The Secretary of State for Transport
Government Office for the North East
Local Authorities Orders Section
Citygate

Gallowgate

Newcastle upon Tyne

NE1 4WH

22 December 2009

Dear Sir

Heysham-M6 Link Road

With reference to my letter of the 2" December 2009, | believe that there has been
some conversation between yourselves and Mr Steven McCreesh, the Project
Manager, and that you have asked that | write to explain the intention of the letter. |
confirm that this was not meant as an objection to the scheme for the Heysham-M®6
Link or to any of the Orders issued. As | pointed out in the letter, the Parish Council
does not have a clear mandate from the electorate of the parish to either support or
oppose the scheme.

However the residents of the village had raised a number of matters with the Council

and it was felt that some of the observations and concerns should be brought to your
attention.

Yours faithfully

Mrs D Brookes
Clerk to the Parish Council
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Dear Mr Dennison

THE LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL (TORRISHOLME TO THE M6 LINK (A683
COMPLETION OF HEYSHAM TO M6 LINK ROAD)

| refer to your letter to the Government Office for the North East letter dated 8 December
2009 objecting to the Orders and Schemes for the above Link Road.

| understand that you will naturally have concerns about the impact of the construction
and use of the proposed link road on your and your neighbours' properties. In order to
answer some of the issues you have raised | will need to go in to the history of the
scheme to show why this particular option is being promoted by Lancashire County
Council. Therefore to make what is quite a long response clearer | will deal with the
issues you raised in the same order as they appear in your letter of objection.

1. The northern route will cause far more environmental upheaval than any of
the other proposed routes.

A detailed Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was carried out to the same high
level for both the Western (Green) Route and the Northern (Orange) Route over a 18
month period from late 2002 to early 2004. The EIA identified that the Western Route
would have impacts on European Protected Areas (Morecambe Bay ¢cSAC/SPA and
Ramsar Site including Lune Estuary SSSI) and Species (bats and great crested newts).
These potential impacts would be in breach of the European Directives that have been
transposed into UK law as The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994
(refer Regulations 44, 48, 49)

In view of these considerations, Leading Counsel’s conclusion was to regard a choice of
the Western Route, “not only as extraordinary but one that was perverse on the part of
the County Council” and that such a decision would be “lacking in logic and one that no
reasonable planning authority properly directing itself could come to”. Due to this
conclusion LCC decided to promote the Northern (Orange) Route as the preferred route
for the completion of Heysham to M6 Link.
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For properties within 200m of the road network, there are 17,756 properties where local
air quality would be improved and 3,545 where local air quality would be made worse.
With respect to road traffic noise 3,633 properties would suffer an increase in noise
levels but 14,885 would benefit from lower noise levels. It can be clearly seen from this
that many more people benefit than are disadvantaged.

The Planning Inquiry Report to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government, which led to the granting of planning permission for the A683 Completion
of Heysham to M6 Link Road in February 2008, was submitted by the Planning
Inspector in November 2007. The Inspector stated that 'in respect of a number of
impacts, including noise and air quality, the adverse impact on some receptors near the
proposed route would be offset or more than offset by benefits for others'. The Inspector
was convinced the Scheme is in the public interest.

2. It seems the only way that the junction on Caton Road was going to be
improved was on the back of the M6 Link Road

The completion of Lancaster Bypass, now part of the M6 motorway, in 1966 gave an
alternative route for traffic to and from the south avoiding -the city centre and the
completion of the rest of the M6 motorway made this alternative route more attractive.
The original plan was to build a junction on the M6 north of the Lune linked to Lancaster
and the Morecambe/Heysham peninsula by a route north of the River Lune. Until this
northern route was constructed, it was decided to introduce a temporary connection
south of the River Lune. It is this “temporary” connection that now forms the M6
Junction 34. This temporary junction has now been in use for 41 years. Some
improvements have been made to the junction but parts, especially the north bound on
slip, are severely substandard.

Given the current deficiencies of M6 Junction 34 the Highways Agency who are
responsible for the motorway network would most likely have had to improve the junction
at some future date. However the Highways Agency has no plans in the foreseeable
future to carry out this work. It is therefore a further advantage of the Heysham to M6
Link Road that the current severely substandard M6 Junction 34 will be remodelled to
current design standards. However it is not the reason why the current alignment for the
Heysham to M6 was selected, as discussed in the reply to point 1.

3. Then the Road Link can take the western route which the majority of local
people want

As far as the Western Route being the most favoured route with residents the only
independent survey over the whole district was commissioned from MORI by the County
Council and carried out by face to face interviews among a representative cross-section
of 1000 residents. The survey was undertaken during a Public Consultation exercise into
the two alternative routes between June and September 2001

Amongst the 1000 people interviewed for the MORI Survey, in answer to the question
‘how strongly do you support or oppose the building of a road link between Heysham
and the M6’ there was 79% in favour (strongly or tend to support) and only 8% against
(tend to or strongly oppose). Again amongst the 1000 people interviewed 52%
supported the construction of a Northern Route, whilst 49% supported the Western




Route, which showed the Western Route was slightly less favoured once the key
features of each route had been explained.

