Hybrid Bill Petition

House of Commons
Session 2017-19
High Speed Rail (West Midlands – Crewe) Bill

Do not include any images or graphics in your petition. There will be an opportunity to present these later if you give evidence to the committee.
Your bill petition does not need to be signed. 
Expand the size of the text boxes as you need.

1. Petitioner information

In the box below, give the name and address of each individual, business or organisation(s) submitting the petition.

	The Petitioner is Woore Parish Council. Its address is c/o Ms. S.H. Pimlott, Parish Clerk, North Barn, Coole Lane, Nantwich, Cheshire CW5 8AB.







In the box below, give a description of the petitioners. For example, “we are the owners/tenants of the addresses above”; “my company has offices at the address above”; “our organisation represents the interests of…”; “we are the parish council of…”.

	1. We are the parish council of Woore (hereinafter referred to as “the Parish”) which is in north east Shropshire. 
 
2. The Parish covers an area of approximately 4000 acres, most of which is farmland, but it contains the settlements of Woore, Ireland's Cross and Pipe Gate and part of the settlement of Onneley. The population of the Parish is approximately 1100.








2. Objections to the Bill

In the box below, write your objections to the Bill and why your property or other interests are specially and directly affected. Please number each paragraph.

Only objections outlined in this petition can be presented when giving evidence to the committee. You will not be entitled to be heard on new matters.



	A. Background

1. The Parish is not on the proposed route of HS which is to the east of the Parish. 

2. The reasons why we and the Parish are specifically and directly affected by the Bill are as follows:

· It is proposed that construction traffic going to and from several construction compounds which will be located in and around Madeley should be routed along the A525 to and from the Parish. Traffic leaving the compounds would then continue through the Parish from the A525 by turning either left or right on to the A51 and by thus proceeding northwards or southwards along the A51. Traffic going to the compounds will use the A51 and turn either left or right on to the A525.

· Other construction traffic will travel along the A51 to get to and from further construction compounds which will be located to the north east of the Parish. 

· HS2 has also proposed certain highway modifications in the Parish in order to improve the flow of construction traffic along the A525 and A51.

3. The A51 and A525 through the Parish are shown as routes for construction traffic on Map Numbers CT28-109 and CT05-253 (Insets 11 and 12) in Volume 4 of the Environmental Statement (hereinafter referred to as “the “ES”) published by HS2 Ltd on 17th July 2017.

4. It will be seen that the A51 runs roughly north to south, parallel with the proposed route of HS2. The A525 runs roughly west to east. The two roads meet and cross one another at a staggered crossroads in the north of the Parish and at the centre of the village of Woore. 

5. The settlements of Ireland’s Cross and Pipe Gate constitute ribbon development southwards along the A51. That part of Onneley which is in the Parish is on the A525, to the east of Woore, and is located closest to the proposed route of HS2.

6. According to HS2 Ltd, between 300 and 550 HGV journeys associated with HS2’s construction will be made through the Parish each weekday (a weekday being between the hours of 8.00am and 6.00pm) for a period of at least 4.5 years.  Further journeys will be made during Saturday mornings. On occasions, it may be necessary for the A roads to be closed at night to allow HS2 Ltd to move particularly large or heavy equipment in convoy through the Parish. At the peak of construction works, an HGV journey connected with the construction of HS2 will be made through the Parish almost every minute of every hour between 8.00am and 6.00pm. At other times, an HGV journey connected with the construction of HS2 will be made almost every two minutes during those working hours.

7. The decision by HS2 Ltd to route traffic through the Parish appears to have been made very much late in the day. 

8. It appears that, previously, the preferred route for construction traffic servicing the various Madeley compounds was not westwards along the A525 into the Parish. What exactly the preferred route then was has never been fully described to us by HS2 Ltd.

9. It also appears that, previously, construction traffic going to and from the satellite compounds located to the north east of the Parish would not have gone through the Parish.  What exactly the previously preferred route for such construction traffic was is not clear to us.

B. HS2 Ltd’s failure to consult

1. We are concerned about the lack of consultation which HS2 Ltd has conducted with us and with Shropshire Council (SC) before it made its decision that construction traffic should be routed through the Parish. We contend that the routing of such traffic through the Parish will have considerable detrimental effects on the Parish (see later in this Petition) and we believe that, accordingly, HS2 Ltd’s consultations with us and SC should have been much more extensive than they have been.

2. On page 7 of the Non-Technical Summary (hereinafter referred to as “the NTS”), which forms part of the ES, it is stated that HS2 Ltd has consulted and engaged with local authorities during the development of the design of the proposed scheme. HS2 Ltd did not consult with us nor, we believe, with SC.  

