











































































































Appendix 2021.5

Diversity Impact Assessment (DIA)
Project: Moorgate Halt level crossing
Date - 19 Feb 2021

This 34 page document has many references to a stepped footbridge but no mention of the

level crossing being closed. The pages where a footbridge is mentioned is as follows:
-
Page & — para 1 - Replace the level crossing with a grade separated stepped footbridge to

provide a safe route across the railway corridor for pedestrians.

Page 10 — para 6 — A stepped footbridge will improve safety of the of the crossing through
its construction in terms of pedestrian accidents and access.

Page 22 —Para 1 —The overall impact ...... of a new footbridge..... PROW.

Page 22 — Para 2 - If the level crossing ..... location. The proposed bridge ... the crossing.
Page 22 — Para 4 — It should be noted ..... install a new footbridge ..... on the route.

Page 22— Para 5 — Construction planning ..... during the installation of the new bridge.
Page 24 — Para 1 — Footbridge planned to provide a safe route across the rail corridor.
Page 26 — Para 2 - As part of the ...... replaced with a new pedestrian footbridge .... PROW.
Page 26 — Para 3 — The new footbridge ..... re control in April 2024. | bit behind!

' Page 27 — Replacement of Moorgate level crossing with footbridge

Page 27 - Para 1 — Due to the poor ..... a new footbridge .... PROW.

Page 27 - Para 2 — There are short term .... The stepped footbridge ..... ramped solution.
Proposed times of construction

It then goes onto proposed times of construction commencing on the 1% Sept 2022 until
week 8 - 20" May 2023 There are 21 individual times ranging from 52 hours generally to 26
days blockade to mid-week nights.

| would assume this is for a bog standard footbridge

Overall 9 months. See page 26.
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Appendix 2023.1
The Department for Transport’s Policy Paper
They said:

“Now that the economy has reopened and road usage is back to pre-pandemic levels, we
cannot afford to lose those active travellers. This second cycling and walking investment
strategy (CWIS2) reaffirms our commitment to making walking, wheeling and cycling the
natural choices for millions more journeys. Active travel is good for the environment, our
economy and public health. It's emission-free, which reduces toxins in our air and makes our
towns and cities nicer places to live. It eases congestion, which is a drag on our economy.
And it makes us healthier, helping to keep us fit and preventing thousands of premature
deaths from physical inactivity and poor air quality while saving our NHS billions of pounds
each year. It's one of the best return on investment decisions governments can make, which
is why this government has committed an unprecedented £2 billion of funding for active
travel over 5 years.”

That was in the Foreword to the Department for Transport’s Po licy Paper The second cycling
and walking investment strategy (CWI52), updated 10 March 20 23, see
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-second-cycling-and-walking-inve stment-
strategy/the-second-cycling-and -WHJkir1E--ii‘9{E§ffm—'¥t@T§gy—c wis2#section2

As regards path 244, such a diversion is therfefore counter td the Government’s intention to
get more people walking. It was only last year, March 2023, when the Department for
Transport re-stated this objective. They said:

“Now that the economy has reopened and road usage is back to pre-pandemic levels, we
cannot afford to lose those active travellers. This second cycling and walking investment
strategy (CWIS2) reaffirms our commitment to making walking, wheeling and cycling the
natural choices for millions more journeys. Active travel is good for the environment, our
economy and public health. It's emission-free, which reduces toxins in our air and makes our
towns and cities nicer places to live. It eases congestion, which is a drag on our economy.
And it makes us healthier, helping to keep us fit and preventing thousands of premature
deaths from physical inactivity and poor air quality while saving our NHS billions of pounds
each year. It's one of the best return on investment decisions governments can make, which
is why this government has committed an unprecedented £2 billion of funding for active
travel over 5 years.”

Den Lane, which is narrow and has no footway, and more road-wa lking {albeit with a
footway) for 60 metres on or beside the A670, which completes lacks the scenic attraction
and tranquillity afforded by footpath 209. It is hard to see how on any sensible view an
Inspector can properly applying the law to decide that it would be expedient to confirm an
order. The Ramblers remind the Council that much (if not all) of the cost of a public inguiry
will fall on the council-tax payers.

The prudent thing to do would be to consider the interests of users of the path, and the
Council’s budget, and decline to make an order.

.



