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1. Introduction 

1.1.1. This document provides the comments of the applicant, National Highways, in 
response to the Submissions made at Deadline 9 as requested by the Examining 
Authority at Deadline 10 in its amended Rule 8 letter dated 11 April 2022. 
Comments have been provided on the following documents: 

• REP9-032 Derbyshire County Council - Comments on submissions for Deadline 8; 

• REP9-033 High Peak Borough Council - Response to outstanding matters from 
April hearings; 

• REP9-034 Peak District National Park Authority - Comments on submissions for 
Deadline 9; 

• REP9-035 Peak District National Park Authority - Comments on the Report on 
Implications for European Sites; 

• REP9-036 Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council - Comments on submissions 
for Deadline 8; 

• REP9-038 Climate Emergency Planning and Policy - Comments on submissions 
for Deadline 8; 

• REP9-039 CPRE Peak District and South Yorkshire - Comments on submissions 
for Deadline 8 - Email correspondence between Transport for Greater Manchester 
and National Highways; 

• REP9-040 CPRE Peak District and South Yorkshire - Comments on submissions 
for Deadline 8; 

• REP9-041 CPRE Peak District and South Yorkshire - Comments on submissions 
for Deadline 8 - Supplementary CPRE Technical Note: BCRS with new carbon 
values; 

• REP9-042 CPRE Peak District and South Yorkshire - Comments on submissions 
for Deadline 8 - Response to the Applicant's Issue Specific Hearing 3 post hearing 
submission; 

• REP9-043 CPRE Peak District and South Yorkshire - Comments on the Report on 
Implications for European Sites; 

• REP9-044 Daniel Wimberley - Comments on the Applicant’s response to Deadline 
5 submissions; 

• REP9-045 Daniel Wimberley - Comments on the Applicant’s response to Deadline 
6 submissions; 

• REP9-046 Environment Agency - Comments on the ExA’s schedule of changes to 
the draft Development Consent Order and comments submissions made by the 
Applicant for Deadline 6 and 8; 

• REP9-047 National Grid Electricity Transmission Plc - Update on engagement with 
the Applicant; 

• REP9-048 National Trust - Comments on the Report on Implications for European 
Sites; 
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• REP9-049 Peter Simon - Comments on submissions for Deadline 8; 

• REP9-050 Sharefirst My Journey to School - Comments on the ExA’s schedule of 
changes to the draft Development Consent Order; 

• REP9-051 Stephen Bagshaw - comments on submissions for Deadline 8; and 

• REP9-052 Roy Hollins - Comments on the Proposed Development. 

1.1.2. National Highways has sought to provide comments where it is helpful to the 
Examination to do so. National Highways has not responded to every submission 
for instance, because the submission was very short, or because it contained 
expressions of opinion without supporting evidence.  Where National Highways 
has chosen not to comment this is not an indication National Highways agrees 
with the point or comment raised or opinion expressed. 
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2. REP9-032 Derbyshire County Council - Comments 
on submissions for Deadline 8 

2.1. Item 7: Other Environmental Matters – Green Belt 

2.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: DCC considers works to 
enable the construction and operation of a highway scheme would fall within the 
provisions of paragraph 150 of the NPPF. 

2.1.2. DCC agrees with the applicant that there is no definition of ‘very special 
circumstances’ set out in the NPPF or NN NPS and whether very special 
circumstances exist is likely to depend on the facts and circumstances of the 
individual application, and that that ‘openness’ is a matter not of legal principle 
but of planning judgement for the planning authority or the inspector. 

2.1.3. DCC considers that a key factor which would appear to be an important 
justification for the scheme in terms of very special circumstances, is that the 
location of the Scheme in the Green Belt would appear to be unavoidable as it 
relates to the need to mitigate severe congestion on existing road routes, which 
are surrounded by Green Belt. 

2.1.4. From the County Council’s point of view, the key consideration in terms of impact 
on openness of the Green Belt relates to the proposed landscape and visual 
mitigation for the scheme. The principles of proposed landscape mitigation for 
the scheme have been agreed and appropriately incorporated in the LEMP to 
DCC’s satisfaction. 

2.2. National Highways’ response  

2.2.1. National Highways agrees with DCC’s position on very special circumstances 
and the need for a green belt location. 
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3. REP9-033 High Peak Borough Council - Response 
to outstanding matters from April hearings 

3.1. Item 7 – Other Environmental Matters 

3.1.1. HPBC broadly accepts NH’s approach to establishing the case for very special 
circumstances but make a number of comments in connection with traffic and air 
quality. 

3.1.2. Whilst overall journey times between Glossop and the named settlements within 
Greater Manchester will be reduced, journeys between Glossop, Hadfield and 
Tintwistle (i.e. those that trips that do not utilise the new highway) are more likely 
to experience a disbenefit due to additional traffic on the existing highway 
network and the absence of any plans to mitigate impacts outside of the DCO 
boundary.  

