STATEMENT OF CASE NETWORK RAIL STALYBRIDGE TO DIGGLE TWA ORDER

Roger Blackmore Uppermill Councillor, Saddleworth Parish Council

This document is part of my Statement of Case in respect of my objections to
Network Rail’s proposals in respect of the Stalybridge to Diggle TWA Order.

Part 1

1. Inadequate consultation and information:

1.1 Three years ago it appeared that Network Rail would provide a footbridge at Dark Lane
over the railway line at the former Moorgate Halt. However, Network Rail changed its stance
without proper consultation with the community, and without sufficient knowledge or
thought. The basic facts are:-

1.2 Planning permission for a footbridge was sought by Network Rail on 10" June 2022 and
approved by Oldham Council on 5™ August 2022. As a part of its application Network Rail
made a well-argued case, explaining why a footbridge was necessary.

1.3 Network Rail then changed its position and submitted an application to close Footpath
209 under Highways Act powers without any alternative route. This was refused by the
Highway Regulation Committee of Oldham Council on 18 July 2024.

1.4 On 12 November 2024 four Network Rail staff met with three representatives of local
walking groups at the Moorgate Level Crossing. Network Rail’s minutes of the meeting
record that the representatives of the walking group asked for information about:-
e More detail of the costs for the footbridge (they had suggested that there might be
ways of reducing the costs);
e  Whether the footbridge could be completed during the works at Oldham Road
bridge, and if this would bring down costs.

1.5 Network Rail had informed the representatives of the walking groups that a public
consultation event was to take place on 28" November 2024. The information which had
been requested was not provided prior to 28" November. Neither was it provided at the
consultation event.

1.6 On 28th November 2024 the “consultation” event was held by Network Rail at which it
set out its intention to close Footpath 209, with the suggestion that walkers should use
Footpath 244 instead. There was no exploration with local people of the pros and
cons of these new proposals when compared to a footbridge. The purpose of the
event was clearly to “sell” Network Rail’s new stance. Despite this, there was a very
clear response from a large number of people. Of 113 responses expressing an
opinion for or against Network Rail’s proposals, 29 were in favour and 84 were
against. By far the largest type of response was “strong disagreement” with the
proposals (62 responses).

1.7 As a member of the Moorgate Footbridge Campaign Group, | believe that the result
would have been even clearer if Network Rail had been open and honest in describing the



options. Staff from Network Rail presented the choice as being between keeping the level
crossing open or walkers being diverted onto Footpath 244. Emphasis was placed upon
“near misses” at the level crossing. A footbridge was not mentioned as an option. Some
Network Rail staff seemed unaware that a footbridge had previously been proposed by
Network Rail and approved by Oldham Council. The same staff did not know that Oldham
Council had recently refused permission for the footpath over the level crossing to be
closed, because Network Rail had withdrawn the footbridge proposal and was no longer
offering an acceptable alternative.

1.8 The Campaign Group requested copies of the detailed consultation responses from
Network Rail in September 2025. We were happy for Network Rail to redact any personal
details. We wanted to have the best possible understanding of the views submitted by
members of our community. It was important to us that we considered them carefully as we
assembled the Campaign’s case. We also wished to assess whether those who had been
judged by Network Rail to be in favour of Network Rail’s proposals had been led to a
misunderstanding of the options. We believed that people did not understand that the true
choice was between a diversion onto Footpath 244 and a footbridge replacement for the
level crossing. Network Rail refused our request for copies of the consultation responses.

1.9 In any case, Network Rail ignored the result of the consultation. It did not make a
public report on the outcome of the consultation, and provided no evidence of having
learnt anything from the information which it should have gleaned from the responses. A
letter dated 19™ May 2025 from Network Rail's Communications Manager (TRU) merely
said... “there are differing opinions within the community about the future of the Moorgate
level crossing”.

1.10 There have been attempts by Oldham Council; Saddleworth Parish Council; local
walking groups and local residents to persuade Network Rail, through constructive dialogue,
to change its position. These efforts have had no effect.

1.11 In early 2025 the walking group representatives joined the Moorgate Footbridge
Campaign Group at the point of its formation. Many further requests for both information
and discussion about the questions raised in 1.4 were made to Network Rail. We had to wait
until early December to receive a breakdown of the £4.5m projected cost.

