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Community Concerns

This Application will cause damage to Newton, its residents and the environment of the AONB in which
we live. The proposed road haulage will undoubtedly have significant negative impact on the quality of the
community and the AONB for the duration of the work and in some cases permanently. The proposals will
significantly impact the lives of all the valley residents, businesses, deliveries, workers, visitors and tourists,
they will cause damage to country lanes, dry stone walls, local businesses, flora, fauna and our community
events. This application ignores and dismisses these issues as unimportant, but they are of considerable
concern to the residents of Newton and we expect these matters to be fully and properly considered as
part of any application for development consent.

Whilst the stated objective of this application is for the disposal of arisings from the HARP tunnel project
being proposed by United Utilities plc, this application denies being a waste related development. This
Application also incorrectly states that “no towns or villages are passed along the length of the B6478 to
be utilised”. Furthermore, this application relies upon other Planning Applications, which in turn rely on
each other in order to describe individual parts of the full impact of the proposed scheme. There is no
consideration of the total environmental impact of the proposed HARP scheme and therefore, this
application fails to adequately address the Traffic and Environmental impacts of the scheme.

The fact that this Planning Application has not given proper consideration to the Environmental impacts
associated with the proposed road haulage from the tunnel to the quarry is a great concern to the
residents and businesses in Newton area.

For this reason, our comments at this stage cannot be detailed, so we urge Lancashire County Council
(Highways, Environment departments, as well as Minerals and Waste Planning) to demand proper
consideration of the plans, alternative options put forward, and consultation of the haulage related
impacts of this scheme as the potential for severe and lasting damage is immense.

The irreversible impacts of the Road Transportation in an ANOB
Newton residents’ concerns about road haulage (via a minor road and a temporary haul road crossing the
river Hodder) are justifiable and whilst not exclusive include the following:

> Damage to Roads, culverts, walls and bridges — the structural inadequacy of the roads proposed
for the HGV haulage route is evident and both delays and damage (both to the roads themselves
and the vehicles of other users) is inevitable from the proposed haulage route

> Travel Delays and disruption — the impact caused by the crossing of the road to Dunsop Bridge
coupled with haulage along the existing B6478 road is not considered, but will clearly have
significant impact on residents, visitors and businesses.

> Road safety - cyclists, walkers and equestrians are of particular concern, and the structural and
alignment inadequacy of the B6478 will also increase the risk of collisions with other vehicles

> Flood Risk — the proposed haulage route requires a new crossing of the River Hodder and a haul
road within the flood plain. These will inevitably increase both the severity and frequency of
flooding, with the consequential loss of farmland, highway flooding and damage to Newton Bridge

> Business Impact — reduction in visitors and disruption to retail and hospitality businesses as well as
to farming and the rural economy

> Community Impact — the events, connectivity, leisure, social and charitable activity which normally
reinforce and sustain the community, will all be impacted as a result of the traffic restrictions, the
construction of a temporary haul road and the excessive use of local roads by HGVs



> Noise and Visual intrusion — tourism, hospitality and residents will all be impacted by the proposed
haulage route

> Carbon and Pollutive Emissions — UU state on their website that by 2028 all their 1,600 vehicles will
run on electricity or alternative fuels such as hydrogen or biodiesel. They have also made a
commitment to be net zero carbon by 2030. Despite UU stipulating that the Contractor ‘shall work
to support delivery of the commitments contained in United Utilities” Environmental Policy’ and
apparently having a procurement approach developed ‘to encourage a reduction in energy use and
CO2 emissions during the contractor design, planning and construction phases’ there is absolutely
no detail on the stipulations that they will make to their contractors and therefore absolutely no
guarantee that this will happen. There need to be stringent and enforceable planning conditions
regarding carbon emissions, sustainability, use of renewable energy and green methods of
transport considering our climate emergency.

> Access Restrictions — to businesses, residents and public rights of way

> Ecological impact — the application involves construction of a compound, haul roads and temporary
bridge over the River Hodder. As well as the actual crossing point, the compound and roads will
flank the river on, or near, both banks. This has the potential to impact wildlife in a number of
ways:

e disruption of riverbank habitat, with adverse effects on nesting birds and river mammals
including Otters. Extensive ecological surveys have highlighted a large number of species
that will be affected by the construction.

e damage and destruction to local flora including trees, hedgerows, meadows and riverbank
flora.

e potential pollution of river water due to run off from the construction. The area around the
proposed ‘temporary’ bridge over the River Hodder is a spawning ground for the
endangered wild Atlantic Salmon and Sea Trout.

Alternative Transportation of spoil
Along with Water Engineering Industry experts, who also reside locally, we consider that there are
more efficient means of hauling several hundred tonnes of arisings rather than by use of public
highway. Lorry transportation is hugely costly and a major greenhouse gas emitter.