3.1.3. Although it is accepted that the scheme will achieve the benefits as outlined 
above in terms of moving traffic away from the front of properties in Mottram and 
Woolley Bridge and decreasing severance on the de-trunked section of the A57, 
it will increase such issues elsewhere. In particular, along Shaw Lane and 
Dinting Road which are forecasted to experience increases of over 1000 AADT. 
The impacts of this traffic growth have not been addressed. The potential need 
for junction improvements, a pedestrian crossing to enable safe journeys to 
school across Dinting Road and the implications of on-street parking on Shaw 
Lane which prohibit two way traffic movements remain unresolved. 

3.1.4. At the time of writing, the applicant has failed to properly assess the impacts of 
the scheme on the Air Quality Management Areas at Dinting and Tintwistle. As 
such, claims regarding significant improvements to air quality at sensitive human 
health receptors cannot be verified.   

3.2. National Highways’ response  

3.2.1. The Scheme is forecast to result in an increase in traffic on some roads, with 
reductions on other roads. However, the displacement of traffic onto alternative 
and less suitable roads is overall greater without the Scheme than with it. 

3.2.2. Junction delay is generally the most dominant factor in journey times across the 
modelled road network, rather than average speeds along roads. Journey times 
in the base model on key routes have been calibrated against observed journey 
times, therefore the impact of any on-street parking on traffic flows will inherently 
have been accounted for in the model. Consequently, the presence of on-street 
parking is not anticipated to result in any significant change in modelled journey 
times or effects on noise and air quality even with the forecast increases in traffic 
flows due to the Scheme. 

3.2.3. The Scheme does not result in increases in traffic flows along Dinting Road 
sufficient to trigger the need for any new controlled pedestrian crossings. When 
the assessment of the Scheme was undertaken there was no committed scheme 
that included a new pedestrian crossing across Dinting Road. Consequently, the 
traffic modelling for the Scheme does not include such a crossing. However, any 
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controlled pedestrian crossing across Dinting Road in the vicinity of Dinting 
station is very unlikely to be called sufficiently frequently to result in any material 
impact on average hourly vehicle journey times along the Dinting Road/Shaw 
Lane corridor, since pedestrian demand will be very intermittent. Thus, inclusion 
of a controlled pedestrian crossing on Dinting Road in the traffic modelling would 
be highly unlikely to alter the forecast routing of traffic across the road network. 

3.2.4. The Applicant acknowledges that the Scheme is expected to lead to an increase 
in traffic on Shaw Lane and Dinting Road that exceeds the DMRB LA 105 traffic 
scoping criteria of 1000 AADT and receptors adjacent to these links have 
therefore been included in the air quality modelling presented in the 
Environmental Statement Chapter 5: Air Quality (REP3-006). Receptors adjacent 
to Shaw Lane and Dinting Road are not expected to exceed the Air Quality 
Strategy (AQS) objectives either with or without the Scheme. In line with DMRB 
LA 105 guidance (paragraph 2.89 to 2.96) the impact of the Scheme at these 
locations would not therefore result in a significant effect on human health.  

3.2.5. The Applicant has continued to discuss the approach to assessment of the Air 
Quality Management Areas at Dinting and Tintwistle with HPBC, however the 
Applicant maintains their position that the DMRB LA 105 traffic scoping criteria 
provide a robust and appropriate threshold for defining the air quality study area 
for the assessment of significant effects of air quality of highways schemes.  
Therefore, it is not necessary or appropriate to undertake any further 
assessment within the Air Quality Management Areas which are not located 
within the Scheme study area. The Applicant's and HPBC's positions are 
provided in the Addendum to the Statement of Common Ground with High Peak 
Borough Council (REP8-017).   
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4. REP9-034 Peak District National Park Authority - 
Comments on submissions for Deadline 9 

4.1. Item 3 of the Issue Specific Hearing – Indirect effects 

4.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The PDNPA believes that the 
Environmental Statement does not adequately assess the impact of the Scheme 
on the tranquillity and quiet enjoyment of the National Park, and that neither 
WebTAG or DMRB fully reflects the sensitivity of National Parks or their special 
qualities.    

4.2. National Highways’ Response 

4.2.1. National Highways has previously responded to the above points on indirect 
effects, most recently through the Applicant’s response to Second Written 
Questions (REP6-017) and under Item 3 of the Applicant's written Summary of 
Issue Specific Hearing 3 (REP8-019). National Highways maintains its position 
on the approach to assessing indirect effects and disagrees with PDNPA’s view.   