Appendix 2023.2

Comments re the Inequality Act - Comparison to path 209 and 244

In the Network Rail Impact Risk Assessment Report dated 2° Feb 2023 it mentions
Vulnerability 11 times and a gives a definition:

Vulnerable level crossing users can be defined as people who, when compared with typical
users: are fikely to take an extended time to traverse due to disability or distraction; and/or
might be.at greater risk of harm due to their perception of risk. Types of vulnerable users:
Vulnerable users can include but are not limited to: People with physical and/or mental
disabilities or other impairments; incl. those using mobility scooters. Young children;
unaccompanied or in groups. Elderly people. Dog walkers. Cyclists, e.g., where known not to
dismount and considered ‘at risk’. People carrying heavy bags or large objects, with
pushchairs etc. Non-English language speakers, e.qg., migrant workers.

It seems to me that path 209 is ideally suited for the multitude of people mentioned above.
The path is wide, safe and has a slight slope but not as steep as mentioned in the NR photos

| have taken my own set of photos which shows that 209 which can be seen on Appendix
2023.3. Going down.

In4.2

It says that the crossing receives a high volume of usage and is used as an access into the
centre of Uppermill for many. This usage includes a higher than usual of vulnerable users!

® Again, that word creeps in.
In7.2.1

Network Rail uses a minimum of nine days when carrying out a census of use at level
crossings. The most recent NRA used a census over 11 days (25/03/2022 - 04/04/2022)
whereby a total of 434 pedestrian movements across the Crossing was recorded. High level
data from the census counted:

Adding all the groups together it comes to 531 with almost 50 per day and in the months of
March and April. It could be even higher in the summer months.

Compare the alternative route down path 244

| have taken a number of photos of path 244 and they can be seen on Appendix 2023.4
(down) and 2023.5 (up). They show the state of this steep path from Ladcastle Road to
Oldham Read. Think of vulnerable people using this path even with improvements
suggested by:

+ Steve Palk OMBC ROW Officer in April 2017

I initially thought there should be a path created parallel to the railway connecting Moorgate
to Footpath 244 but looking at the map there is a useful off road path on the towpath which
only involves a short road section by the bus layby on High Street.

7@11j1
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Currently Footpath 244 is in a very poor state of repair because of erosion in the recent
storms. The main problem with this footpath is the steepness which at the Ladcastle Road
end is dealt with by steps. If it were to be used, | consider that it should be more accessible
for the less mobile which would require ramps and consequently land purchase.

e In May 2023 Liam Kennedy emailed me with:

MNetwork Rail have provisionally offered to make improvements to FP244 SADD as listed
below;
-

* Resetting of the steps at the top end of FP 244 SADD.

* Installation of a hand rail at the top of the steps (1/2 handrails to be agreed at a later
date) at the top end of FP 244 SADD.

e Erection of a sign warning people to use a sideways descent (wording to be
agreed), near the top end of FP 244 SADD.

¢ General vegetation clearance along proposed alternative route.

It seems that the two ROW officers are in agreement that major improvements to path 244
and even land purchase are to be implemented and even signage for the less able.

It seems to me that the use of path 244 is certainly not a pleasant experience for the many
vulnerable people mentioned in the Network Rail Risk Assessment Report and therefore it is
imperative for NR to put in a suitable footbridge over the line of 209 even at a cost of £1.2
million.

9.3.2

The diversionary length is very short at 440m and uses existing public footpath routes 244 and
/6.

What you have missed completely is the dangerous state of 244 even with some
improvements and it would be dangerous for many of the vulnerable people mention in the
11 day survey. Further more where 244 exits onto the main road there is minimal pavement
for a good length until it gets to 76, the canal towpath.

Furthermore the NR report mentions dog walkers and the trend these day is is for smallish
dogs and many dog walkers have more then one dog, two and even 2 at times. So, it would
mean that the dog walker would have to carry the pet and hold onto the hand rail as the tiny
pup could not negotiate many of the steep steps.

The entrance to 244 from Ladcastle Road is a bit off putting as can be seen from Photo
244.2d. on Appendix 2023.4. Likewise, the entrance to 244 from Oldham Road where there
is hardly any footway and then the entrance between numbers 6 and 8 Oldham Road can be
a little off putting for vulnerable people and it does not give them the confidence and will
turn back and not venture at all,

Now locking at the state of 244, it has flights of steep steps and dangerous steep steps
coupled with tree roots and uneven surface which could be dangerous especially in the



Appendix 2023.3 - 10 Photos of path 209
Saddleworth taken in Dec 2016 by John Walton

4 — Detail of gate but not sure of the wording on
green plate.

5 — Short holding path alongside the rail line.

