbottom Road will remain largely unchanged 

(see Table 2 on page 8) we would argue that the pictures being shown to local 

residents are quite far from the reality that they will experience should the bypass 

be built. As such, local support in the past is on misleading promises made by 

Tameside MBC: typical “spin”. 

2.7. It has been suggested in Supporter’s evidence that the re-election of Labour 

councillors constitutes a mandate for the bypass proposals. Regarding the claim that 

the local election results should be taken as a mandate for the Council’s position, 

during 2006 Councillor Oldham was re-elected with 54% of the vote, however, since 

the turnout for the Longdendale ward in this election was 36.8%6, it would accurate 

                                                 
6 Source: Tameside MBC website (http://www.tameside.gov.uk/elections/locelect-res06.htm#long) 
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for Councillor Oldham to claim that only 19% of the local residents support him and 

his views. Likewise in 2007, Councillor Reynolds was elected to the Longdendale 

ward with 54% of the vote. As the voter turnout was 37%7, this represents, again 

only 19% of voters in the ward. No detailed figures were available for local elections 

prior to 2006. 

2.8. In recent local elections in the High Peak area of Tintwistle, Parish Councillor 

Brocklehurst, having made her continuing support for the bypass scheme over the 

last 20 years a central tenant of her campaign, was not re-elected by Tintwistle 

residents. This does not demonstrate overwhelming local support for the bypass 

and may be more indicative of the change in mood since detailed plans were first 

published in 2006. Further to this, Tintwistle now has a Residents Association in 

addition to the Parish Council; a response to dissatisfaction with the Parish Council, 

as one of our witnesses will explain later in the proceedings. 

3. SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES 

3.1. Since the bypass was first put forward, over 30 years ago, no real attempts have 

been made to consider or implement alternatives that may bring relief to the 

villages at a fraction of the cost of the proposed bypass. Alternatives were first 

rejected as unworkable in the Statement of Results of Public Consultation published in 

1993 by the DoT, where it is stated: “The potential for transfer from road to rail has been 

considered… whilst rail has a complimentary role to play, it cannot be considered as an 

alternative to road improvement”, however, no consultant’s reports have ever been 

made available, and to date the Highways Agency have yet to provide details of any 

thorough or rigorous assessment of alternatives vs. the bypass. 

                                                 
7 Source: Tameside MBC website (http://www.tameside.gov.uk/elections/results/local07#long) 
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3.2. The Highways Agency continually claims that alternatives to the scheme have been 

fully investigated, as they are required to do. Section §1.4.5 of the Environmental 

Statement8 states: “other practicable alternatives have been identified. The Scheme is the 

product of extensive investigation and assessment of alternative strategies and route,” 

however, we consider this assertion flawed and fully support the Alliance’s view on 

this matter. 

3.3. In order to ascertain levels of local support for the bypass and alternatives for 

ourselves, we surveyed the view of Tintwistle residents living within the National 

Park boundary. Another reason for doing this was to find out whether the 90% 

support claim was indeed the reality in Tintwistle. Had this been the result we 

would have accepted ours as the minority view and would not be here today as 

objectors. 

3.4. The “solutions” offered as part of the survey included a weight restriction (as 

proposed by CPRE), a rail-freight solution (such as that proposed by Translink and 

Central Railways), and the bypass, amongst others. The results of this are 

summarised below. A full copy of the results and findings is appended9. 

3.5. Residents were asked to choose what they considered to be the main problems. 

They could choose more than one of the suggested problems or add others if 

required. 83% of those questioned considered be “too many lorries” to be a problem 

and 73% considered the “volume of traffic” to be a problem (figures do not add up 

to 100% because more than one choice could be made).  

3.6. Asked for their first choice solution from a range of options, the results were as 

shown in Table 1. 