4.3. Other environmental matters – Green Belt  

4.3.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: PDNPA notes that the Green 
Belt is located outside of the National Park and so Tameside MBC and High 
Peak Borough Council have the primary role in considering effects on the Green 
Belt. PDNPA consider the scheme is likely to have an effect on the openness of 
the Green Belt, and would be concerned if the scheme included proposals to 
change the Green Belt boundary. 

4.4. National Highways’ Response 

4.4.1. National Highways has previously responded to the above points about the 
impact (both in terms of spatial and visual aspects, including landscape 
character) of the Scheme, including raised sections, on the openness of the 
green belt. Please see the Applicant's written Summary of Issue Specific Hearing 
3 (item 9.75.106 in REP8-019) and the response to 5.11 in the Applicant’s 
response to Second Written Questions (REP6-017). National Highways 
disagrees with PDNPA’s view. 

4.4.2. Aside from the area of Green Belt required to facilitate the Scheme, no additional 
changes to the Green Belt boundary are proposed. Such changes can only take 
place through the local plan process.  
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5. REP9-035 Peak District National Park Authority - 
Comments on the Report on Implications for 
European Sites 

5.1. Site Peak District Moors (South Pennine Moors Phase 1) 
SPA 

5.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: PDNPA were requested by the 
Examining Authority to comment on whether the information provided by the 
Applicant alleviates their concerns about the potential for likely significant effects 
to the qualifying bird features of the SPA.  

5.1.2. PDNPA responded to say that it is not just the noise level in dB which will impact 
disturbance, but the duration and frequency of the disturbance. The predicted 
traffic flows show significant increases in traffic levels, and therefore on the 
frequency of disturbance, particularly on the A57.  

5.1.3. The PDNPA also comment that the Waterbird Disturbance Mitigation Toolkit, 
which the Applicant refers to, is designed primarily for considering impacts on 
wintering flocks rather than birds on their breeding grounds, as is the case within 
the Peak District Moors SPA, which are likely to be more susceptible to 
disturbance.   

5.1.4. The PDNPA also comment that there is no clear evidence that predicted noise 
levels have the potential to cause moderate to low behavioural change, with or 
without the development, and that the Applicant, does it recognise that, whilst 
existing traffic levels my cause some disturbance, an increase in traffic levels, as 
predicted, is likely to increase the level of disturbance.    

5.1.5. Finally, the PDNPA re-state their position that there is no evidence that the birds 
are habituated. Bird populations may already be reduced by existing levels of 
road use- indeed research into bird disturbance suggests there is likely to be an 
existing impact; and any further increase in traffic levels (with a particularly 
significant percentage increase predicted on the A57) is likely to increase levels 
of disturbance.  

5.2. National Highways’ response  

5.2.1. National Highways has previously responded to the above points through 
paragraphs 8.6.2 and 8.6.3 within the Applicant’s response to PDNPA’s Local 
Impact Report, Item 5 of the Written summary of Applicant's case at ISH2 
(REP4-008), and the response to Q12.4 of Applicant's responses to Examining 
Authority's Second Written Questions (REP6-017). National Highways maintains 
its position on the approach to assessing the potential for likely significant effects 
to the qualifying bird features of the SPA.  

5.3. Peak District Moors (South Pennine Moors Phase 1) SPA 

5.3.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The PDNPA responded to say 
that, on further consideration of the information, whilst they feel that any traffic 
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increase is likely to increase the risk of collision, they accept that there is little 
information to suggest that road collision is currently a significant issue for the 
SPA species, and they therefore accept that whilst there may be an increase in 
collision risk, this is marginal and unlikely to have a significant effect on the 
population of any of the SPA bird species.  

5.4. National Highways’ response 

5.4.1. No further response required.  

5.5. Peak District Moors (South Pennine Moors Phase 1) SPA 

5.5.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The PDNPA re-iterate their 
concern that no statistical confidence levels for the predicted traffic flows appear 
to have been submitted, and it is therefore entirely possible that the predicted 
increases in traffic levels could exceed the AADT thresholds set out in the 
DMRB, and therefore require further assessment.   

5.6. National Highways’ Response 

5.6.1. The traffic modelling for the Scheme has been undertaken in line with Transport 
Appraisal Guidance published by the Department for Transport (DfT), a method 
that is industry standard and widely recognised as appropriate and proportionate 
for decision making purposes. The traffic model has therefore been developed in 
line with DfT requirements and the modelled outputs are verified. The baseline 
traffic flow outputs from the Scheme specific traffic model are calibrated against 
both recorded traffic flows journey times on roads crossing defined cordons 
around the modelled area and screen lines across it to ensure good correlation 
and that the model is, therefore, representative of the operational performance of 
the existing road network. . Where correlation of modelled journey times and 
traffic flows with observed data does not meet the required standard, the base 
model is calibrated by adjusting relevant parameters in the traffic model until 
good correlation is achieved.  