3. On page 8 of the NTS, it is stated that HS2 Ltd published a draft Environmental Impact Assessment (hereinafter referred to as “EIA”) Scope and Methodology Report for consultation in March 2016 which was issued to, amongst others, local authorities and parish councils. However, it was not issued to us and we have seen no evidence that it was issued to SC. We and (we believe) SC thus had no opportunity to respond to that consultation.  

4. On page 8, it is also stated that public consultation took place on the working draft EIA Report between 13th September and 7th November 2016. HS2 Ltd did not contact us at all until late September 2016 (and that was only by telephone) and we subsequently received certain documentation from them in early October 2016. However, it transpired that that documentation was wrong or incomplete in that the Community Area Report for South Cheshire had been provided whilst the Community Action Report most relevant to the Parish, namely the one for Whitmore Heath to Madeley (hereinafter referred to as “CA4”), was not supplied.  CA4 was not actually supplied until 2nd November 2016, a mere 5 days before the public consultation closed. We thus had insufficient time in which to respond to the consultation and we did not do so. We first had a meeting with HS2 Ltd on 14th November 2016, a week after the consultation on the working draft EIA Report had closed.  

5. It is our understanding that no meeting took place between HS2 Ltd and SC until 28th April 2017.

6. On page 8 of the NTS, HS2 Ltd also states that a number of events were conducted in local areas along the proposed route of HS2 in support of the consultations which subsequently took place on both the working draft EIA Report and also the design refinements to the published November 2015 scheme. The event which took place closest to the Parish was that at the Madeley Centre, Madeley which apparently took place on 15th October 2016. We were not informed about that event taking place and thus did not attend. So far as we aware, HS2 Ltd did not publicise the event in the Parish. 

7. We can only assume that we and SC were not consulted by HS2 Ltd about its proposals, save as set out above, because, until quite recently, HS2 Ltd did not intend to route construction traffic through the Parish and thus did not consider that its proposals would have any effect on the Parish. 

8. The lateness of HS2 Ltd’s change of mind about the route of construction traffic may explain the lack of consultation with us and SC but such lateness does not excuse HS2 Ltd from complying with its obligations to conduct a full and proper consultation. If, in fact, HS2 Ltd did plan to route some construction traffic through the Parish all along, its failure to consult with us at a much earlier stage than actually happened is all the more inexcusable.

9. The lack of consultation with us and SC, and the apparent lateness of the decision to route construction traffic through the Parish, has had a number of unfortunate consequences, namely:

· We have had no adequate explanation of why HS2 Ltd thinks it necessary or appropriate to route such traffic through the Parish. It is clear from communications which we have had with HS2 Ltd that, until quite recently, routing such traffic through the Parish was a non-preferred option. The reasons why it then became the preferred option is not clear. We have no details of what methodology was used by HS2 Ltd to determine that routing traffic through the Parish was to be preferred to other available options or, indeed, details of what those other options were.

· Thus, prior to the publication of the ES, we had no real opportunity to argue that the selection of the Parish as a route for construction traffic was inappropriate.

· Consideration by HS2 Ltd of the environmental effects of selecting the Parish as a route for construction traffic has been either non-existent or inadequate.

10. In contrast to the position with the Parish, it appears that HS2 Ltd has been in consultation with the community of Madeley for a period of at least four years. We wonder whether the previously preferred route for construction traffic involved going through Madeley. We also wonder whether the change of the route of construction traffic, so that it now passes through the Parish, resulted wholly or partly from such consultation.

C. The failure by HS2 ltd to carry out any or any proper Environmental Impact Assessment (hereinafter referred to as “EIA”) and to prepare a proper ES

1. The Town and Country Planning (EIA) Regulations 2017 (hereinafter referred to as “the Regulations”) require an ES to include: “A description of the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of development design, technology, location, size and scale) studied by the developer, which are relevant to the proposed project and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for selecting the chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental effects.”

2. We contend that (a) HS2 Ltd has not carried out any, or any adequate, EIA in respect of the Parish and that (b) the ES which it has published does not comply with the Regulations.

3. As regards (a), it is our contention that the situation of HS2 Ltd having not carried out any, or any adequate, EIA arises for the following reasons:

· The Parish appears not to be located within any of the Community Areas identified in the ES. (We comment further on this point later in this Petition.)

· Most environmental effects on the Parish thus appear to fall within the definition of “off-route effects”.