                                                 
8 Published February 2007, Highways Agency 
9 Refer to Appendix D. 
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Table 1: Summary of Survey Results 

Preferred Solution % First Choice 
Lorry Ban/Weight Limit 49% 
Mottram-Tintwistle bypass 33% 
Reopening the Woodhead line 13% 
Other 3% 
Better public transport 0% 
Road tolls on the A628 0% 

 

3.7. Proposals to reopen Woodhead to rail-freight, such as the scheme proposed by 

Translink, and the weight limit (a limit that would apply to the entire National 

Park), put forward by the Friends of the Peak District and supported by the Peak 

District National Park Authority have yet to be independently assessed, other than 

by the Highways Agency (whose expertise is, after all, in road building, not non-

road alternatives). The Alliance and other parties will present the cases for the 

varying alternatives and we wholly support their position. Until such alternatives, 

in combination with proven “soft measures” are fully investigated, we do not 

consider that any “extensive investigation” has been carried out. 

3.8. Tameside MBC and the Highways Agency maintain that “soft” measures, such as 

improvements to bus and train services, school buses, travels plans for local 

businesses, safe routes to school, and integrating railway services with other 

transport modes (walking, cycling, buses), and generally improving public 

transport are not feasible unless the bypass is built. However, across the country 

there are very effective schemes underway that attempt to tackle congestion 

problems via these means10, as Tameside themselves acknowledge11, and with so 

much of the traffic originating locally such initiatives may well alleviate some of the 

problems experienced in the villages. 

                                                 
10 Gillian Merron’s letter to Chief Executives on the success of the Sustainable Travel Towns: 
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/demonstrationtowns/lettersustainabletraveltowns  
11 http://www.tameside.gov.uk/schools/travelplans  
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4. TRAFFIC AND SAFETY 

4.1. Having looked at the traffic figures, it is clear that the bypass attempts to alleviate 

congestion on the current A628(T) by relocating it elsewhere; hence it does not 

“solve” the problem. A summary of the published figures showing only local and 

connecting roads, extracted from the Forecasting Report published in February 

2007, are provided in Table 2 and Table 3 below. 

Table 2:  Traffic Figures (Local Roads—Glossop and Longdendale) 2015 

Location Baseline
(2005)

Do
Minumum

(2015)

Do
Something

(2015)

% Change

A628 Tintwistle 10,900 12,050 4,400 -63%
Ashworth Lane 11,550 13,550 7,300 -46%
Shaw Lane 3,050 3,500 2,450 -30%
Broadbottom Road 10,250 11,850 8,500 -28%
Woolley Bridge Road 10,650 10,600 8,000 -25%
A628(T) Hollingworth 14,450 15,200 11,950 -22%
A624 Glossop 3,050 3,450 3,050 -12%
A57 (T) Mottram Moor 39,100 39,450 36,000 -9%
A57 Glossop 13,850 14,400 14,000 -2%
A626 Chisworth 4,100 4,400 4,300 -2%
Old A625 Slack Hall 2,450 2,300 2,300 0%
Bypass (East) 0 0 14,450 0%
Bypass (West) 0 0 32,000 0%
Mottram Link 0 0 19,200 0%
B6174 Stalybridge Road 10,750 11,300 11,450 +1%
A57 North of Glossop Spur 24,450 24,250 24,600 +1%
A57 bet. Dinting Ln & 
Simmondley Ln 

17,000 17,500 18,350 +5%

A6016 Glossop 4,250 4,550 5,100 +13%
New Road, Tintwistle 6,600 7,000 8,000 +14%
A628 Woodhead 11,200 12,500 15,050 +20%
A57 South of Glossop Spur 14,000 13,800 16,850 +22%
A6018 Back Moor 15,250 15,800 20,650 +31%
Totals 226,900 237,450 287,950 +21%

 

Table 3:  Traffic Figures (Local Roads—Glossop and Longdendale) 2030 

Location 

Baseline
(2005)

Do
Minumum

(2030)

Do
Something

(2030)

% Change

A628 Tintwistle 10,900 12,850 5,700 -56%
Ashworth Lane 11,550 14,150 7,050 -50%
Shaw Lane 3,050 4,200 3,400 -19%
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Location 

Baseline
(2005)

Do
Minumum

(2030)

Do
Something

(2030)