5.6.2. National Highways maintains its position on the approach to assessing the 
potential for visual disturbance from increased traffic flows along the ARN for all 
bird qualifying features.    

5.7. Peak District Moors (South Pennine Moors Phase 1) SPA 

5.7.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The PDNPA do not consider a 
significant impact likely from habitat changes affecting availability of prey 
species.  

5.8. National Highways’ Response 

5.8.1. No further response required. 
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6. REP9-036 Tameside Metropolitan Borough 
Council - Comments on submissions for Deadline 
8 

6.1. Item 7 – Green Belt 

6.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: TMBC considers that the 
Proposed Development will impact on the openness of the Green Belt, as the 
nature of the Green Belt is currently largely open countryside - the Proposed 
Development will affect the spatial openness as the area covered by the link with 
be permanently ‘lost’ and will no longer be countryside. 

6.1.2. TMBC notes that the proposed landscaping treatment is likely to reduce the 
visual impact to some degree as the current character is open, but considers that 
screening of the route with trees and planting and environmental bunds will 
cause material harm to the openness in the context of Local Landscape 
Character. 

6.2. National Highways’ response  

6.2.1. NH has previously responded to the above points about the impact (both in 
terms of spatial and visual aspects, including landscape character) of the 
Scheme, including raised sections, on the openness of the green belt. Please 
see the Applicant's written Summary of Issue Specific Hearing 3 (REP8-019) and 
the response to 5.11 in the Applicant’s response to Second Written Questions 
(REP6-017). NH disagrees with TMBC’s view.  
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7. REP9-038 Climate Emergency Planning and 
Policy - Comments on submissions for Deadline 8 

7.1. Introduction 

7.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: Sets out that comments are 
provided on National Highways submission “A57/REP8-019, “9.75 Applicant's 
written Summary of Issue Specific Hearing 3”.   

7.2. National Highways’ response  

7.2.1. No response required.  

7.3. Responses to REP8-019, Section 6 “Climate Change” 

7.3.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: Sets out comments on REP8-
019 under twelve sub-sections numbered 2.1 to 2.12.  

7.4. National Highways’ response 

7.4.1. Responses are provided where the Applicant has comments to make on specific 
sub-sections or paragraphs.  Where a sub-section or paragraph is not 
specifically referenced then the Applicant either no comment or nothing further to 
add beyond previous responses. 

Sub-section 2.1 Carbon budgets and targets 

7.4.2. Paragraph 10 - The data source of the table has been redacted, but the 
Applicant has identified that this is derived from “Net Zero Strategy: charts and 
tables (updated 5 April 2022)”, tab “3v.Transport”, data on rows 43 and 44 
compared to cell AG40 (2019 emissions – central estimate).  

7.4.3. Paragraph 13 – There is a substantial lead time for the preparation of an 
environmental statement for publication and it is not possible to fully revise an 
environmental statement at every point that there is a change to the legal and 
policy framework.  A proportional approach has been undertaken to update the 
assessment of carbon emissions to account for the more recent Defra vehicle 
emission factors (Defra EFT v11, published in November 2021) and to provide 
projections indicative of the Net Zero Strategy (NZS) / Transport Decarbonisation 
Plan (TDP) delivery pathway.  The Applicant have presented the further 
assessment in REP5-026.  This was on a consistent basis to other National 
Highways projects at DCO, including the A38 Derby Junctions and the M54 M6 
Link Road. For the latter, there has recently been a decision to grant 
development consent by the Secretary of State.  

Sub section 2.2 Carbon budgets and targets in the NN NPS     

7.4.4. Paragraph 20 – The Applicant maintains their position that the scenarios used in 
the assessment of carbon emission are appropriate.  The scenarios that have 
been assessed within the Applicant’s assessment is considered to be in line with 
reporting set out within section 7.3 of the IEMA guidance page 31 “What should 
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be included when reporting on GHG emissions within an ES chapter” (The full 
IEMA guidance document is included in REP8-032). 

Sub section 2.3 REP8-019/9.75.78 corresponding to EV-039/Item 6/a) 

Cumulative effects/local and regional policies and budgets  

7.4.5. Paragraph 30 (including graph).  The Applicant does not agree with the trend line 
given in the graph for “A57 (DS-DM)/EFT v11 interpolate”.  The Applicant has not 
been able to reproduce the data used to create the chart from data the Applicant 
provided in REP5-026 Table 1, but believes that the interpolation of emissions 
between 2025 and 2027 has not taken account of the 4th carbon budget period 
(2023 to 2027) only being the sum of the emission change for the years 2025 to 
2027 (3 years of the 5 year period).  The emission for the 5th carbon budget 
period (2028 to 2032) are the sum of the emission change for 5 years and as 
such are higher than the 4th carbon budget period value. Year by year CO2e 
emissions have been presented in REP9-027 Appendix A, which show that there 
is a year on year reduction in the absolute CO2e emissions and the change in 
CO2e emissions between 2025 and 2040. Emissions are assumed to be static 
after 2040 as this is the latest year for which traffic model data is available.  As a 
comparison to the chart in the REP9-048 at paragraph 30, the chart below shows 
trends in CO2e emissions for the period to 2037 based on the Applicant’s year 
by year CO2e emission calculations.   