1.12 Myself among other objectors have suspicions that Network Rail has provided
inaccurate information and that this is the reason for withholding or delaying information.
In a response to the freedom of information request Network Rail in December 2025
provided an analysis of costs for the 209 footbridge which totalled 900,000 more than its
component parts. (See 1.13). Apart from this “mistake” we believe that component costs
have been exaggerated in an attempt to prove that the Moorgate footbridge is poor value
for money. We are offering evidence that other footbridges along the line in Tameside and
West Yorkshire have been provided at much lower cost, notably the Barrowby bridge near
Garforth which dwarfs the footbridge that the Moorgate Campaign Group is appealing to
be provided.
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The FOI response received regarding the bridleway/pedestrian footbridge currently being
installed at Barrowby Lane near Garforth is shown here. The total cost to design, procure
and deliver the footbridge is just over £2 million.
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1.13 Moorgate Campaign group’s suggested realistic figures can be compared with
Network Rail’s figures provided in December 2025:

Realistic
Correct figures
Detail of estimate NR figures addition suggested
Supply and install 991000 991000 330000
Groundworks etc 251000 251000 251000
Closure of level crossing 584000 584000 0
Design cost 517000 517000 250000
Project mgt. cost 194000 194000 100000
Access land cost 435000 435000 100000
Total base cost 3867000 2972000 1031000
error correct

Risk provision 619000 ? 600000
Total cost 4486000 1631000

1.14. Despite our enquiries Network Rail has never shared its value for money
calculation methodology or its value figures with us. We do not know whether there
is any validity in its financial project appraisal.



At the time that it sought planning permission for a footbridge Network Rail referred
in its Design and Access Statement to some of the benefits of providing a footbridge.
One might think that before deciding to abandon the footbridge Network Rail would
have attempted to estimate all the costs (or lost value) of not building it. These would
then have been set against the estimated construction costs. The benefits of
providing a bridge might well include:-

e Avoidance of early deaths or life changing injuries, particularly to children,
arising from exposing them to serious risk by encouraging them to use
Footpath 244;

e Avoidance of the negative impact on the vital local tourism economy;

e Avoidance of damage to the local service economy due to the inconvenience
suffered by local residents;

e Avoidance of the impact of more residents resorting to car usage rather than
walking to the village centre or Ladcastle Road and the Moorgate Quarry
Recreation area;

e Avoidance of the negative health impacts of the reduction in numbers of
people walking to services and taking recreational exercise;

e Avoiding the cost of the destruction of a heritage asset:

e The benefits of being able to introduce bi- directional running on the TRU.
This must have an operational value. We have been told that bi directional
running will not be possible if the level crossing remains.

1.15 The Campaign Group has not seen any evidence that a proper, comprehensive
value for money assessment was made by Network Rail, or indeed that it has ever
had a sufficient understanding of Uppermill to make this possible. An open-minded
approach, involving genuine learning from consultation with the local community
and the local authorities, would have enabled a meaningful assessment of “costs”
and “value”.

1.16 Network Rail’s approach seems to be to minimise the responsibilities and
costs that it faces, and pass these on to others. Its inclusion of the Safety Risk
Assessment of Footpath 244 in its application (see Appendix A of the SRA in relation
on to the exit of Footpath 244 onto Oldham Road) gives the strong impression that
it intends to leave an extremely concerning safety issue as the responsibility of the
local authority - which will be expected to monitor the incidence of accidents and
then attempt to mitigate the danger.

2. Failure of Network Rail to comply with its guiding principles:

2.1 Network Rail has, in documents such as “Our Guiding Compass”, made broad
commitments to following good sustainable development practice during the TRU
programme. These cover matters such as “safer communities, working with
communities, minimising disruption, improving the economy, being a catalyst for
regeneration, enhancing and protecting community spaces and places along the
route, respecting heritage assets, and investing in wellbeing.....and community
spaces to leave a net positive impact on society.” The proposals for Moorgate do
not accord with these commitments.



2.2 There is a very marked disparity between the proposal for Moorgate and the
treatment of at least two other footpath crossings in the adjoining borough of
Tameside at the time the line was electrified, and then later subsumed into TRU.
These are paths with much lower usage, but footbridges have been constructed. The
arguments for these footbridges may have been good, but they are certainly much
less compelling than those at Moorgate. The usage of the Moorgate crossing is
about nine times more intense than at those footbridges.

2.3 In Uppermill there appears to be a persistent and counter- productive failure
by Network Rail to work with a local community, or even to try to understand the
particular local circumstances.

3. Failure to plan to avoid chaos caused by road closure at Greenfield

Station:

3.1 Network rail does not intend to provide a temporary or “Bailey” bridge to reduce
the chaotic and dangerous effects of highway closures and diversions during the
period that the Greenfield Station road bridge is being demolished and rebuilt. Has
Network Rail carried out a thorough risk assessment of road closure proposals?