2 — Half way up 209. There was a PA for large
detached house to the right. It was turned down and
went to appeal, but do not know the outcome.

6 — At the end of the holding path with level crossing
to the right. The STOP, LOOK, LISTEN sign obscures
the train coming from the south.

3 — Gate at top of 209 with rail line behind.



7 — Taken from behind the sign on photo 6. Site lines 10 — At the other side of level crossing showing the
very good (400m to 500m) but would have to continuation of 209.

measure the time for a train to get from the end to
this spot.

11 - Bit further up 209. Note fallen tree across the

path, but during my visit the path was passable.
8 — Level crossing, again measure the time to get
across in secs.

12 — Looking back to the rail line from photo 11.

9 — Taken from behind the sign on photo 6. Site lines
very good (500m to 600m) but would have to
measure the time for a train to get from the end to
this spot.



16 — Almost at the end of 209 close to Ladcastle
Road.

14 — Looking back down 209 to the fallen tree.

15 —There is a track to the left becoming wider and

looking on the def map it is a connection to the Den 18 — The track shown in photo 17 now much wider.
Quarries, now disused. It is well walked but not sure Looks like bikers are using it.

if you can get out at the other end.



18 — Opposite the track to Den Quarries there is a 21 — Field with path 209 to the right.
stile off 209 and the field shown on photo 19 could

be used as a base for a possible footbridge if

Network Rail close the crossing.

ﬁt‘\h»»( T o

20 - Field as above with path 209 to the left.
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PROJECT W2B

Strategic Proposal for use of FRP footbridges in W2B
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Location

o Manchester to York (TRU West Manchester to Leeds) cOTTmGLEY

o Increased linespeed > shorter journeys > more trains > increased capacity wosrr @) WS

o Proposal: Electrification & Track Alignment manEy
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W?2B Footbridge Reconstructions

* 1No. Level Crossing Replacement Footbridge (Moorgate)

* 3No. Station Foobridge Replacements (Mossley, Greenfield, Marsden)
* 3No. Footbridge Reconstructions

7no. Footbridge in Total ( 5No. LNW, 2No. LNE)

Driver for FRP Footbridges in W2B

* Difficult to access site for crane and piling/substructure installation — Lightweight FRP superstructure reduce
substructure and crane size

* Electrification — Eliminate need to maintain over electrified railway
* Electrification — Eliminate need to bond over railway

* Opportunity to provide value in design/construction by rationalising design — 7No. Footbridge sites on W2B with an
opportunity to make a strategic decision

* Heritage Site — FRP allows heritage aesthetic to be maintained without need to use steelwork
* Rural location — Limited risk for vandalism



MVL3/10a Footbridge

Driver for Reconstruction — Insufficient headroom for Electrification
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MVL3/10a Footbridge

* Site Specific Drivers for FRP

* Potential to remove central pier for single span

e Limited Crane access ( Nominal space on adjacent
Manchester road)

* Maintain heritage aesthetic of original structure
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MVL3/14 Mossley Station Footbridge

Driver for Reconstruction — Station to be relocated

i [ N o

:1 1 AWABVARVAS VAR




MVL3/14 Mossley Station Footbridge

* Site Specific Drivers for FRP

* Limited large capacity crane access for new station
footbridge

* Minimise substructure works to maximise extent of new
station build in advance of major blockade

* Maintain heritage aesthetic of original structure

* Opportunity to standardise FRP station footbridge for
Mossley/Greenfield & Marsden
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MVL3/18 Footbridge




MVL3/18 Footbridge

* Site Specific Drivers for FRP
* Only access for crane is from the track
e Maintain heritage aesthetic of original structure
 Difficult to access location. Minimise future maintenance requirements
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MVL3/27a Greenfield Station Footbridge

Driver for Reconstruction — Insufficient headroom for Electrification




MVL3/27a Greenfield Station Footbridge

 Site Specific Drivers for FRP
* Only access for crane is from the track
* Maintain heritage aesthetic of original structure

* Opportunity to standardise FRP station footbridge for Mossley/Greenfield & Marsden
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Moorgate Level Crossing Replacement

 Site Specific Drivers for FRP
* Only access for crane is from the track
* Maintain heritage aesthetic of Saddleworth Area
* Difficult to access location. Minimise future maintenance requirements







(New) Marsden Station Footbridge

 Site Specific Drivers for FRP

* Only access for crane is from the track

* Maintain heritage aesthetic of original structure
* Opportunity to standardise FRP station footbridge for Mossley/Greenfield & Marsden
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MVL3/68

Lockwood




MVL3/68 Lockwood

* Site Specific Drivers for FRP
* Only access for crane is from the track

 Difficult to access location. Minimise future maintenance requirements
* Opportunity to remove central pier and use single span footbridge




A TAZIKER

The Legacy FRP Footbridge and
The Legacy AFA Footbridge with Modular Lift Units
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Engineering Today, Protecting Tomorrow

With over 50 years operating within the We operate across a variety of sectors, with
Infrastructure industry, we have expanded Taziker offering a self-delivery capability, through
our service capabilities to build a reputation our in-house team.

as one of the leading multi-disciplinary

engineering specialists in the UK.