 

7.4.6. Paragraph 31 - EFT v11 emissions would not be expected to fit the NZS 
trajectory. As set out in REP8-018 Appendix A, EFT v11 was an update to the 
EFT v10.1 which was used in the environmental statement assessment, however 
it does not fully reflect the most recent government policy and expectations on 
electrification of the vehicle fleet.  The assumptions on greater uptake rates of 
electric vehicles predate announcements by the Government in 2021 on plans to 
increase the speed of electric vehicle uptake and do not take account of the TDP 
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published in July 2021.  A further sensitivity test was undertaken to reflect the 
TDP with emissions changes presents for upper and lower bounds for the 4th, 5th 
and 6th carbon budget periods within REP5-026, table 1.     

Sub section 2.7 REP8-019/9.75.82 corresponding to EV-039/Item 6/e) 

Electrification 

7.4.7. Paragraph 40 and 41 – As stated in the response above in relation to paragraph 
31, EFT v11 emissions would not be expected to fit the NZS trajectory as the 
assumptions in EFT v11 on greater uptake rates of electric vehicles predate 
announcements by the Government in 2021 on plans to increase the speed of 
electric vehicle uptake and do not take account of the TDP.  Year by year CO2e 
emissions presented in REP9-027, Appendix A, show that there is a year on year 
reduction in the absolute carbon emissions and the change in carbon emissions 
between 2025 and 2040, which indicated that increasing electrification of the 
vehicle fleet is outweighing any emission increase that would come about due to 
traffic growth between 2025 and 2040.    

7.5. Chapter 3 Conclusions 

7.5.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The Interested Party restates 
their position regarding the status of the examination for the Scheme.     

7.6. National Highways’ Response 

7.6.1. National Highways does not have any comments to make.   

7.7. Appendix A 

7.7.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: Presents a parliamentary 
question and response in relation to how local authorities should proceed with 
developing locally based transport sector decarbonisation targets for Local 
Transport Plans.  

7.8. National Highways’ Response 

7.8.1. National Highways does not have any comments to make. 

7.9. Appendix B 

7.9.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: A commentary is presented on 
“What is a carbon budget and how does it point to the truth?” 

7.10. National Highways’ Response 

7.10.1. National Highways does not have any comments to make.  
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10. REP9-041 CPRE Peak District and South 
Yorkshire - Comments on submissions for 
Deadline 8 - Supplementary CPRE Technical Note: 
BCRS with new carbon values 

10.1. Supplementary CPRE Technical Note 

10.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: CPRE’s representation 
presents their own BCRs with new carbon values.  

10.2. National Highways’ Response  

10.2.1. The carbon values set out in CPRE’s submission show values which are 
consistent with those reported by National Highways when accounting for the 
revision to the valuation of GHG emissions as set out in the updated TAG 
Databook (v1.17 dated November 2021).  The impact of these revised values per 
unit of emission resulted in a total cost of GHG emissions of  £30.22m under the 
core growth scenario.  The impact of this increased level of disbenefit on the 
scheme BCR has been previously reported, reducing the BCR from 2.45 to 2.33, 
or if the contribution to wider economic impacts is excluded the reduction would 
be from 1.45 to 1.33 as CPRE have indicated. 

10.2.2. The combination of low growth with high carbon values and high growth with low 
carbon values, as has been set out in CPRE’s submission, indicates highly 
unlikely scenarios under which two independent parameters are pushed to a 
relatively extreme point within two likely ranges, resulting in a fraction of a 
fraction of a probability of occurrence. These should therefore not be considered 
comparable to the plausible ranges of applying either variable individually.  

