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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. My name is Alena Vencovska. I hold a PhD in Mathematics, but I am not an expert 

on traffic modelling. I have lived in Hadfield since 1983, that is, for the past 24 

years. I give this evidence because I believe that both the Bypass and the Bypass 

with the Spur road would have a profound adverse impact on the local area and 

on the Peak Park, and that the benefits have been greatly exaggerated. 

1.2. Considering the Bypass without the Spur road and its economic value, we find in 

the Economic Appraisal Report that: “Travel time savings are the largest element of 

benefit at £59m for consumers, £89m for personal business users and £32m for freight 

users.” Or again in the Economic Impact Report, Section 2.8: “The key to the Scheme’s 

benefits are time savings on the Route” (i.e., on the route A57(T)/A628(T)/A616(T) ). 

1.3. However, analysing the data given in the traffic reports and in other HA 

documents presented to the inquiry about the forecast journey times shows that 

some of the given information must be wrong:  Taking for example the case of 

traffic in 2015 in the Inter Peak period travelling west, we are told that the savings 

(that is, the differences between the journey times in minutes under the DM and 

DS scenarios) are as follows: 

From Townhead Farm to the M67 terminal roundabout                   5 
From M1(Jn35a) to the M67 terminal roundabout                6.5 
From M1(Jn35a) to the M60 (Jn 24)                   7 

                      Table 1:  2015 Inter Peak Journey Time Savings (DM-DS) 

1.4. But that means that some of the saving for the journey from M1(Jn35a) to the M67 

terminal roundabout, namely 1.5 minutes, must be gained already travelling from 

M1(Jn35a) to Townhead Farm, in other words that the combined effect of the traffic 

lights at Midhopestones, Langsett, Flouch, A628/A6024 and A628/6105, of  the 

proposed speed restrictions, and of the additional traffic on A628  is to speed up the 
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journey by 1.5 minutes. Since the South Yorkshire police describes the traffic at the 

planned locations of the traffic lights as free flowing at the moment, the DS journey 

time between M1 (Jn 35a) and Townhead Farm must be expected to be longer than 

the DM journey time and it cannot possibly be shorter. 

1.5. The above figures also mean that some of the saving (namely 0.5 minutes) for the 

journey from the M1 (Jn35a) to the M60 (Jn 24) must be gained on M67. Since the 

only difference between the DS and DM scenarios on that bit of the route is the 

additional 18% of traffic under the DS scenario, this again appears absurd.  

1.6. Similar incongruities occur at other times of the day for which figures are given 

and we must conclude that the claimed journey time savings on the 

A57(T)/A628(T)/A616(T) route cannot be trusted. 

1.7. Moreover, there is very little information1 about forecast journey times for the 

other two categories of traffic which would be affected by the proposed road(s), 

namely traffic between the local villages and Manchester, and between Glossop 

and Tameside. We argue that, especially in the case of the Bypass alone, delays 

would occur under the DS scenario as compared to the DM scenario, and that these 

delays should be monetised as negative benefits and taken account of when 

calculating the economic value of the road. 

1.8. The above considerations show the claimed Bypass net present value of £121 

million as highly questionable. 

1.9. Furthermore, we consider the support for the Bypass and the Bypass with the Spur 

amongst local people. It is not widely appreciated that the Bypass and the Spur 

road which originally formed one scheme, are separate, and that the Bypass could 

be built without the Spur Road. The support for the new road(s) in Glossopdale is 

                                                 
1  There is one table in the Economic Impact Report concerning Glossop-Ashton journey times (Table 6), but no 
details as to times of day are given. 
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based on hopes that the existing congestion would be removed and the journey 

times for commuting to Manchester cut. However, this is clearly false as far as 

commuting from Glossopdale is concerned under the DS scenario without the Spur 

Road, and we argue that it is also probably false under the DS scenario with the 

Spur Road. Hence it appears that the support for the roads is based on false 

expectations, and we present some evidence of how these false expectations have 

been encouraged by Tameside MBC propaganda.  

1.10. The Highways Agency and Tameside MBC have been asked to provide the 

forecast journey times for travel between the local villages and Manchester, but so 

far the figures have not been presented. It is essential that these forecast journey 

times, for the AM, PM and Inter Peak periods, are made available for scrutiny. 

1.11. Finally, we focus on some questionable points in the traffic reports, for example the 

choice of roads for which observed and modelled traffic flows were compared in 

order to show that the traffic model is able to reproduce the observed flows, and 

on the interpretation of the given figures. It is claimed that these roads ‘have been 

selected where traffic count data are available and where they are close to the location of the 

proposed Bypass and potentially affected roads’. We argue that figures for the M67 west 

of Mottram or other nearer roads should be included in preference e.g. to those for 

the A6 Taddington Bypass, and we point out that rounding figures to the nearest 

50 prior to applying the validation criteria renders the claim about the modelled 

traffic volumes on the A635 being able to reproduce the observed traffic volumes 

doubtful.  