Taziker has engineered The FRP footbridge that
is specifically designed for replacing the
pedestrian crossings in remote locations

i bﬁg" f:-'th & -.wﬁr .‘_ " o S s
-' = . e, e J We have also designed The AFA
> e s | FRP Footbridges that provide Access for All at

Stations




Cost-effective
Flexible, modular design

Off site Modular Construction
Quick to install in just days
Environmentally sustainable

Long lasting with low maintenance
A traditional aesthetic
Non-conductive for use with OLE

Also available as an AFA footbridge with easy
to install modular lift units

All RAL colour combinations are available

-

Taziker specialise in
delivering project
innovation



& Eg%%g cuts manufacturing costs

l gn'
|Hl il We use the latest design technology to cut

i e TR
. a8 ”I i . .
! manufacturing times

Sections can be mass-produced using CNC Machines,

cost-effectively to consistently high standards
i || '”hlml % Iﬂ Hm [ﬂ| ! Y y hig

||. ~i |' Lifts can be manufactured and delivered to site as

complete modules ready for rapid installation
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Costs are cut across the installation with:

saves time and money on installation

Simplified foundation design — due to significantly ‘ i gt
reduced weight.

Easy delivery — with pre-assembled sections and modular lift
units delivered by road and rail

Rapid deployment - foundations in 3-4 days, installation in
one weekend

Modular lift units — Plug and Play modular lift units can be
installed in a fraction of the normal time

No extensive site compounds
No installation of access roads
Reduced need for power and facilities on site l

No need to reinstate the site

Concrete-free foundations don’t require wet trades




means less passenger disruption

Foundations can be installed outside of
ROTR possessions, during normal
working hours behind barriers

A Standard single span Legacy footbridge
can be installed within a single ROTR
weekend possession.

Plug and play lift can be added within a
second ROTR weekend possession (with

an extra day for foundations).
Easy and efficient

Installation ,

¥,




is sustainable

The Legacy FRP footbridge helps Network Rail meets its
sustainability targets:
Lightweight — reducing transportation emissions

UK sourced materials — further reducing
transportation emissions

Low waste - little waste generated during production,
virtually none on site

Stronger structures - saving resources

Resistance - resists corrosion, rot, mildew, mold, insects

Concrete-free — innovative foundation solutions

Minimal site set up — reduces the impact on the
local environment

Maintenance - Minimal Maintenance required



fits any location

Two design ranges allow for 12m to 20m spans and 21m to 35m spans

Type 1 - Single Span Type 2 - Single Span Type 2 - Doubls Span Type 4 -
Double Span

Double Span

o = lﬁ:’ g
0

AFA

: =
s =

The Legacy FRP Footbridge design allows flexibility and practically to suit all locations. Options are available with or without roofs.

Type 5 - Single Span - AFA Type & - Single Span g Type 7 - Double Span - AFA Typa B -




is built to last

A 100-year structural design life, and covered with
an advanced protective coating system

Both the structure and the coating have been
extensively tested to demonstrate their enduring = |
performance = ——
R r'ﬁﬂ : .I
R el
Fluoropolymer Paint b=
System used around the
World to provide added

protection to FRP




How do we achieve this?

Advanced Vitreflon700HB fluoropolymer paints by A&I
' :;;' : s Coatings
. 3 1 4 k Coating life expectancy: 100 years
. s Manufacturer’s Warranty Period: 40 years
Confidence level on durability:
Case studies reflecting 35 years field service with
Fluoropolymer Technology

miij; 48,000 hrs accelerated weathering with UVB
iig-g (equivalent to over 200 years’ service exposure)

' . 1O Adhesion testing, coating to substrate, after 21,000
2 | hours accelerated weathering (equivalent to over 100
years’ service exposure) /I 10



Where do we construct our Legacy
Bridges?

Heywood
Fabrication Area Approx. 50,000 Sq. Ft
8 Overhead cranes.