· We contend that HS2 Ltd has adopted an inappropriately narrow or restrictive approach to what off-route effects it has been prepared to assess. Paragraph 1.2.3 on page 2 of Volume 4 of the ES sets out the definition of “off-route effects” as “those that may occur in locations beyond the scheme’s route corridor and its associated local environment and which are not within the spatial scope of the Volume 2 reports or the Volume 3 route-wide effects report”.  In that Paragraph, HS2 Ltd then takes a leap which we contend is completely illogical. HS2 Ltd states that “the nature of the Proposed Scheme means that such potential effects are principally related to implications for other transport infrastructure”. We think that by making this assertion, HS2 Ltd have wrongly circumscribed what environmental effects they examined outside Community Areas when carrying out their EIA. We contend that HS2 Ltd’s conclusion that “off-route effects” are principally related to “implications for other transport infrastructure” cannot possibly be justified. HS2 Ltd’s conclusion is certainly not shared by the residents of the Parish, many of whom will experience a wide variety of environmental effects resulting from a large number of HGVs travelling past their front doors every day for at least 4.5 years.

4. As regards (b), it is our contention that the ES, if it was to comply with the Regulations, should have contained “a description of the reasonable alternatives … studied by” HS2 Ltd for routing construction traffic and “an indication of the main reasons for selecting” the Parish as a route for construction traffic, “including a comparison of the environmental effects”.   

5. We fail to see how, without carrying out an EIA on the Parish, HS2 Ltd was in a position to weigh the merits and demerits of putting the route for construction traffic through the Parish as against the merits and demerits of putting that route somewhere else. We would submit that there was at least one “reasonable alternative” to routing construction traffic through the Parish, namely routing such traffic through Madeley, an alternative which may have been considered and, indeed, preferred by HS2 Ltd for some very considerable time. At no point in the ES is there “a comparison of the environmental effects” of the two alternatives of routing construction traffic through the Parish and routing it through Madeley. The ES thus fails to meet the requirements of the Regulations.

6. We would additionally submit that, when HS2 Ltd weighs the environmental effects of the reasonable alternative traffic construction routes and the route it has actually chosen, the environmental effects of the chosen route on other off route communities which lie on it, and not just those effects on the Parish, should also be taken into consideration as a whole. 

D. A state of confusion: Is the Parish in Community Area 4 or not?
 
1. Many of our criticisms of the ES, as set out above, were made in the submission which we made in response to HS2 Ltd’s consultation about the ES. The MP for our constituency, the Rt Hon Owen Paterson, then requested that HS2 Ltd should comment on the points we had raised.

2. HS2 Ltd did so in a letter to our MP dated 8th November 2017 written by Mr Thurston, its Chief Executive. In that letter, in relation to our assertion that HS2 Ltd had failed to carry out an EIA in respect of the Parish, Mr Thurston stated as follows: “The potential [environmental] impacts of HS2 in Woore have been assessed in detail and are set out in Volume 2, CA4 (Whitmore Heath to Madeley) Report and the Volume 4, Off Route Effects Report.”  

3. We consider that statement to be inaccurate. In CA4, the word “Woore” appears 5 times. In contrast, the word “Madeley” appears 1129 times. Whilst we acknowledge that a word count is only a very rough way of judging what attention has been paid by HS2 Ltd to environmental impacts in different communities, we would submit that the comparison of the times the two place names have been used serves to highlight starkly the lack of attention which has been paid to the effect of HS2’s construction on the Parish.  

4. Where Mr Thurston’s statement, quoted above, is accurate is in it saying that information about the Parish is set out in both documentation concerning Community Area 4 and in Volume 4 relating to off route effects. Why all such information is not contained exclusively in one or the other set of documentation is not entirely clear to us. Section 10 of Volume 5 of the ES relates to Community Area 4, of which the Parish does not appear to form part. However, some of the technical data about traffic flows set out in Table 327 in Section 10 relates to certain roads which are within the Parish, namely part of the A525 Bar Hill Road between Gravenhunger Moss and the Proposed Scheme and the A525 Newcastle Road between Gravenhunger Moss and the London Road. Moreover, some of the junctions dealt with at Paragraph 10.2.15 onwards of Section 10 are also within the Parish. In contrast, modifications to those very same roads and junctions are treated as off-route highway modifications in Volume 4 of the ES. 