We request the support of planning officers and councillors to push for evidence of considerations to
less impactful alternatives. It is understood that United Utilities publicly stated objectives with their
projects are to improve the positive impact on the environment that is affected and to reduce the
negative impact which often accompanies construction with measures for:

Sustainable solutions
Minimal visual impact
Minimal nuisance

Minimal accidents

Minimal energy consumption
Maximum efficiency

We suggest the following more sustainable alternatives in line with those objectives are for:
a) An aerial route / cable car

b) A conveyor
c) An extension to the electric tunnel locomotive

d) And should there be a non-profit driven justification for not considering our AONB and
environmental impacts - a direct access haul road



Alternatives a) b) and c) provide the added advantage of the lean construction principle of continuous
flow which fosters efficiency and economy. Additionally, these alternatives reduce the “dead load”
burden of transportation compared to the heavy dead weight of lorries going up and down the highway
with adverse permanent detriment.

Both the aerial route — cable car and the conveyor are common means of moving large amounts of
material in quarries. They represent a more sustainable alternative and can lead to cost efficiencies over
lorry transportation. Indeed, a recent study found that conveyors were an economical alternative in 41%
of mines in Germany®.

Despite written assurances from the Chairman of United Utilities, and verbal representation from the
United Utilities planning team that these have been considered and costed no evidence or detail can be
supplied or offered.

The table below summarises the impact of each alternative has on the environment and the community
and efficient operations.

Impact on

environment and
commumnity,
efficiency

Locomotive
Extension

Marginal impact | Marginal impact

Marginal impact

Hallgate Hill
Highway

Aerial Route Haul Road

Disruption to
Commuting
Traffic

Disruption to
Farm Traffic

Environmentally

ol Marginal impact

Noise, mud and

dust miisance L AL

Public Safety | Marginal impact | Marginal impact | Marginal impact | Marginal impact

Efficiency: lean Good prospects | Good prospects | Good prospects

construction

Damage to . . . .

B No impact No impact No impact No impact

Legacy Potenfial Excellent Excellent Excellent Marginal
X 039

Newton HARP Monitoring Group

The concern about the matters relating to haulage from the proposed tunnels is so great, that several
public meetings have been held and Newton HARP Monitoring Group has been formed with the following
objective —




‘To work with Lancashire County Council, Ribble Valley Borough Council, Newton Parish Council and
United Utilities, to find reasonable, workable solutions to the issues and challenges presented by the
HARP. To try and minimise the disruption caused to the residents of our community and ensure that our
roads remain accessible for the population of the area. Where disruption cannot be mitigated, to seek
appropriate compensation for the Community’.

Unfortunately, despite many attempts both through the official “consultations” and separate village
meetings to engage, United Utilities have chosen not to actively collaborate in addressing the resident’s
justifiable concerns and anxieties with their only response being to reference the planning applications,
none of which address the actual concerns raised by the villagers. Despite being the main applicant it is
very clear that United Utilities plan to pass on all accountability for all issues arising from the proposal,
suggesting a helpline will be available for villagers to record any issues for them to be “passed to the
contactor”.

This is not a solid foundation on which the community would have wanted to work with Armstrong and
United Utilities but regrettably a glimpse of what may be to come should the schemes be approved. At this
point no further attempts to engage are planned.

To aide visibility/ease of reference a summary of initial concerns include:
1 The application does not include a detailed Construction Traffic management plan

2 No evidence has been supplied to demonstrate any consideration of any scheme other than the
use of the existing road network

3 There is inadequate detail regarding carbon emissions, reduction thereof and no attempt to
address the climate emergency as part of a holistic transport scheme.

4 Additional infrastructure would be required to support this application — the impacts of which
are not referenced including a haul road across a water course and greenfield site and
significant road widening — not for the benefit of other road users but to allow two wagons to
pass- in an AONB

5 Whilst the application states 171 waggons per day, 14 per hour, it omits to reference the
movement of 4m wide concrete tunnel supports the proposals envisage an additional 675000
vehicle movements along this road during the minimum 6-year lifetime of this project. Over
50% of these additional movements are expected to be HGVs moving spoil from the Newton
and Marl Hill HARP compounds to the WFQ To put this into context, each site entry also means
that a vehicle leaves.

On that basis, 175 site visits per day equates to 350 HGV movements and given the

proposed 12-hour operating day means that there will be an HGV on the B6478 every 2
minutes. Even using the average estimate of 105 site visits per day which equates to 210 HGV
movements per day there will be an HGV on the road every 3 minutes.

These figures relate only to HGVs which supposedly represent 50% of proposed vehicle
movements during this project.

6 The mitigation for this increase in traffic is based upon road widening and passing places

being established on the B6478 together with a 30-mph speed limit. This will have no impact on
removing congestion from the road or improving travel time from Newton to Clitheroe.

7 The B6478 Slaidburn Road is the only direct route into Clitheroe from the Hodder Valley and

as such is critical for access for emergency services responding to incidents in the valley.

8 The application indicates the proposals will not require diversions to the rights of way which is
incorrect — see HARP plans submitted to RVBC.