5 Fabrication bays with access and egress for loads up to
30 metres in length and 4-metres wide

Central location with easy access to motorway network

Capable of providing full trial assembly in-house of up to
60 metres

Tekla & Auto Cad BIM Efficient
3D Construction Sequencing

Leica Surveying equipment: 44 metre accuracy (+/-
2mm)

Horwich

Fabrication Area Approx. 7,000 Sqg. Ft
Crane Capacity of up to 25 Tonnes.
Ability to build up to 40 metres long x 5 metres wide

Central location with easy access to motorway
network

Tekla & Auto Cad BIM Efficient
3D Construction Sequencing

Leica Surveying equipment: 44 metre accuracy (+/-
2mm)




Millom Footbridge

never looks out of place, timeless design

Can be designed to match the local environment
Sympathetic styles help to achieve local community support

Finishes can be used to create heritage-type structures 2P A e E
: A B A7)
Range of Architectural features, including lattice panels, available to blend ' e

seamlessly with existing structures and stations

Strathbungo Footbridge



Footbridge
13.5M Span with “Heritage”
style Lattice Panels

Featuring level coping detail, vertical tubular
infill parapets and double handrail to
stairways.




“Heritage” style

Lattice Panels to main span

FRP Footbridge with bridge span inclined coping detail
and vertical tubular infill parapets to stairways




What is FRP?

FRP = Fibre Reinforced Polymer,
a mix of fibres held together
with a polymer resin.

Includes additives for UV protection
and fire retardancy.

Continuous

“The Legacy Footbridge” uses Strand Mat

pultruded FRP with 60-70%
glass to 30-40% resin for a
very light but strong product.

erpiliar Pullers (shown) or
iprocating Pullers




Corrosion Resistant

Resistant to a broad range
of chemicals

High Strength

High strength to weight
ratio compared to
metal, wood and
concrete

Electrical

Low electrical
conductivity - No
requirement for Earth
Bonding

Simple Installation
Can be field fabricated

Transparent to
RMI/RFI

Transparent to
electromagnet
interference

Lightweight

Pultruded profiles weigh
75-80% less than steel

Environmentally
friendly

Lower carbon footprint
than steel or cement

Versatile

Pultrusion's
manufactured in a
variety of shapes

Low Thermal
Conductivity

Warm to touch

Fire Retardancy

FRP has a higher
resistance to fire



Improving the existing solution

Single support column design

Option for a single tubular support instead of traditional
trestle

Unclimbable and resilient to vandalism and accidental
damage

Suitable for all forms of micro pile foundations

RapidRoot Foundation Solution for the Tubular Post Support Design Option.




Micropile technology == T
Fast, cost effective foundations oo
Concrete free foundations are quicker and easier to install | I o st
Suitable for RapidRoot and Screwfast Helical Piles Wo§ N
Can be installed behind Vortok Barriers during normal working ii | |
hOUFS :: | :I:-'-I:-l 1T
Up to 80% faster to install with no weather delays and no curing .: ;,i :1,5
time 1
Up to 60% cheaper than concrete foundations i [ e
s s a2
O
ll":" -"';" -+ E 3800 L
4 H 4
pa— ! L L
[ 18

RapidRoot Foundation Solution for the Tubular Post Support Design Option.




Technical Innovations

Stair tread anti-slip surface
All new, high-tech design
Anti slip surface guaranteed for 30 years
Impressive anti-slip performance
Easy-clean, aesthetically pleasing

BS 476 Class 1 Fire Resistant quality

The stair tread anti-slip surface utilises a double
layer of fused aluminium oxide near diamond
hard anti-slip aggregate and silicon carbide to

Maximum durability
ensure heavy durability against wear .- against heavy usage



Technical Innovations

Safety lighting

Numerous lighting options available
Solar and wind powered lighting for remote locations
The discreet lighting is designed to achieve the required
lighting levels whilst minimising light pollution
All supplied and installed by Taziker's M&E division
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Technical Specification

Plug and play lift units

MH' -1\ ‘w" !

o\ — e

Specifically designed for Network Rail

Totally reliable — with redundant belt drive system
and robust curved door

Ready to install — pre-configured and factory
tested

Safely maintainable — from ground level, within
the lift car or via video playback

Fully trackable — with remote monitoring via
dialup/mobile broadband connection




Access for All

The lift units are designed to provide
easy access for all through a number of
design features:

1.1m wide door opening

1.6m wide internal width to allow for
wheelchair rotation when a through lift

Large approved lift control buttons
Intercom within the lift for emergencies
Full light panel in the car roof

Rain canopy




Design of prototype door drive and
ongoing testing, using automated
devices to impede the door closing.