5. We would submit that HS2 Ltd’s approach is inconsistent and illogical and that it causes confusion.

E. The environmental effects on the Parish: General Comments

1. In our submission, “the nature of the Proposed Scheme” of routing construction traffic through the Parish is such that its potential environmental effects on the Parish (and on other communities along the construction traffic routes) are significant and worthy of a full and proper assessment. Those effects are, in our submission, likely to be particularly significant on the Parish because of its geographical configuration. Ribbon development along the “A” roads in the Parish is a significant feature and thus a large proportion of the dwellings (we calculate about 170 of the approximately 460 dwellings in the Parish) front directly on to those roads and will be directly impacted by construction traffic. We will now deal with various specific environmental effects addressed in the ES.

F. Environmental effects: air quality

1. It seems to us that the exhaust fumes resulting from the large number of HGV journeys and from the traffic jams which such journeys are likely to cause will have “residual adverse effects on air quality” (a term used on page 84 of the NTS) in the Parish and that such effects merit a full assessment by HS2 Ltd. 

2. In addressing, in CA4 relating to Madeley and Whitmore Heath, the effect of the Proposed Scheme on air quality, HS2 Ltd states (on page 93 of the NTS, at Paragraph 5.3.6) that “Several locations have been identified in the area as sensitive receptors, which are considered to be susceptible to changes in air quality due to their proximity to dust-generating activities or traffic routes during construction or operation”. 

3. At Paragraph 5.3.7, HS2 Ltd go on to state that “Most of the receptors located close to the route of the Proposed Scheme are residential. Other receptors include Baldwin’s Gate CE Primary School, Sir John Offley CE Primary School and Moss Lane Surgery.” These receptors have been identified because, unlike any in the Parish, they are within a Community Area and thus covered by CA4.

4. We would suggest that the Parish also contains a “sensitive receptor” located close to “traffic routes”, namely Woore Primary School which is located on the A51 and which is thus on a route for construction traffic. Children attending the School will undoubtedly experience poorer air quality both while travelling to and from the School and during school hours. HS2 Ltd should, we contend, have treated the School as a sensitive receptor. It has not done so.

5. We submit that HS2 Ltd has managed to draw an artificial and somewhat arbitrary line between the area covered by CA4 and the Parish when almost exactly the same construction traffic will, if HS2 Ltd’s proposals are implemented, flow along the roads of both areas – the A525 goes through the Parish straight into Community Area 4. We submit that that artificial line or distinction is wrong and illogical. As a consequence of that distinction, it has assessed the effect of construction traffic on air quality within the Community Area of Madeley and Whitmore Heath but not its effect on air quality within the Parish.  

G. Environmental effects: sound, noise and vibration

1. On page 86 of the NTS, HS2 Ltd lists roads along which it states that “noise from construction traffic is likely to increase noise levels outside residential properties”. That list of roads does not include the A525 and A51 running through the Parish because the Parish does not fall within a Community Area and yet that list does include the A525 where it runs through Community Area 4. This is, we submit, illogical. 

2. In the same way that the ribbon development in the Parish increases the proportion of houses which will be substantially affected by exhaust fumes emitted by construction traffic, it will also increase the proportion of houses affected by noise and vibration caused by construction vehicles. Some of the houses which front on to the A525 and A51 have no or only small front gardens and thus will be particularly affected by noise and vibration.   

3. We note that, on page 86 of the NTS, HS2 Ltd state that, in respect of the operation of HS2, “At individual residential properties [within the Community Area of Whitmore Heath to Madeley], the mitigation measures, including noise insulation, will reduce noise inside the majority of residential properties such that it will not reach a level where it will significantly affect residents”. We query why such noise insulation is not proposed for residential properties in the Parish.

4. So that consideration can be given to whether such insulation is needed in the Parish is another reason why HS2 Ltd should have carried out a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) on the Parish and why it should be required to carry such an Assessment now. Similarly, we consider that such an Assessment is needed to assess the impact of vehicular vibrations on certain Heritage Assets referred to later in this Petition and on the major gas pipeline which run under the A525. There is a belief that old tunnels run from the Manor House under the staggered junction of the A51 and A525, where highway modifications are proposed. We submit that the impact of vibrations from vehicles on any such tunnels needs to be assessed. 

H. Environmental effects: community

1. The increase in traffic along the A roads of the Parish caused by HS2 construction vehicles will deter people from walking along those roads. This will particularly be the case in respect of the A51. The pavements along the A51, south of the junction with the A525, are not continuous. In consequence, anyone who wants to walk from the southern boundary of the Parish on the A51 to the junction with the A525 will have to cross the A51 either twice or thrice (depending on which side of the A51 they start from). Crossing the A51 now can be a hazardous exercise. In our submission, the dangers of crossing the A51 will increase significantly if HS2 Ltd’s construction traffic uses that road.