10.2.3. Information was previously requested by National Highways on how CPRE had 
produced a figure of 84% to indicate the scale of trips affected by the scheme 
which are within the Greater Manchester area. This information has now been 
supplied. A review of its calculation raises the observations detailed in bullet 
points below. However, it should first be reiterated that the implication that the 
Greater Manchester trips have been excluded from the modelling and appraisal 
is not correct. Impacts on trips either to or from eastern areas of Greater 
Manchester are fully captured and only trips which are made entirely on one side 
of the scheme and at some distance from it have been filtered out to mitigate 
against model noise. To clarify further on the point of using the “fixed cost 
function” (FCF), again, this has not been applied across all of Greater 
Manchester but is used only in the central and western areas of the conurbation, 
where impacts of the scheme on individual links are anticipated to be low to the 
extent that model noise may distort the benefit forecasts in those areas. The FCF 
itself does not mean that costs are fixed in that area between scenarios. The 
term ‘fixed’ relates to the flow-delay function for each turn at each simulated 
junction – the modelled costs still vary with the modelled flows, it’s just that the 
function is fixed and is not re-simulated at each iteration. (See SATURN Manual 
15.1.2, copied below).  
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10.2.4. The result is still a congested assignment where flows and delays are in 
equilibrium; while being an approximation to a full SATURN simulation 
assignment, it is considerably more accurate than the result from a Buffer 
assignment. The economic appraisal based on FCF is still a valid form of 
assessment. 

10.2.5. In view of these qualifications on the figure which had been calculated by CPRE 
to represent the proportion of trips using the scheme which are within Greater 
Manchester, the following points are noted on the calculation itself: 

10.2.6. a large proportion of the trips included within the calculation would not be 
affected by the scheme to any noticeable degree. The areas included within the 
calculation would capture trips such as those originating from as far away from 
the scheme as Denton travelling into Manchester. These movements are within 
the Greater Manchester area but do not pass within 5 kilometres of the scheme. 
Trips from Hyde to Manchester are similarly included in the calculation but will 
not be affected. 

10.2.7. the figure includes trips to and from Glossop, which is not part of the Greater 
Manchester area. 
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10.2.8. the calculation of trips within Greater Manchester has been based on trips 
travelling into Manchester and returning later in the day, excluding those which 
travel out from Manchester and then return, and those which travel to and from 
outer areas of Greater Manchester. The result is only a partial picture of 
movements within the Greater Manchester area. 

10.2.9. The combined effect of these factors indicates a significant over-estimate of trips 
affected by the scheme which are contained within the Greater Manchester area. 
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12. REP9-043 CPRE Peak District and South 
Yorkshire - Comments on the Report on 
Implications for European Sites 

12.1. Response to PD-014 - Report on Implications for European 
Sites (RIES) 

12.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: CPRE describe the ‘flaws in 
the collection of the baseline data and the poverty of information presented to the 
Examination’. They go on to conclude that this results in no confidence in 
National Highways’ assessment of the scheme’s impacts on the European sites.  

12.2. National Highways’ Response  

12.2.1. The representation summarises points that CPRE have previously made 
throughout the DCO examination, and which National Highways have responded 
to. The points raised relate to the validity of the data used to inform the HRA, 
which National Highways maintains is fit for purpose. The points raised do not 
relate to the HRA directly, and for that reason National Highways does not have 
any further comments to add on this submission.   
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15. REP9-046 Environment Agency - Comments on 
the ExA’s schedule of changes to the draft 
Development Consent Order and comments 
submissions made by the Applicant for Deadline 
6 and 8 

15.1. EA Commentary – ExA Changes to Draft Development 
Consent Order (20th April 2022) 

15.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The representation made by 
the Environment Agency (EA) at Deadline 9 recorded the meetings that had 
been held between National Highways and the EA. It proceeded to provide 
updates in relation to certain matters, comment on a number of requirements 
and identified where dialogue was continuing between National Highways and 
the EA.     

15.2. National Highways’ response  

15.2.1. National Highways and the EA have continued to engage in relation to the 
wording of the requirements in the dDCO and good progress has been made. 
The only wording which is currently the subject of ongoing discussions is 
requirement 6 with National Highways and the Environment Agency being 
addressed and discussions regarding the wording which can be agreed for the 
requirement. This response does not repeat the submissions and simply updates 
on the progress that has continued to be made since Deadline 9.  

15.3. EA Commentary – Deadline 8 [REP8-007] Flood Risk 
Assessment  

15.3.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: Again, the representation 
made by the EA at Deadline 9 recorded the meetings that had been held 
between National Highways and the EA to discuss the Flood Risk Assessment.   

15.4. National Highways’ response  

15.4.1. The representation is an accurate account of the discussions and will be 
captured in the final submission of the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG).  

15.4.2. Following ongoing discussions that have taken place between the Applicant and 
the EA since Deadline 8, the Applicant’s Deadline 10 submission includes an 
amended Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC), which 
has been updated at Action RD1.21 in response to comments received from the 
EA. In addition, the FRA has been resubmitted due to minor amendments being 
required following comments received by the EA.     
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15.5. EA Commentary Deadline 8 [REP8-014] – 9.50 Outline 
Landscape and Ecological Management and Monitoring 
Plan 

15.5.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The EA confirm that they have 
reviewed the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management and Monitoring 
Plan (LEMP) submitted under Deadline 8 and consider that this is acceptable for 
the purpose of the first EMP submission.  The EA note in LE3.1 Ornamental 
amenity shrub mix list, the potential proposed use of cherry laurel (Prunus 
laurocerasus) and snowberry (Symphoricarpos x chenaultii), and recommend 
that it is avoided in the detailed landscape strategy.  