% Change

Broadbottom Road 10,250 13,000 10,050 -23%
Woolley Bridge Road 10,650 10,950 8,350 -24%
A628(T) Hollingworth 14,450 15,450 12,850 -17%
A624 Glossop 3,050 4,250 3,400 -20%
A57 (T) Mottram Moor 39,100 39,450 36,600 -7%
A57 Glossop 13,850 14,700 14,450 -2%
A626 Chisworth 4,100 4,550 4,550 0%
Old A625 Slack Hall 2,450 2,300 2,300 0%
Bypass (East) 0 0 15,100 0%
Bypass (West) 0 0 34,050 0%
Mottram Link 0 0 20,400 0%
B6174 Stalybridge Road 10,750 11,650 13,150 +12%
A57 North of Glossop Spur 24,450 23,600 24,100 +2%
A57 bet. Dinting Ln & 
Simmondley Ln 

17,000 17,050 18,250 +7%

A6016 Glossop 4,250 4,150 4,950 +20%
New Road, Tintwistle 6,600 8,100 9,250 +14%
A628 Woodhead 11,200 13,700 16,350 +20%
A57 South of Glossop Spur 14,000 13,100 16,150 +23%
A6018 Back Moor 15,250 16,150 20,350 +26%
Totals 226,900 243,350 300,800 +23.6%

 

4.2. Proposed changes to the local road network (i.e., preventing local traffic from using 

Hyde Road, forcing it to use the bypass via Back Moor) would cause significant 

traffic increases on unsuitable roads. For example, a 31% increase is forecast on the 

A6018 Back Moor, 22% on the A57 at Brookfield, 14% on New Road, Tintwistle, and 

100% on the A57 in Hyde.  

4.3. Traffic levels on Mottram Moor, where the worst of the local pollution occurs, will 

still be over 35,000 vehicles per day in both the 2015 and 2030 forecasts. This 

demonstrates both the extent of the local traffic problem and how little the bypass 

will achieve the aim of removing traffic. 

4.4. On Back Moor the traffic flow is forecast to increase to 20,650 vpd. This is well 

above the worst traffic levels reported on many of the local roads reported in the 
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baseline year and will have a negative effect on many residents in Mottram, 

offsetting any benefit to others. 

4.5. On the A57 North of Glossop Spur (from Brookfield to Woolley Lane and the 

junction with the Gun Inn at Hollingworth) traffic levels are forecast to increase, 

from the baseline level of 24,450 vpd to 24,600 vpd.  

4.6. In the 2015 case, the following roads are forecast to experience above Do Minimum 

and/or Baseline traffic levels: 

  A57 Glossop (above Baseline) 

  B6174 Stalybridge Road  (above Do Minimum) 

  A57 North of Glossop Spur—Brookfield to the Gun Inn, via Woolley Lane  

(above Do Minimum) 

  A57 bet. Dinting Lane & Simmondley Lane (above Do Minimum) 

  A57 South of Glossop Spur,  (above Do Minimum) 

  A6018 Back Moor (above Do Minimum) 

4.7. In the 2015 case, the traffic levels on the following roads would still be above the 

baseline traffic levels for the A628 Tintwistle, considered enough, in part, to justify 

the bypass proposal: 

  A628(T) Hollingworth 

  A57(T) Mottram Moor 

4.8. Based on the 2030 forecast, the following roads will see traffic levels rise above the 

Baseline and/or Do Minimum scenarios: 

  B6174 Stalybridge Road, Mottram 

  A57 North of Glossop Spur 

  A57 bet. Dinting Lane and Simmondley Lane 

  A6016 Glossop 

  New Road, Tintwistle 

  A628 Woodhead 
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  A57 South of Glossop Spur 

  A6018 Back Moor 

4.9. Many of the roads that will see increases in 2015 and 2030 are located in Tintwistle, 

Hollingworth, and Mottram, and this is without taking into account the additional 

traffic that will pass through Mottram via the proposed Tunnel.  

4.10. Overall, the forecast increases in traffic on local (Tintwistle, Mottram, 

Hollingworth) and connecting roads (Glossop, Longdendale, Woodhead) versus the 

Do Minimum scenario would be: 

  21.5% overall in 2015 

  23.6% overall in 2030 

4.11. Pedestrians, cyclists, and public transport improvements would all be disadvantaged 

by the increases in traffic on local roads adjoining the A628. 