2. It will be particularly the case that, during HS2’s construction, pedestrians will be affected by the passing of construction traffic. In particular, the elderly and disabled will be deterred from going out and some parents will not allow their children to go out. Isolation among the elderly and disabled will thus increase and the social development of the young may be adversely affected. In addition, it is likely that parents who currently walk their children to school will, for fear of the HGVs passing by, chose to make their journeys to school by car, thereby adding to levels of traffic within the Parish, increasing the number of vehicles parked on roads whilst dropping off and picking up children, and increasing the possibility of traffic hold ups and delays.

3. The amenity of all residents in the Parish, and particularly the amenity of those many residents whose homes are on the A525 and A51, will be significantly affected by construction traffic.

4. The effect of construction traffic on community facilities such as the Woore Victory Hall, the Cricket, Bowls and Tennis Clubs, St Leonard’s Church, the Methodist Chapel, the public houses and the Post Office / Village Shop and other shops, most of which are close to the A51 / A525 junction, and all of which are located on the proposed routes for construction traffic, are not addressed in the ES.

5. CA4, at Paragraph 6.4.15, addresses the impact of construction works and construction traffic on Madeley Cemetery. St Leonard’s Church is surrounded by a graveyard. The Church is located on the A51 and is thus on a construction traffic route. It is also close to where the A51 meets the A525, which is where highway modifications are planned to take place. Unlike with Madeley Cemetery, no mention is made of the impact which construction traffic will have on amenity for visitors to the graveyard.

6. None of the above matters are addressed in the ES. We contend that they should have been.

7. We submit that the sales of properties within the Parish will be affected (and are being affected) by the prospect of construction traffic going through the Parish and will be affected if such traffic does proceed through the Parish. The stress caused by sales not proceeding will have an adverse effect on the health of residents.

I. Environmental effects: health

1. Section 9 of CA4 contains a plethora of information about such matters as the vulnerabilities of sections of the local population and deprivation levels within the area covered by it. Such information is said to have been gleaned after engagement with, among others, Staffordshire County Council.

2. HS2 Ltd do not appear to have gathered comparable information for the Parish. It certainly has not engaged with SC.

3. Section 9 contains comments, in relation to the Community Area covered by it, such as: 

· “The term ‘neighbourhood quality’ is used in this assessment to describe a combination of factors that have the potential to affect residents’ feelings about their local environment. If these factors are altered to a sufficient degree, there would be effects on mental health and wellbeing. The Proposed Scheme will affect the quality of neighbourhoods through environmental changes resulting from the presence of construction sites, construction activities and construction traffic on local roads. This section assesses how changes to neighbourhood quality may influence people’s level of satisfaction with their local environment and perceptions about issues such as personal safety and security”; and 

· “The presence of construction traffic, including HGVs, on rural roads is also likely to give rise to concerns about road safety, which may affect perceptions of neighbourhood quality”; and

· “The presence of construction traffic, including HGVs, on the local road network, which may deter their use by walkers, cyclists and equestrians”.

4. All such comments, insofar as they relate to construction traffic, are as equally applicable to the Parish as they are to the area covered by CA4. We contend that HS2 Ltd should have assessed the effect of construction traffic on health in the Parish in the same way as it has done for the Community Area covered by CA4.

5. Nowhere in the ES is there mention of the fact that many residents in the Parish use a health centre located in Madeley and a hospital located in Newcastle-under-Lyme. The most direct route to both from the Parish is along the A525. The impact of construction works and construction traffic in making those routes inaccessible for residents of the Parish merits detailed assessment. Also worthy of assessment is how ambulances will access the Parish.

J. Environmental effects: socio-economic

1. Traffic congestion, caused by HS2 construction traffic, will cause delays and expense for local businesses, including farmers whose vehicles use the A Roads. It will also cause loss of business as customers will be put off from travelling to the Parish by the congestion and by the loss of parking.

2. Later in this Petition, we touch upon how the Post Office / Village Shop is located immediately adjacent to proposed highway modifications. In our submission, the loss of parking resulting from highway modifications could threaten its viability. The Post Office provides banking for many in the Parish – the nearest bank is six miles away and is inaccessible for local residents who do not have a car. The Village Shop is the only general store in the Parish. If the Post Office / Village Shop did close, it would be a disaster for the Parish.

3. We believe that HS2 Ltd’s ES should have considered the above matters. It did not.

K. Environmental effects: traffic and transport

1. In the Technical Appendices which form Volume 5 of the ES, HS2 Ltd set out current and projected traffic flows on highway links affected by its construction traffic.