15.6. National Highways’ response  

15.6.1. The Applicant noted this response with respect to the ornamental shrub mix. The 
EA will be consulted on the Detailed LEMP, and at which point the final seed mix 
will be agreed following this and any other comments received at the time.  
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16. REP9-047 National Grid Electricity Transmission 
Plc - Update on engagement with the Applicant 

16.1. National Grid’s submission at Deadline 9 

16.1.1. “NGET and the Promoter are continuing to liaise in relation to the protective 
provisions and an additional side agreement required to protect NGET's land, 
rights and apparatus. Progress is being made and NGET are hopeful that 
matters will be agreed by the next deadline. We will keep the ExA informed of 
progress.”    

16.2. National Highways’ response  

16.2.1. National Highways and National Grid have agreed the Protective Provisions 
appearing in Schedule 9 Part 4 of the draft Development consent Order.  The 
wording of the side agreement has also been agreed since Deadline 9 and is 
currently being prepared for execution by each party.  Upon completion of the 
side agreement both parties will provide an update to the Examining Authority. 
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17. REP9-048 National Trust - Comments on the 
Report on Implications for European Sites 

17.1. Question in 2.2.9 of the RIES 

17.1.1. Summary of key points made by National Trust: The National Trust does not 
have outstanding concerns about impacts on the South Pennine Moors SAC in 
relation to the construction phase.   

17.2. National Highways’ response  

17.2.1. No response required.  

17.3. Table 3.3, p21-23 of the RIES 

17.3.1. Summary of key points made by National Trust: National Trust notes that 
according to the RIES, PDNPA has raised concerns about confidence limits in 
traffic data used to screen out effects on the A628 and that CPRE supports this 
view. In their Written Representation [REP2-079] National Trust discussed 
issues of landslip and road safety on the A57 Snake Pass which have resulted in 
road closures in the past. While National Trust is not in a position to comment on 
the detailed traffic modelling submitted by the Applicant or other Interested 
Parties, they consider that unless the reliability of the A57 Snake Pass (a known 
issue) has been accounted for in the traffic modelling, then a prudent approach 
would be to include the A628 in the HRA Screening Assessment.  

17.3.2. A second area of uncertainty that has emerged during the Examination relates to 
the probable need for traffic restraint measures on the A57 Snake Pass to 
address road safety issues. The impact that this will have on traffic levels on the 
A57 and A628 is not known.  

17.3.3. Finally, National Trust note that in the RIES there are outstanding questions 
about possible additional source impact pathways for SAC qualifying features 
referred to at paragraphs 2.2.11 and 2.2.12, which should be factored into the 
HRA assessment if necessary.  

17.4. National Highways’ response 

17.4.1. With respect to land slip issues, it should be noted that in Derbyshire County 
Council’s Response to the Examining Authority’s second written questions 
(REP6-026), they confirmed that structural failures of the A57 Snake Pass and 
A628 Woodhead Pass are primarily the result of the associated geology of the 
routes through which they pass and also climatic issues, particularly the 
increased occurrences of prolonged and heavy rainfall in more recent years.  

17.4.2. With respect to road safety issue, National Highways are not proposing nor do 
the PDNPA support any traffic restraint measures on the A57 Snake Pass as 
part of the Scheme.  

17.4.3. With respect to the outstanding question in paragraph 2.2.11 of the RIES, it 
should be noted that the air quality impacts of the Scheme on designated sites 
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have been assessed following DMRB LA105 Air Quality guidance, which is 
focused on the effect of nitrogen deposition as the primary pollutant of concern to 
qualifying habitats within designated sites. The assessment of the impact of 
changes to particulate matter associated with the increase in traffic on roads 
included within the air quality affected road network is not required by DMRB 
LA105.  

17.4.4. Furthermore, there is limited general guidance on the assessment of the impact 
of particulate matter from road transport on designated sites nor on the 
assessment of likely significant effects on specific qualifying habitats. Recent 
publications on the impacts of air pollution designated sites, including the 
Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) guidance on the assessment of air 
quality impacts on designated nature conservation sites (2020) and Chartered 
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) Advisory Note: 
Ecological Assessment of Air Quality Impacts (2021) do not cover assessment of 
the impact of particulate matter.  