3D detection light strip protecting
the public

Proven certified lift door controller
15 million cycles is the life of the lift

door main mechanism — undergoing
testing 24-7




Simple, cost-effective lift maintenance

Totally reliable — with redundant belt
drive system and robust curved door

Safely maintainable — from ground
level, within the lift car or via video
playback

Fully trackable — with remote
monitoring via dialup/mobile
broadband connection

Door Mechanism access from
within the car




Modular Lift Units

The Legacy AFA FRP Footbridge has been
specifically designed for Network Rail to
reduce the cost and complexity of lift
installation and provide true access for all.

Modular plug and play lift units make
accessible footbridges cost-effective and
easy to install across the network



Main Span with “Heritage
Lattice Panels”

This design concept incorporates Level Coping
detail, Vertical Tubular Infill Parapets and double

handrail top Stairways and Lift accessways and
Lifts




Modular delivery to site for rapid installation

The plug and play lift has been designed to
travel to site as a completed unit that can be
easily off-loaded, lifted into its vertical position,
and lowered onto a pre-installed foundation
mounting plate.




Simple, cost-effective lift maintenance

» Totally reliable — with redundant belt drive
system and robust curved door

» Safely maintainable — from ground level,
within the lift car or via video playback

* Fully trackable — with remote monitoring via
dialup/mobile broadband connection




At some stations, the existing platforms may be insufficient in
length and width to site a new AFA Footbridge.

However, we have the ideal solution in the form of the FRP Rail
Platform that can be installed and supported using the same
type of concrete free micro-pile foundations used to support the
FRP AFA Footbridge and Lift units.

111 TS

All fabricated using Pultruded FRP Class 1 Structural Sections
with Anti-slip decking to match the footbridge and stairs







An affordable, accessible, sustainable solution for footbridge installation that
puts passengers first.

Highly cost-effective in both initial construction costs
and installation

Durable, low-maintenance design cuts whole of life costs

Low-cost, rapid installation with minimal possessions

Accessible for all with plug & play lift units that can be
deployed anywhere

Simple, modular installation significantly reduces
installation costs

Smart design for easy maintenance and repair on site

Environmentally friendly compared to steel or concrete
bridge designs
Durable materials and coatings with 100 year life span

Concrete-free foundations for reduced carbon footprint



The solution you need

Taziker has the affordable answer to solve your
footbridge installation problems.

Taziker, the multi-disciplined engineering specialists.




Trust Taziker

© sales@taziker.com
® 0344 8800 385

@ taziker.com

Levens House
Ackhurst Business Park
Foxhole Road

Chorley

PR7 1INY































Appendix 2024.1

3-minute speech by Victoria Bentley on 18" July 2024

Network Rail detailed why it had concluded the best thing was to close Moorgate Halt.
Documents stated: “Due to new signal positions following the completion of this phase of

the TransPennine Route Upgrade project, a pedestrian footbridge would not be suitable at
this location.,

. _
“The eréction of a footbridge here would block signal sighting for oncoming train drivers and
-would affect the running of the operational railway.

“These signals cannot be moved since the distance between these and other signals must
give train drivers sufficient notice to start braking before a red signal.”

And Vicki Bentley, liability negotiations advisor for Network Rail, told the meeting: “During
the detailed design process, various engineering difficulties came to light, which drive the

cost from £1.5 million to approximately £4.5 million.

“As a public body, Network Rail must adhere to the treasury’s managing public money
principles and consider more cost-effective options.

“A rights of way officer and | walked along a footpath that uses a bridge south of
Moorgate and it has since been agreed this route is treacherous, steep, unstable in places
and would require significant improvement work to bring it up to a suitable standard.
“We've written to the landowner, whose land this footpath traverses, asking if they would
agree in principle to some improvement works, but they were reluctant to agree as they felt

it would change the nature and use of the path to their detriment.

“We were asked to explore a possible diversion via Den Lane. We did, including meeting
with affected landowners, but one would not agree to this.

“Network Rail has a duty of care under managing public money principles and the significant
cost to the taxpayer cannot be justified.

“Therefore, the extinguishment of the restricted byway over the level crossing is then only
option to close the level crossing and keep the public safe.”