2. We submit that those projections, insofar as they relate to the construction traffic routes in the Parish, are flawed. We contend that the baselines for the projections are based on traffic surveys which were carried out when traffic levels through the Parish would not have been at their height. For example, in the summer, visitors to Bridgemere Garden World, which is located on the A51 to the north of the Parish, significantly swell the number of vehicles using the A roads in the Parish. HS2 Ltd’s surveys would not show this. Nor would they show the significant number of journeys made through the Parish by agricultural vehicles in the spring and early autumn. 

3. We also submit that HS2 Ltd’s projected traffic flows are flawed.  Between March 2018 and March 2022, Highways England intend to upgrade the busy 28km stretch of the M6 between Junction 15 near Newcastle-under- Lyme and Stoke- on-Trent and Junction 13 at Stafford to make it a smart motorway. Highways England are currently carrying out an upgrade of the M6 between Junctions 16 and 19 to make that stretch of the M6 a smart motorway. Those works are causing traffic congestion and traffic jams on that stretch of motorway and, to avoid those problems, many motorists have taken to using the nearby A road network, causing increased traffic levels and congestion on those roads. The intended works between Junction 13 and Junction 15 will inevitably have the same consequences.

4. Whenever traffic jams (for example, as a consequence of accidents) occur on the M6 between Junctions 13 and 15, the A roads through the Parish already experience much heavier traffic levels as motorists seek alternative routes to the M6. As a result, traffic jams are not an infrequent occurrence. The intensity of traffic congestion and the frequency of traffic jams are, we submit, likely to increase hugely during the Junctions 13 to 15 smart motorway works, in the very same period that HS2’s construction will get under way. 

5. HS2 Ltd’s traffic flow projections thus completely fail to take into account the effect of the smart motorway works. 

6. It has been suggested that one reason why HS2 Ltd wish to route construction traffic along the A roads through the Parish is to meet the concerns of Highways England about the impact of HS2 construction traffic on traffic flows along the M6 if all such traffic went by motorway rather than by the A roads. 

7. Increased traffic congestion will inevitably affect air quality (see Section F above).

8. In the ES, HS2 Ltd’s analysis of traffic density focusses on the effects it will have at junctions. Highway modifications are intended to prevent congestion where HS2 Ltd have determined that highways are too narrow for the free flow of traffic and where such modifications are possible. However, it appears to us that HS2 Ltd have no proposals to widen certain parts of the A51 as it passes through the Parish even though that road appears to be no wider than parts of the A525 which it does intend to modify and even though problems already frequently occur when HGVs travelling in opposite directions experience difficulties in passing and sometimes (where there are pavements) have to mount those pavements in order to pass. In fact, when representatives of HS2 Ltd met with us in the Parish on 15th February 2018, they witnessed with us an HGV heading southwards along the A51 having to mount the pavement to get past an oncoming HGV heading northwards. That occurred a few hundred yards to the south of the staggered crossroads where the A51 and A525 meet.

9. We submit that the narrowness of the A51 in the areas either side of its junction with Cherry Tree Lane poses a particular problem. There are no pavements on either side of the A51 there and delays frequently occur when HGVs cannot pass one another there.  HS2 Ltd have not proposed any highway modification there and have not, so far as we can see, made any reference to that problem in its published documentation. 

10. Thus, we consider that HS2 Ltd has erred in either failing to identify essential highway modifications which are needed to avoid congestion at certain “pinch points” or has concluded (but not stated publicly) that such modifications, while ideally needed, are not possible. Either way, this means that HS2 Ltd is underestimating the effect that its construction traffic will have on congestion. It also means that HS2 Ltd, when comparing the respective merits and demerits of alternative routes for construction traffic, has failed to give proper weight to a matter which weighs against the Parish being, from HS2 Ltd’s point of view, the preferred route.  

L. Highway modifications – their environmental effects

1. In addition to the environmental effects on the Parish of construction traffic passing through it, HS2 Ltd propose to carry out certain highway modifications in the Parish which will themselves, we contend, have environmental effects. We believe that HS2 Ltd have failed to assess such effects properly.

2. Consideration of the environmental effects of the modifications is set out in Table 2 on pages 29-31 of Volume 4 of the ES. 

3. Of the 12 highway modifications considered, one of these modifications is at the junction of the A51 and A525 (Newcastle Road). Another modification, not mentioned in Table 2, is the junction of the A51 and A525 (Audlem Road)

4. The modification mentioned in Table 2 is summarised as the removal of street furniture and it is not regarded by HS2 Ltd as having potential for likely significant effects.