17.4.5. The IAQM guidance on assessment of dust from demolition and construction 
(2014 v1.1) provide advice on receptor sensitivity, focused on particulate matter 
from construction activities, to determine appropriate mitigation measures but 
does not provide an assessment methodology for quantifying the impact of 
particulate matter on qualifying habitats within designated sites. Natural 
England’s report “The significance of secondary effects from roads and road 
transport on nature conservation” (ENRR178, 1996) states that “the impacts of 
dust and particulates on plants appear to be variable, and data is insufficiently 
comprehensive to draw any firm conclusions on the effects of road traffic 
particles on nature conservation”, while the English Nature Research Report 
“The ecological effects of diffuse air pollution from road transport” (ENRR580, 
2004) concludes that “little work has been undertaken on the specific effects of 
particulates arising from roads and vehicles, and studies have focussed on 
physical injury and growth reduction (Farmer, 1993). It is likely that the wider 
impacts of particulates and dust deposited on vegetation away from the verge 
are likely to be small or insignificant.” Finally, it is worth noting that there is no 
published information is provided on the sensitivity of qualifying habitats to 
particulate matter on the Air Pollution Information System (APIS) website, as it is 
not considered as a main pollutant of concern in relation to habitats.   

17.5. Question in 3.3.3 of the RIES  

17.5.1. Summary of key points made by National Trust:  As a result of the issues and 
uncertainties referred to above that have been raised during the course of this 
Examination, National Trust lacks confidence in the outcomes of the HRA. 
Specifically, the National Trust is not able to accept the Applicant’s conclusions 
that there would be no likely significant effects to the qualifying features of the 
South Pennine Moors SAC from habitat degradation through adverse changes in 
air quality along the ARN during operation (or from those matters raised at 2.2.11 
and 2.2.12 of the RIES), because we consider that additional information is 
required to support this conclusion.  
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17.6. National Highways’ Response 

17.6.1. National Highways has previously responded to the above points, for example 
through paragraphs 8.6.1 within the Applicant’s response to PDNPA’s Local 
Impact Report (REP3-028), Item 5 of the Written summary of Applicant's case at 
ISH2 (REP4-008), and the response to Q12.3 of Applicant's responses to 
Examining Authority's Second Written Questions (REP6-017). National Highways 
maintains its position on the approach to assessing the potential for likely 
significant effects to the qualifying features of the South Pennine Moors SAC 
from habitat degradation through adverse changes in air quality along the ARN 
during operation.     

17.7. Question in 3.3.7 of the RIES 

17.7.1. Summary of key points made by National Trust: National Trust has no comments 
to make in relation to Table 3.4. 

17.7.2. In relation to Table 3.5 on page 30 of the RIES, the National Trust request 
changes to the table.  

17.8. National Highways’ Response 

17.8.1. Please see National Highways’ response at 17.6.1 above.  National Highways 
has nothing to add to its previous responses.   
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20. REP9-051 Stephen Bagshaw - comments on 
submissions for Deadline 8 

20.1. Traffic Calming 

20.1.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: Concerns regarding the 
diversion of traffic from the A57 in Glossopdale.   

20.2. National Highways’ response  

20.2.1. The Scheme is not intended to encourage rat-running. The relatively small 
increase in traffic flows on some streets in Glossopdale is insufficient to trigger a 
need for the Scheme to provide any form of mitigation. Furthermore, without the 
Scheme there would be an overall greater displacement of traffic from main 
roads onto alternative and less suitable routes across the wider road network.   

20.3. Rat-running 

20.3.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: Derbyshire County Council’s 
(DDC) position on the suitability of streets, such as Dinting Road, that will 
experience an increase in traffic flows due to the Scheme. 

20.4. National Highways’ response 

20.4.1. No response required.  

20.5. Beliefs versus facts  

20.5.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: DCC make constant reference 
to their ‘beliefs’ which appear to be rooted in preference rather than empirical 
evidence.  

20.6. National Highways’ Response 

20.6.1. No response required.  

20.7. Optimization optimism  

20.7.1. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: DCC’s solution to the 
acknowledged additional queueing and future congestion at the Shaw Lane 
junction is a system of linked signalling arrangements at the proposed new 
junction at Woolley Lane to manage the traffic entering Glossop on the A57.   

20.8. National Highways’ Response 

20.8.1. This is a matter for DCC as highway authority for this section of the road 
network. No improvements are proposed at the A57/Shaw Lane junction as part 
of the Scheme other than optimisation of the signal timings. Neither does the 
Scheme include any proposal for the linking or coordination of signal operation at 
the A57/ Shaw Lane junction with that at other junctions on the A57.       
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20.8.2. Glossop ghostway 

20.8.3. Summary of key points made by Interested Party: The status of the Glossop 
Gateway as a draft document that is not in the public domain means that it has 
no adopted planning policy status whatsoever.  

20.9. National Highways’ Response 

20.9.1. No response required.  

 