4.12. Based on figures that relate only to local roads and study of the proposed changes to 

the road network, we wish to challenge a number of assumptions made about traffic 

flows: 

4.12.1.  The Promoters assume that by prohibiting traffic travelling from the B6174, 

Stalybridge Road, from turning right onto the A57(T) Hyde Road, traffic will be 

rerouted via Back Moor to access the A628/M67 via the Mottram Link. This 

assumes that local people are happy to take a route that doubles back on itself, 

when in reality the fastest and most direct route is likely to be via Ashworth 

Lane. This route would be all the more attractive due to the closure of the end 

section of Mottram Moor, which will reduce the flow of traffic at the lights, 

making it easier for residents travelling North/South to cross at this junction. 

4.12.2.  The reduction in flow on Broadbottom Road assumes traffic will go where? 

No figures are provided for A626 Glossop Road, so it is not possible to 

determine where traffic joining Broadbottom Road via Long Lane is relocating, 
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particularly as figures for the A626 Chisworth remain relatively static in 2015 

and 2030 both with and without the bypass. 

4.12.3. The design of the Showground roundabout will give priority to through-

traffic travelling East/West over local traffic (give way to the right) trying to 

access the A628, therefore, we consider there are likely to be extensive queues at 

this junction between the 11,000 vpd12 on the A628 and the estimated 19,000 

vehicles adjoining the A629 at the Mottram Link junction. If significant delays 

were experienced here, would they be any less than those experienced today?  

4.13. One of the arguments for the scheme is that it will improve journey times for 

local residents. However, journey times from the villages of Tintwistle, 

Hollingworth, Mottram, and Glossop to the main commuter areas of Manchester 

and Stockport (or at least, to the junction with the M60) have not, to our knowledge, 

been provided so there is no way for the “benefit”, in terms of journey time savings 

for local residents, to be evaluated. This information has been requested from the 

Highways Agency, but to this date the details are not forthcoming. Given that 

journey time savings contribute to the economic justification for a road scheme, in 

accordance with NATA, we are surprised that the Highways Agency has not 

provided this information and is not singing it from the rooftops. 

4.14. Regarding para. 7.2.3 (Highways Agency) that: “The approach to providing 

traffic restraint at junctions is to spread the delay effects along the A57(T) / A628(T) / 

A616(T) Trunk Route. This is to avoid the need for a single point of delay.” We consider 

these measures, along with Corridor Control measures, should be implemented 

today in advance of and separately to the bypass proposals. If they prove effective, 

as the Highways Agency certainly consider they would be, they would have a 

                                                 
12 Highways Agency Summary Proof 
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considerable impact on traffic levels on this route, and the baseline figures on which 

to assess the viability of the bypass proposal would be considerably altered.  

4.15. Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Authority is currently working on a 

Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) bid for road user charging scheme, which has now 

been backed by the Greater Manchester Council’s and will be submitted to the 

Government. The TIF bid includes costs of implementing the scheme and up to £2 

billion for public transport improvements within the Greater Manchester Area. 

While we accept that at this stage there is no concrete plan for this to proceed, 

should the funding bid be successful there is likely to be a significant change to the 

movement of traffic as a consequence.  

4.16. As the proposed start date for the introduction of such a scheme (2012) 

would occur before the start date of the bypass (2013/14, based on NWRA funding 

advice), if GMPTA’s bid is successful, the impacts of such a scheme on forecast 

traffic flows (baseline) should be modelled and the bypass proposals reconsidered.  

5. IMPACT ON CLIMATE CHANGE & AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

5.1. If the scheme is not built, air quality is forecast to improve. The bypass, however, will 

lead to an increase in pollutants, caused by the greater volumes of traffic both in the 

local area and throughout the extended study area. Increases in local levels of 

pollution will inevitably impact everyone in the valley.  

5.2. Where one resident would experience relief from the pollution, someone in another 

other area (such as at Dinting) will suffer a worsening in air quality.  For example, 

there would be some improvement outside the primary school in Hollingworth, 

however, the roundabout at Mottram Showground is only a short distance from 

Longdendale Community College, and many more vehicles per day will use this route 
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than current pass by the primary school (19,200 on the Mottram Link vs. 11,950 on the 

A628(T). What is an acceptable age for our children to be exposed to pollution? 