5. We do not understand why that modification is simply described as the removal of street furniture when it appears to entail road widening, the removal of parking spaces located outside the Post / Office / Village Shop and the loss of on street parking on the A51. This misdescription of the modification at the junction of the A51 and A525 makes us think that the potential likely significant environmental effects of such road widening have not been properly assessed. 

6. The modification to the junction the A51 and A525 (Audlem Road) is also road widening.

7. Those two modifications will take place at the very centre of the Parish’s communal life, close to the Post Office / Village Shop, another shop and a public house. When visiting the shops, motorists park their cars both on the A51 and on the A525 (Newcastle Road), close to the junction of those roads.

8. [bookmark: _GoBack]Within the vicinity of the proposed modifications are, as shown on Map CT-28-109 of the Volume 4 Map Book, a number of what are described there as “Heritage Assets”. Those Assets are the Manor House (WHM 102), the Tudor House (WHM 103), the font in the churchyard of St Leonard’s Church (WHM 104) and the Church itself (WHM 105). All those Assets are Grade II Listed Buildings. Two of the Assets, the Manor House and the Tudor House, directly abut on the proposed modifications.

9. The proximity of the proposed modifications to those Assets and the fact that the modifications will take place at the centre of the village of Woore, leave us at a loss to know how the modifications are considered not likely to have significant environmental effects, including (a) socio-economic effects caused by the removal of parking, and a consequential loss of business, for the Post Office / Village Shop, (b) cultural heritage effects in terms of the possible vibration effects on listed buildings and the effect on the settings of listed buildings and (c) community effects in terms of, for example, property owners being deprived of access to their homes (e.g. the Manor House and the Tudor House) while highway modifications are carried out.  

10. The two highway modifications represent the removal of road safety measures implemented in 1998 with a view to improving pedestrian safety at the communal centre of Woore and limiting traffic speeds in the vicinity of the staggered crossroads. They are, therefore, likely to make the A Roads and the staggered junction of them more dangerous. 

11. We submit that the failure by HS2 Ltd to consider the environmental effects of the modifications at the junctions of the A51 and A525 (Newcastle Road) and the A51 and A525 (Audlem Road) contrasts markedly with the consideration given to five temporary highway modifications which are located wholly or partly outside the Parish (see Table 2 on page 29 of Volume 4 of the ES). Of these modifications, four are considered by HS2 Ltd to have potentially significant environmental effects requiring a fuller assessment. It appears to us that, on the face of them, those modifications cannot possibly have potential significant environmental effects which are more significant than the modifications proposed for the junction of the A51 and A525 (Newcastle Road) and the junction of the A51 and A525 (Audlem Road).  

12. Thus, in our submission, HS2 Ltd has failed to assess adequately the environmental effects of the highway modifications which it proposes to carry out in the Parish.

M. Alternatives to the Proposed Scheme

1. In our submission, there are alternatives to routing construction traffic through the Parish. We set out details of these below. The order in which those alternatives are set out does not indicate an order of preference as to which of the alternatives we consider better or best.

2. The Madeley Chord (hereinafter referred to as “the Chord”): The Chord is a disused railway line. It linked the West Coast Mainline (hereinafter referred to as “the WCM” with a line (which is now also disused) which served the now closed Silverdale Colliery.

3. We submit that the Chord could be restored to use and thereby provide a link to the WCM. 

4. Freight trains could then travel along the WCM and the Chord to deliver and take away materials, aggregate and construction machinery to a railway siding created in the vicinity of where HS2 Ltd presently proposes to construct a 750 metres long viaduct crossing the Chord, the WCM and the Silverdale line. Such freight trains could travel at night, when there is capacity on the WCM, and thereby greatly reduce the need for construction traffic to go by road through the Parish.

5. Using the Chord would appear to meet HS2 Ltd’s professed desire “to make best use of rail to transport all materials and waste from the [construction] sites” (see Paragraph 1.3.3 of Appendix TR-001-000 -Annex A (Framework Travel Plan) in Volume 5: Technical Appendices Traffic and Transport and Transport Assessment Part 2 to the ES).

6. Accessing the M6 at Junction 15 via Madeley: Construction traffic could be routed along Manor Road through Madeley and thence via Baldwin’s Gate and Whitmore to Junction 15 of the M6. That route to the M6 is about 7.7 miles long and is about 5 miles shorter to the M6 than the construction traffic route via the Parish now being proposed by HS2 Ltd. Whilst Manor Road it not an A road and modifications would need to be made to it to facilitate the passing of HGVs, no schools or other sensitive receptors are located on it and it passes significantly fewer houses than does the construction traffic through the Parish. 