9 The only mitigant offered to pedestrian and cyclist safety by UU when challenged was to
confirm that HGV drivers “would be trained”? No attempt has been made to record the large
number of cyclists who use this popular route.

10 | No consideration or response received to the concerns raised about the transportation of stock
uphill and the impacts of animals in transit having to stop/hill start/animal/farmer welfare-
despite supposedly “understanding local issues “and “consultations”

11 | There are inconsistencies in the shift times in the LCC and RVBC applications — with the latter
being impossible to achieve whilst maintaining a 24 hour operation. 6am to 8pm being more
realistic than 7am to 7pm quoted (which are the shift handover times) Under hours of opening




it says 06.30-18.30 which conflicts with UU statement that vehicles will be using the Fell Road
from 07.00-19.00

12 | One wagon will leave the village every 4 minutes and is unlikely, fully laden to achieve a speed
of more than 20 miles per hour. The average gradient between Newton and WFQ is 5.8%. The
maximum the gradient reaches 14.9% meaning 14 HGVs every hour will be travelling extremely
slowly and severely disrupting local traffic. This gradient, and implications of it, are not
mentioned in the application thereby misleading the reader who is unfamiliar with the area.
13 | Permanent damage and disruption to the grassland, pasture, heather moors, fencing

and field boundaries caused by the project sites and the works on the B6478, despite being an
AONB. United Utilities have confirmed that they have no desire to restore the roads to the
original size/look after the scheme has been completed — leaving the decision to the Highways
authority. This will effectively change the look of the whole valley/ANOB for ever with country
roads, trees and hedgerows replaced with haulage routes.

14 | The B6478 is the main route out of the Hodder Valley for the residents of Dunsop Bridge,
Newton in Bowland and Slaidburn. Despite what the application says (4.12 Transport summary)
this is not a well-established route for HGVs heading for WFQ. The route that the application
refers to is actually between Waddington Village and WFQ so the statement is both misleading
and incorrect. The road is in constant use by residents, farmers, agricultural vehicles and the
thousands of cyclists and other visitors to the valley and is already a busy road.

15 | There are two single lane cattle grids along the route from Newton to WFQ and there are no
plans to widen these. Congestion at these points from slow moving HGVs travelling up hill will
be inevitable.

16 | Farm stock is grazed on Waddington Fell and allowed to roam freely between the two cattle
grids. These would be put in additional danger due to the large increase in traffic. Removing the
right to graze would impact the farming community and fencing would again change the AONB
17 | 16. The application states (3.7.1 of Supporting Statement) there will be no noise impact from
the proposed operations. This only refers to the actual infilling of the quarry and makes no
reference to the noise impact of numerous HGVs travelling out of the Hodder Valley every day
or the loading of them at the tunnel entrance.

18 | Dust from internal haulage routes. There is no reference or consideration of how this will
impact on surrounding roads between the tunnel sites and quarry or how the impact will be
mitigated. The application states (3.8.2 of Supporting Statement) that measures will be putin
place to prevent dust from leaving the quarry site. Currently this is ever present outside the
quarry entrance?

19 | Itis stated that HGV movements on the local highway is temporary ceasing in 2033 at the
latest. That is 12 years of disruption — this is clearly not “temporary” and large infrastructure
projects such as these often overrun.

Application Points Fact Check - Supporting statements

3.4- 171 max vehicle movements per day. Average 103-64. Please see the HARP application
https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/planx_downloads/21 0660 Traffic Managemt Plan Appendices 1 1.pdf which
proposes traffic movements will be averaged at a max of :-66 per day in Phase 1. 328 in phase 2. 240 in phase 3. 240
phase 4. 52 Phase 5

3.7- “Limited” noise impact - Please see the HARP application

See Table 17.13

https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/planx_downloads/21 0660 EIA Vol2 Ch18 Noise and Vibration.pdf

Existing base levels range from 43-49 DB. Predicted construction levels are 50-65DB and are at least 5 more at all
stages. Table 17.6 describes SOAEL+5 as a Major change!

4.5 contradicts the concerns raised about pinch points on the B6478 and the proposals for numerous road widenings
in the HARP application.

https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/planx downloads/21 0660 Traffic Managemt Plan Appendices 1 1.pd
f

5.4 Does not address the Newton side of the fell with steep sections, bends and access points to other properties,
some of which have limited visibility. Unfenced roads with free grazing animals with no attempt to address impact on
overtaking vulnerable road users, cyclists and horse riders travelling slowly over the fell.


https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/planx_downloads/21_0660_Traffic_Managemt_Plan_Appendices_1_1.pdf
https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/planx_downloads/21_0660_EIA_Vol2_Ch18_Noise_and_Vibration.pdf
https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/planx_downloads/21_0660_Traffic_Managemt_Plan_Appendices_1_1.pdf
https://www.ribblevalley.gov.uk/planx_downloads/21_0660_Traffic_Managemt_Plan_Appendices_1_1.pdf