5.3. By the Highways Agency’s own admission, the following Government policies 

relating to climate change will be adversely affected by this scheme:  

  Energy White Paper - Our Energy Future Creating a Low Carbon Economy, DTI (2003) 

  Climate Change – the UK Programme, DEFRA (2000) 

5.4. We consider the proposed bypass is a business as usual project that takes no 

account of the new policy imperative to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  It will 

frustrate the intentions of government policy in the area of climate change.  Since 

the scheme was first proposed  (beginning in 1993!) and work began on the detailed 

design and related Environmental Statements published in 2006 and 2007, the policy 

context for such a major scheme has changed considerably. 

5.5. The new policy context has a very clear audit trail: 

  PPS1, paragraph 13 

  The government’s sustainable development strategy (March 2005) 

  The Stern Report (October 2006) 

  The draft planning and climate change supplement to PPS1 (December 2006) 

  The Climate Change Bill (March 2007) 

5.6. Local CO2 emissions are set to increase by over 9% if the scheme is built. Given the 

new emphasis on reducing climate changing emissions it is irresponsible for the any 

road scheme to go ahead unless all low-carbon alternatives have been thoroughly 

investigated. 

5.7. The increase in emissions is at odds with planning policy at the regional and 

national level. The North West has also begun introducing policies intended at 
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reducing emissions and focussing on integrated transport and low-carbon 

alternatives to car use and reducing congestion13.  

5.8. At the National Level, the Climate Change Bill has set a target 60% reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 (against the 1990 baseline). This policy is unlikely 

to be met without a significant change in the “predict and provide” model used for 

road schemes such as this.  

5.9. The Climate Change Bill gives the planning system and all stakeholders and citizens 

a clear message that climate change must be at the heart of all public policy making 

and decisions.  The UK is the first country in the world to embed climate change in 

statute and to give it the force of statute. It would defy logic if this were interpreted 

in any way other than a firm commitment to solve climate change problems by all 

possible means including reducing greenhouse gases. This policy states14: 

 

                                                 
13 NWDA: Rising to the Challenge, 2006 http://www.nwda.co.uk/pdf/climatechange.pdf  
14 DEFRA, Climage Change Bill Summary 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climatechange/uk/legislation/pdf/CCBill-summary.pdf  
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5.10. The Government has emphasised the need to change the way we make 

planning decisions, stating in the Climate Change Strategic Framework15: 

 

5.11. The costs of climate change are seriously undervalued in the Promoters 

proposals. While a cost has been attributed to the CO2 produced (based on the cost 

per tonne of carbon), the true costs of exacerbating climate change are not factored 

into the scheme. As the Stern review16 states: 

 

5.12. Thus, the Government is sending a very clear signal that low-carbon 

solutions are to be favoured over and above any approach that increases emissions. 

The bypass proposal presented by the Highways Agency has the exact opposite 

effect to this aim and would effectively undermine the UK in its progress towards a 

low-carbon economy and ultimately lead to wider damage to the health and 

prosperity of the UK as a whole. 

                                                 
15 DEFRA, Climate Change Strategic Framework 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climatechange/uk/legislation/pdf/CCBill-Strategy.pdf  
16 Stern Review: http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/8AC/F7/Executive_Summary.pdf  
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6. SAFETY & ACCIDENTS 

6.1. The Highways Agency argues that one of the scheme objectives is to improve safety; 

however, the numbers of accidents occurring with the villages are significantly 

lower than those occurring on the A628, where 86% of the accidents occur17. 

6.2. Increased numbers of accidents on the A628 does not support the case that the 

bypass will improve the situation for local residents. Commuters travelling to/from 

Sheffield are not likely to see an increased accident risk as a “benefit”. To illustrate 

the human cost of accidents, written record of accidents, as reported in the local 

press, are provided as Appendix D18. For local residents these accidents are more 

than just accident statistics; they are friends and loved ones, or strangers marked 

with flowers and wreathes, passed in the morning and afternoon. Anyone driving 

on the A628, beyond the boundary of the village, is aware where accidents are most 

likely to occur, and it is with some trepidation that any regular user of the route 

would welcome further traffic using this route. 

6.3. The Highways Agency’s evidence would suggest that there are a significant number 

of accidents that involve motorbikes occurring on this route, however, as Appendix 

C shows, the majority involve HGVs and occur outside of the area to be bypassed. 