7. Accessing the M6 via the old Market Drayton to Newcastle-under-Lyme Railway Line: If a road was constructed along the route of this railway line towards the M6 and a works junction to the M6 was created, construction traffic could be routed along this road rather than through the Parish. We submit that the construction of the road could easily be achieved by using spoil from HS2’s construction to raise the road to the level of the M6. 

8. Accessing the M6 via Keele Services: If Keele Services was used a means of getting construction traffic on and off the M6, the journey that traffic would then make could be:

· Either via Three Mile Lane to Keele and then to Madeley. At 3.9 miles, this is the shortest journey and would largely be conducted on A Roads;

· Or via Three Mile Lane on to Stoney Low Lane and along that Lane to where it meets the old Silverdale Colliery line. From there, either loads could be transferred on to trains which would go along a renovated Silverdale Colliery line or that line could be taken up and a road created along its route so that construction traffic could go straight along it from Stoney Low Lane. 

9. The Whitmore to Madeley Tunnel from Swynnerton to the north side of Madeley Tunnel (hereinafter referred to as “the WMT”): It is our understanding that HS2 Ltd has been required to carry out a detailed appraisal of the cost and feasibility of constructing the WMT. In our submission, one desirable consequence of the WMT would be the removal of the need for construction traffic to go through the Parish or a significant reduction in the level of such traffic. A haul route along the length of the HS2 line would be created by the WMT and the break in such a haul route. caused by the creation of separate tunnels at Whitmore Heath and Madeley, and which partly necessitates construction traffic being routed through the Parish, would be remedied. It appears to us that the construction of the WMT would thus remove the need for Madeley cutting and Madeley Tunnel south satellite compounds or lead to a reduction in the size of those compounds (and thereby reduce the quantity of construction traffic needing to access them).    

10. Using the M6 to route construction traffic to the satellite compounds located to the north east of the Parish: Rather than going straight along the A51 from Yarnfield, through the Parish and on towards Nantwich, and then turning right up Checkley Lane, construction traffic would get on the M6 at Junction 14, get off at Junction 16 and go down the A51 from Nantwich towards Woore but turn left up Checkley Lane to the satellite compounds.



3. What do you want to be done in response?

In the box below, tell us what you think should be done in response to your objections. You do not have to complete this box if you do not want to.

The committee cannot reject the Bill outright or propose amendments which conflict with the principle of the Bill. But it can require changes to the Government’s plans in response to petitioners’ concerns, which can take the form of amendments to the Bill or commitments by HS2 Ltd. 

You can include this information in your response to section two ‘Objections to the Bill’ if you prefer. Please number each paragraph.

	1. That the Select Committee considering the Bill should visit the Parish in order to understand its geography and to obtain an understanding of the impact of HS2 Ltd’s proposals on the Parish.

2. That HS2 Ltd should agree / be required to provide us with a detailed explanation of what the previously preferred route for construction traffic was together with all the information on the basis of which it was decided that that routing construction traffic through the Parish was to be preferred to that route; and / or  

3. That HS2 Ltd should agree / be required to carry out a full and proper EIA in respect of the routing of construction traffic through the Parish and to publish an ES or other document which compares the environmental effects and costings of routing construction traffic through the Parish and along reasonable alternative routes; and / or

4. That HS2 Ltd should agree / be required to use one or more of the alternative construction traffic routes specified in Section M of this Petition, thereby eliminating the need for construction traffic to go through the Parish or reducing the amount of such traffic which would go through the Parish.

5. That, in the event that it is decided that the route of construction traffic should be through the Parish, HS2 Ltd should agree / be required to:

· if it has not done so before the above decision is made, carry out a full and proper EIA in respect of the routing of construction traffic through the Parish and publish the same; and
· fund measures (such as the installation of double glazing in homes abutting on the traffic construction route) to reduce or eliminate the environmental effects of such traffic in terms of noise and vibration and pay compensation to property owners whose owners are affected by noise and vibration; and
· pay compensation to businesses in the Parish which suffer loss of business or extra costs by reason of the routing of construction traffic; and
· pay compensation to house owners whose house sales are blighted by the fact that construction traffic will be routed through the Parish and / or is being so routed; and 
· appoint independent monitors to ensure that HS2 Ltd’s contractors comply with their obligations, for example, only to drive construction vehicles through the Parish during the hours specified by HS2 Ltd in the ES.  




Next steps

Once you have completed your petition template please save it and go to our website to submit it during the petitioning period.  
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