Not restricted byway but a footpath no 209

JW 1th Aug 2024
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Commenis from yesterday - 12th Nov 2024
Present who were in favour of a footbridge — Me, Ken Smith, Kevin Lawton

Network Rail — Mark Ashton team leader, Alec Herron (took notes), Victoria Bentiey,
Coloured gentleman but do not remember his name.

We all introduced ourselves.

MA then spoke about the cost increase to £4.5 million in VB 3 minute speech on the 18t
July, cBpy enclosed from Gemma Carter of the Saddleworth Independent. He carried on with
improvements to path 244, initially £200 000 but could be half a million! Not sure if the
landowners were in agreement.

He also said about improvements to the linear path on the west side of railway and under
the tunnel onto Den Lane. Not def and it would take some time to claim it. | had only ever
used it once. The landowner was not in favour of any works.

VB and | parked on Den Lane just past the underbridge and walking up she said that new
cameras (in the winter!) are to be installed near the LX as the ones used in 2021 also picked
up the trains. | mentioned the same cameras on the LX’s in Tameside would have only picked
up 4 on one and 5 on the other per day. Almost 50 per day on path 209. It will interesting to
get the weather reports each day the camera is working.

| started with my spiel that a source said the landowner below the footbridge was asking for
a ransom payment of around £1.2 million the same amount as VB mentioned in her 3 min
speech. The land below had changed hands recently. They all said not true!

| mentioned GRP materials which were one third the weight of steel. MA said he was not in
favour but | replied that my source had sent me a 76 page doc of 7 detailed GRP bridges over
rail lines — he was not aware!

[ mentioned the dissolvement of the Alliance consortium who had milked the pot when the
line from Manchester to Stalybridge was electrified. He was not aware of any monetary
problems.

We then talked about the proposed footbridge and he said that the location was difficult
with problems bringing supplies along the line when there were other mods in the locality,
but | mentioned a 30 day closure on the road bridge next to Greenfield Station. | forgot to
mention that the tunnel from Diggle to Marsden is to have the rail line lowered and in my
opinion as tonnes of old spoil are to be removed and new ballast and new rail lines imported
it could take months not weeks. This is another time to slot in the 209 footbridge!!!

In fact all along 1 got the impression that MA was not in favour of any type of bridge!

I then brought in the subject of an alternative footbridge on the RHS of path 209. The
Network Rail bridge is on the LHS of 209. It means a possible land take of one parcel of
about 50 sq meters and they could compulsory purchase it but MA said they did not have
the powers which | did not agree with him. One of the Tameside footbridges were on
adjacent land.
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He said that the Orders under the Transport and Works Act 1992 will be deposited in May
2025 in connection with Private Acts for the construction of railways and canals. The power
for Parliament to legislate in this way still exists but is now used much less following the
passage of the Transport and Works Act 1992.

it could take 12 to18 months going into 2026/2027! If there are any objections, a public
inquiry will be held but at the moment there is a shortage of inspectors as VB mentioned as
is the case of a level crossing in Grange over Sands and | think she said it had been going on
for 25 years but not sure.

The line will be closed shortly for new signaling to be installed and a bus service is to be put
on between Greenfield and Marsden. Path 209 will have a closure order for the same time.

There is to be a public consultation on the 28" Nov but not aware of where. The general
public will be leafletted in the coming days. | think we should have a table to lobby the
general public of them to press for a footbridge. | understand that they are to meet with 2
Saddleworth Councillors, think MA said south Councillors

| will be writing to VB shortly with my 2 designs of footbridges on the RHS and will let you
have copies in due course.

If I have missed any juicy bits please let me know.

John Walton 14t Nov 2024.
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Appendix 2024% Important dates

Year

1300

2017

2021

2021

2022

Date

10th April

31st Aug

6th Sept

19-Feb

21st Sept

18th Feb

25th Mar to

5th Apr

22nd May

22nd May

1st June

14th June

Comment

The path was a very important early route giving access to Saddleworth
Church and the corn mill at Uppermill, extending down Moorgate
{meaning road to the moor) up Church road to Saddleworth Church
then over the moor via Clarks Farm to Holmfirth.

Email from Steve Palk OMBC ROW Officer to Royce Franklin making comment
on using path 244. This is the first time the replacement of the level crossing
with a footbridge.

Letter from Gareth Jones proposed footbridge at Moorgate. Any comments
will be captured within a Diversity Impact Assessment (DIA)

Document re strategic use of FLP on footbridges. It shows a level section of
bridge going into the hillside like path 107

Diversity Impact Assessment document revised - 34 pages. See spreadsheet
detailing the various comments from NR. Obtained this doc through the FOI
request.