Increasing the volume of HGVs using the A628 route will surely only increase the 

danger to drivers and other road users, even with the safety improvements, as 

many of the HGV-related incidents are weather-related (the Highways Agency, for 

all their powers, cannot mitigate against high winds) and are due, in part, to the 

twisting and narrow nature of the route. 

6.4. As Table 10 from the Highways Agency’s Traffic, Safety & Economics report 

demonstrates, Corridor Control measures proposed by the Highways Agency are 

                                                 
17 See HA/TSE/10/1, para 5.5.5.2 
18 See Appendix C 
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untested and have not been proven. Furthermore, there is no guarantee that 

changes could not be made in future, so that these measures were no longer in 

place. However, we would also reiterate the concerns raised by South Yorkshire 

Police concerning the dangers posed by unexpected standing traffic on this route, 

which could lead to shunting incidents. Any additional traffic lights on this route 

would have to be very clearly marked and visible beyond the bends in the road, 

such that vehicles approaching the lights/standing traffic would have plenty of 

time to brake. The distances required to notify drivers of the approaching lights 

would also have to account for the length of the expected queues. 

6.5. Route restraint and corridor control measures may go some way to both reducing 

the attractiveness of the route and reducing the rate of accidents. For these reasons 

they should be implemented today.  

7. IMPACT ON LOCAL WILDLIFE SITES 

7.1. We note that several of Tameside MBC’s appointed experts take it upon themselves 

to express their personal opinion on the value of the local nature reserve and 

surrounding footpaths. In response, we would suggest that the paths are well used, 

as is demonstrated by the fact that they have been properly marked and gravelled, 

in places, to prevent erosion. Many local people regularly visit the wood; some 

every day, others every week, and some, only very occasionally. The fact that it is 

not a bustling haven for visitors, such as you would expect in Edale or Castleton, is 

what makes it such a special place to have on our doorstep; an escape for local 

residents, where we can see buzzards, orchids, mixed woodland, bluebells, 

harebells, orange tip butterflies, tufted ducks, curlews, and more. How tranquil, 

how rich in wildlife, how many butterflies, flowers, and birds can we expect to see 
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as we walk under the Highways Agency’s 65ft flyover? And how peaceful will it 

be? 

7.2. The proposed earthwork and viaduct, from the brow of the hill after Widowscroft 

Farm stretching almost to Arnfield, would destroy many mature trees (see Figure 3 

on page 25) and irreparably alter the character of what is today a very pleasant and 

accessible walk from either of the villages (see Figure 4 on page 25). This valuable 

amenity site would be devastated by the scheme.  Currently, residents can walk 

from Hollingworth (via Meadowbank Farm) and Tintwistle (via Crossgate Lane) 

and instantly be in the countryside, away from the hustle and bustle (see Figure 5 

on page 26). With the scheme in place, those approaching from Hollingworth would 

be confronted with an enormous earthwork, and forced to walk round it and under 

the viaduct, in their approach to the open spaces beyond. Those approaching from 

Tintwistle would be accompanied by traffic passing by on the elevated viaduct as it 

heads toward Arnfield. Anyone in search of quiet, open spaces and woodland 

would have to venture much further into the countryside to experience the 

tranquillity that we can enjoy today. 

7.3. With the scheme currently forecast to start in 2013, we would request that the 

ecology surveys should be carried out again in 2011/2012, to take into account and 

assess the inevitable changes to the wildlife communities in the Main and Extended 

Study Areas. The period between now and 2012 provides many opportunities for 

new species to establish at the site, and so we do not consider it possible to fully 

evaluate the impacts of the scheme based on surveys carried out during the period 

2001–2005, given the extensive delay that is expected. 
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8. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT VS. COMMUNITY SEVERANCE 

8.1. Whilst revising the Unitary Development Plan, Tameside MBC attempted to alter 

the status of land to the West of Mottram to enable development on the site, as 

stated in the Longdendale and Hattersley Village Plans19. The relevant text from the 

Village Plans stated: “Land to the west of Mottram between the A57 and the line of the 

proposed Bypass. The Draft Unitary Development Plan for Tameside proposes business and 

industrial development for this site.  Development would be dependent on the construction 

of the bypass.  A design brief will guide development including a buffer zone that protects 

houses in the village and maintains local sports facilities.  It is hoped that as many as 2000 

jobs could be created on this site or as a spin-off from the development of this site.” It is not 

clear at this time (or then) how 2,000 jobs could be created on this site. The proposed 

change of use was successfully opposed, on that occasion, by CPRE. However, the 

purpose of introducing this here is to raise awareness of the intention: to begin infill 

development along the route as soon as possible after (if) the bypass goes ahead. 