It is though true to say that some of the County and City Councillors and Business
Owners were historically in favour of the Western Route but as soon as it was found to
be undeliverable their support has mainly shifted to the Northern Route as being the only
way to deliver the completion of Heysham to M6 Link.

The Planning Inquiry Report also concluded that 'lf the admitted congestion problems of
Lancaster and the Morecambe/Heysham peninsula are to be addressed by building a
new road to link Heysham directly with the M6, the only viable and therefore by definition
the most appropriate and sustainable alignment is that promoted by LCC.' The Inspector
was convinced the route promoted by the County Council is in the best general location
and would address the current problems.

| hope the above response to your grounds of objection will go some way to relieving
your concerns and allow you to withdraw your objection. If so | would be grateful if you
could write to Government Office for the North East and formally withdraw your objection
and let Lancashire County Council, via myself, also know of your decision to withdraw.

If you require any further information concerning the scheme please contact me on
01772 534544 or by email at steven.halsall@lancashire.gov.uk If your concerns involve
land issues please contact Margaret Whitmore (Principal Land Agent) on 01772 533887
or by email at margaret.whitmore@lancashire.gov.uk.

Yours sincerely

Steven Halsall
Senior Engineer (Roads)







Experience in European cities and forecasts in this country suggest that the
population of an area should ideally be in excess of 300,000 before a newly
developed LRT system can be made viable. The estimate of population for the
whole of the Lancaster District is in the region of 140,000.

The Lancaster Transport Study, Preliminary Report also concluded that there
seemed to be limited scope for improvement to the conventional rail system
making a significant impact on future levels of traffic flow in the city centre. Even
if the former station at Hest Bank were to re-open, the overall reduction in traffic
entering the city centre along the A6 in 2006 would be minimal.

The development of trailer on freight train services (Piggyback) to operate from
the Continental mainland to Ireland and Scotland, via the West Coast Main Line
corridor and the Channel Tunnel has also been investigated and considered as
possible as the Lancaster — Morecambe — Heysham line is clear for Piggyback
gauge. However the problem with ‘Piggyback’ appears to be that the West Coast
Mainline would require extensive alterations in order to carry the normal size
trailers.

A detailed Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was carried out to the same
high level for both the Western (Green) Route and the Northern (Orange) Route
over a 18 month period from late 2002 to early 2004. The EIA identified that the
Western Route would have impacts on European Protected Areas (Morecambe
Bay cSAC/SPA and Ramsar Site including Lune Estuary SSSI) and Species (bats
and great crested newts). These potential impacts would be in breach of the
European Directives that have been transposed into UK law as The Conservation
(Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (refer Regulations 44, 48, 49)

In view of these considerations, Leading Counsel’'s conclusion was to regard a
choice of the Western Route, “not only as extraordinary but one that was
perverse on the part of the County Council” and that such a decision would be
“lacking in logic and one that no reasonable planning authority properly directing
itself could come to”. Due to this conclusion LCC decided to promote the
Northern (Orange) Route as the preferred route for the completion of Heysham to
M6 Link. After this decision the EIA was only continued for the Northern (Orange)
Route and work on the EIA for the Western (Green) route was discontinued but
not after £500,000 had been spent developing it and over 30 individual
assessment reports had been produced.

An independent survey over the whole district was commissioned from MORI by
the County Council and carried out by face to face interviews among a
representative cross-section of 1000 residents. The survey was undertaken
during a Public Consultation exercise into the two alternative routes between
June and September 2001. Involved Public Consultations have also been held in
1997 and 2005.

Amongst the 1000 people interviewed for the MORI Survey, in answer to the
question ‘how strongly do you support or oppose the building of a road link
between Heysham and the M6’ there was 79% in favour (strongly or tend to




support) and only 8% against (tend to or strongly oppose). Again amongst the
1000 people interviewed 52% supported the construction of a Northern Route,
whilst 49% supported the Western Route, which showed the Western Route was
slightly less favoured once the key features of each route had been explained.

Recent flooding north of Lancaster has raised another issue in that Skerton
Bridge is extremely old and is the only river crossing for traffic into the city
from the North

It is a fact that both of the existing bridges within Lancaster City Centre, Skerton
and Greyhound, are old structures which are frequently over capacity and difficult
to close for routine maintenance. It is exactly for this reason that the completion
of the Heysham to M6 Link is essential in order to provide an additional river
crossing and spare capacity in order to maintain the existing crossings.

| hope the above response to your grounds of objection will go some way to
relieving your concerns and allow you to withdraw your objection. If so | would be
grateful if you could write to Government Office for the North East and formally
withdraw your objection and let Lancashire County Council, via myself, also know
of your decision to withdraw.

If you require any further information concerning the scheme please contact me
on 01772 534544 or by email at steven.halsall@lancashire.gov.uk. If your
concerns involve land issues please contact David Walker (Estates Surveyor) on
01772 533874 or by email at david.walker@lancashire.gov.uk.

Yours sincerely

< U

Steven Halsall
HEM (Roads) Senior Engineer