Letter to Gareth Jones from JW re consultation and opting for a ramp
footbridge

First release of general arrangement drawing of stepped footbridge at the
Moorgate Halt

Network Rail caried out a survey of users on path 209. A total of 434
pedestrian were counted. It comprised of 418 adults, accommodated children
8, unaccommodated children 8, dogs on lead 82, dogs not on leads 2, cyclists
13

Email from Kevin who has requested an explanation from NR why they are
not going ahead with a bridge for which they got planning consent — it was
said to be because of a cost of £3million!

Ken noted that path 209 is part of an ancient route and is on old maps going
back 250 years. Ken has said he will be progressing an objection on behalf of
PNFS if the bridge is not to be provided.

Date of full planning app by NR to OMBC

First release of proposed diversion of path 209 under S257
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2023

Sth Aug

7th July

&

2nd Feb

5th May

End May

Late June

Planning permmision granted by OMBC but no consultations to local user
group. Subject to a $247 diversion of path 209

Map of the proposed diversion routes by the Trans Pennine up grade West
Team working for NR. On OMBC drawing

It mentioned that the crossing is known to have a high usage of vulnerable
persons. Network Rail Impact Assessment report. It was reported that thég
stepped footbridge would cost £1.2 million but was not an option as the
signalling would be compromised by the bridge pillars.

Kevin and Ken met Janet Yang on the 2nd May. She was the NR local rep.

We queried the fact that Network Rail had abandoned the idea of a bridge —
she said because of cost estimated at £3 million. She said they were now
going for a closure of path 209 on the basis as alternative existed via 244 and
76. We walked the route and suggested the fairly significant works required
to make the steps on 244 safe. What | could not agree to, was her insistence
that the walking reps agree not to object if they agreed to carry out the works
to path 244. In fact it would be meaningless for us to do that as other
members of the public could object. She was then to have a meeting with
colleagues and explain to us the rationale for abandoning the bridge. We
never received anything and we subsequently had the meeting with Victoria
Bentley and have still not received the report that she promised! Notes from
Kevin

Email from Liam Kennedy ROW Officer to say that Network Rail have reneged
on the promise to instal a stepped footbridge and footpath 209 would be
closed completely.

Email from Vicki Bentley - Liam and | discussed the reasons why the provision
of a bridge has now been bought into question, and | believe that he has
shared this information with you too. To recap, the railway corridor is very
narrow at this location which would mean that a platform would need to be
installed to protect the piers which would fall within a collision protection
zone. In addition, ground investigations have shown the rock to be a lot
deeper than originally thought, and we would now have to pile the bridge
foundations. Furthermore, we have not been able to reach agreement with
an adjacent landowner for possible land take to enable us to build the bridge.
{tis also stated in the Impact Risk Assessment that the bridge in its proposed
location would block a new signal that is being installed as part of the railway
enhancement, although | would need to confirm this with the project team.









Appendix 2025.1.1 — Reply from Network Rail

Following on from Kevins original inquiry re 29 level crossing along the line from Stalybridge
to Huddersfield he wrote again on the 15th August 2025 he asked Zoe Church:

Apologies but following consultation with my colleagues and also looking at the NR website |
have queries as to whether the information given is correct in respect of PROW being
provided with footbridges.

Firstly in Droylsden there are two footbridges close together bridge nos MVL3/17AA and
MVL3/17AB which were installed for PROW crossing the line in 2017. Then on line there is
reference to Crawshaw Woods Bridge (Leeds to Micklefield) which has a PROW over it and is
being reconstructed.

Regards 2025 Kevin
Zoe wrote back on the 13% August 2025 — Subject re — FOI/01303 — Response.
Hi Kevin

I have spoken to my colleague who assisted me with your request and they have informed
me of the following:

The 16 level crossings are not in scope because TRU are not doing any work on those lines
that affect the risk score at those crossings. | hope this helps and if you require any further
questions, please let me know.

Kevin wrote back on the 28" August 2025 asking Zoe the following:

Thanks for you email. | was questioning the accuracy of the answers you gave, but if that
requires a new FOI | will be guided by you. If a new one is opened, | am asking for the 2
footbridges in Droylsden specified below and whether they were provided as part of the TRU
upgrade to replace level crossings.

Zoe wrote back on the 27t August 2025:

As you have asked further questions outside the original scope of your FOI request on your
behalf to ask for this information? If you would like me to do this, please can you confirm
exactly what information you are requesting?
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