8.2. It is already known that the latest industrial development at Rossington Park 

(Hadfield) is a result of the bypass proposal. One of High Peak Borough Council’s 

justifications for the scheme included ease of access following the completion of the 

Mottram bypass, where they state in their proof of evidence20: “construction of the 

Bypass and Spur would add to the attractiveness of this site for investment and so was a 

significant factor in its allocation. Following considerable new infrastructure Rossington 

Park is only now fully coming on stream and the prospect of the bypass being completed 

remains an important feature of local investment decisions”.  

                                                 
19 Attached 
20 A628 Mottram Tintwistle Bypass & A57 Glossop spur, High Peak Borough Council – Proof of Evidence, 
TA/HPPlan/P/1, para. 4.8 
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8.3. Planning permission for Rossington Park was granted despite an objection from the 

Environment Agency, regarding development on a floodplain21. The decision to go 

ahead with this proposal, against Environment Agency guidance, demonstrates the 

thirst for industrial development over an above the needs of local people and the 

potential environmental risks that may occur as a result. 

8.4. Evidence of further “infill” development, which itself would undermine the 

perceived benefits of the bypass proposal, includes a supermarket at a site in 

Hattersley. Plans for this development are also mentioned in the Economic Impact 

Report22. 

8.5. It is argued that jobs will be created, and by this method unemployment in the area 

will be reduced. However, a transport network that would enable all people in our 

society to access the jobs that are already available would achieve a similar end, 

without costing the best part of £200 million and damaging our countryside: “In 

research by the Audit Commission, more than half of job seekers indicated that lack of private 

transport inhibited them from getting a job, whilst a quarter said they had been unable to get 

a job due to poor public transport.”23  

8.6. An argument put forward by the Highways Agency for the bypass is that 

Hollingworth is: “An area with a locally distinctive character reflected by a number of 

designated listed buildings, but also shows signs of decline with boarded up and derelict 

commercial properties.24” We would like to point out that this statement is at odds 

with the reality in Hollingworth. Firstly, the properties in question are not “boarded 

up” as the report states: they are secured with metal shutters that remain closed 

while the premises are closed. There are four premises typically closed throughout 

                                                 
21 Response to Planning Application reference HPK/2006/0264 
22 A57/A628 Mottram - Tintwistle Bypass Economic Impact Report, Mott MacDonald, 52497/ 152/ 1, page 5 
23 NW Objective 2 SPD, 2001, quoted from the Economic Impact Report, Mott MacDonald, February 2007 
24 Environmental Statement, Volume 2A, §3.5.47, Highways Agency, February 2007 
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the day: Booze Box, Hollingworth Food Spot, Spice Hut, and Golden Coin (see 

Figure 7 on page 27). However, these same properties typically open in the evening, 

as is demonstrated by Figure 8 on page 28. Other premises operating restricted 

opening hours (such as the café on Market Street) will also appear boarded up if 

visited during hours when they are not operational. 

8.7. Contrary to the assertion that Hollingworth is in decline, in the last few months, two 

new community facilities have opened in Hollingworth. One is a new Dental 

practice and the other a new village store (replacing the old newsagents), which has 

just been extended and refitted.  

8.8. The closure of a section of Mottram Moor will have a negative impact on several 

business located on that section of the existing road network (Wood’s hardware 

shop and the chemist). Further, restricting access to this section of road will prohibit 

people accessing the doctor’s services and residential home via their cars, as there is 

not suitable parking space on a road where vehicular access is permitted. 

8.9. We are concerned that the effects of the bypass on local business and the extent to 

which these businesses depend on through-traffic would not be fully felt unless the 

bypass were built, yet this is not something that is considered within the Economic 

Impact Assessment or the Environmental Statement. 
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Figure 1: Copy of Advert Placed in the Local Paper by Tameside MBC 
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Figure 2: Copies of Street Scene Images Presented to Local Residents 
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Figure 3: Mature Trees that would be Destroyed 

 

 

Figure 4: View of Nature Reserve (Approached from Hollingworth)  
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Figure 5:  Approach to Swallow’s Wood from Hollingworth 

 

 

Figure 6:  Approach to Swallow’s Wood from Tintwistle (via Arnfield) 
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Figure 7: Shops in Hollingworth (When Closed) 
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Figure 8: Shops in Hollingworth (When Open) 



Mottram in Longdendale


The oldest part of Mottram is its centre, at Crown Pole, now the focal point of the 
Conservation Area. The village is dominated by St Michael and All Angel’s Church on 
Warhill, which added to the village gives Mottram a distinct and unique character. 

The village of Mottram extends beyond the Conservation Area to houses on the eastern side of 
Hattersley, Hollingworth and along Roe Cross Road. As with Hollingworth, being located on a 
major cross-pennine route, village life is disrupted by traffic. 

Ideas and Proposals. 

Land to the west of Mottram between the A57 and the line of the proposed 
Bypass. 

❖ The Draft Unitary Development Plan for Tameside proposes business and industrial 
development for this site. 

❖ Development would be dependent on the construction of the bypass. 

❖ A design brief will guide development including a buffer zone that protects houses in the 
village and maintains local sports facilities. 

❖ It is hoped that as many as 2000 jobs could be created on this site or as a spin-off from the 
development of this site. 

Ashworth Lane Link Road and Traffic Calming. 

❖ The link road will reduce the amount of traffic filtering through Mottram Village. 

❖ This offers the opportunity to improve road safety and the environment. 

Mottram Moor Parking - Priority Investigation. 

❖ The Council is investigating the ways to resolve footway parking problems and the 
hindrance of pedestrian access along Mottram Moor. 

❖ It is the intention of the Council to work with residents to find acceptable solutions to this 
problem. 

Traffic and parking on Church Brow - Priority Investigation. 

❖ Complaints have been received about parking problems associated with dropping children 
off for school. 

❖ There is also a problem with inconsiderate driving. 

❖ The Council is prepared to investigate and work with residents to secure remedial action. 

Parking problems in the residential areas to the immediate west of the village -
Priority Investigation. 

❖ Complaints have been received about residential parking problems in this area. 

❖ The Council is prepared to investigate and work with residents and the Registered Social 
Landlord to secure remedial action. 

Improvement of Planting Areas at Mottram Cross Roads 

❖ The cross roads in the village needs improvement environmentally and damaged planting 
needs to be replaced. 

❖ These areas are not shown on the village plan but proposals can be identified in conjunction 
with the District Assembly. 

New Schools 

❖ The Council is in the process of providing two new primary schools at Arundale and Pinfold 

❖ This is allied to the proposal for the new Alder Community School at Backbower. 

Environment, conservation and the Village Focal Point (VFP). 

❖ The Council is keen to demonstrate an on-going commitment to conservation in Mottram. 

❖ The Conservation Area Boundary, the general locations of the listed buildings and protected 
trees are shown on the village plan. 

❖ Information on these issues is in the Unitary Development Plan. 

❖ The focal point for the village is the Crown Pole, outside the Court House, which is the 
feature always associated with the village. 

Play areas at Longdendale Recreation Centre and Mottram Library. 

❖ These are two play facilities that the Council maintains. 

❖ These will continue to be maintained to a high standard including the play equipment itself 
and safety surfaces. 

R1. Longdendale Recreation Centre. 

❖ The Centre will undergo an internal refurbishment programme soon which will provide new 
leisure and recreational facilities. 

❖ Opportunities will be investigated for environmental improvements to the playing fields at a 
later date. 

Stockport Road. 

Proposals are being developed, aimed at improving the street scene and addressing the 
problem of speeding traffic on Stockport Road. 

This comprises of the introduction of speed reduction measures including the reduction of the 
overall carriageway width together with complementary pedestrian, parking and landscaping 
opportunities. 
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