3.2 | object to road closures causing a potential danger to life as emergency
services will be delayed without a temporary bridge being used. Many
examples of chaotic journeys and delays can be forecast, with harmful and costly
consequences:

o Essential deliveries will be impacted without a temporary bridge being used,
for example deliveries of essential medication and care will not be on time,
impacting life and wellbeing. Day ambulances for day appointments will be
late for many medical appointments leading to cancer /dialysis/essential
medical appointments and treatment being missed or affected. They operate
on tight schedules so suggestions to “set off earlier” are too glib.

¢ Mental health strain and adverse impacts due to less reliable accessibility of
health services, also family support and appointments limited due to
increased travel timings. Mental health and stress will increase due to road
closures and diversions being grid-locked.

e Schools will be adversely affected due to commuting delays and pupils will
be late, impacting on the quality of education.

e Public transport and connections will not be viable without a temporary
bridge being used instead of full road closures. Taxis and airport transfers
will cost substantially more without a temporary bridge being used.

4. Lack of disabled spaces and pick-up and drop-off spaces at

Greenfield Station:

4.1 | object to the amount of proposed disabled spaces being limited to only 4 as
most spaces at Greenfield station should be marked out for the disabled due to the
steep hill and footpaths up to the station. This is the only way for disabled people
to access the station, just at the time that accessibility is at last being
provided on the Huddersfield platform. Surely the long-awaited use by
disabled passengers should be properly provided for.

4.2 Network Rail’s presentation stated that the 3 or 4 disabled spaces was the
amount recommended for the amount of passengers but Guide Bridge has much
more disabled parking and it has less passengers than Greenfield. The unique
difference is that Greenfield station has a very steep hill and no dropped kerbs or
safe footpaths for the disabled. Alternative parking at the rugby ground, on Shaw



Hall Bank Road, Chapel Road and Tesco car park’s railway spaces all
accommodate general parking. More disabled spaces would reduce congestion,
improving both safety and accessibility for disabled rail users.

4.3 Itis suggested that a designated pick-up and drop-off area is essential for
the safety of rail users next to the busy Shaw Hall Bank Road at the station.
The footpath could be re-sited by the station wall and the area be marked out
adjacent to the roadway.

5. Failure to assure a future stopping service of 2 trains per hour:

5.1 Network Rail’s indication of a stopping service of “up to” two trains per hour
after the upgraded route is complete is poor reward for the years of Saddleworth’s
residents’, businesses’ and visitors’ patient wait for better rail services. Network
Rail staff have, understandably, been non-committal about the need for
stopping trains to run one per hour into Piccadilly and one into Victoria.

5.2 Station passenger usage figures between Stalybridge and Leeds for the twelve
months ending 31st March 2025 (see below at 5.5) show a stark disparity between
train services west of Huddersfield and those east of Huddersfield. | protest at how
badly Mossley, Greenfield, Marsden and Slaithwaite are treated with a basic train
service of just one train per hour (1tph) which is the same level as Deighton,
Cottingley and Ravensthorpe even though station usage at each of Greenfield,
Mossley, Marsden and Slaithwaite is 3 to 6 times more than any one of them.

5.3 Mossley, Greenfield and Slaithwaite were all busier than Batley with its half-
hourly service and Marsden was not much less than Batley. There is a lot of data to
show that an increase in frequency from hourly to half-hourly leads to a significant
boost in patronage that would likely mean all four stations west of Huddersfield
would become amongst the busiest stations between Manchester and Leeds.

5.4 In spite of these statistics there is still no commitment to provide the much-
needed half-hourly service post TRU, even though an increase is needed and has
been needed for quite some time. There is no good reason why two trains per
hour throughout the day could not be introduced before the completion of
TRU in the early 2030s.

5.5 Station passenger usage figures — 12 months to 31 March 2025

. Three | cal Apr 2024 to
Station name Letter .
authority: | March 2025
Code

Huddersfield HUD Kirklees 3,136,040
Dewsbury DEW Kirklees 947,090
Stalybridge SYB Tameside 840,136
Mirfield MIR Kirklees 364,112
Greenfield GNF Oldham 350,528
Morley MLY Leeds 274,298
Mossley MSL Tameside 260,288




Slaithwaite SWT Kirklees 235,294
Batley BTL Kirklees 227,096
Marsden (Yorks) MSN Kirklees 220,584
Deighton (1tph) DHN Kirklees 63,430
Cottingley (1tph) coT Leeds 52,858
Ravensthorpe (1tph) | RVN Kirklees 31,442

Roger Blackmore  Uppermill Councillor, Saddleworth Parish Council



STATEMENT OF CASE NETWORK RAIL STALYBRIDGE TO DIGGLE TWA ORDER

Roger Blackmore Uppermill Councillor, Saddleworth Parish Council

This document is part of my Statement of Case in respect of my objections to
Network Rail’s proposals in respect of the Stalybridge to Diggle TWA Order.

Part 2

As a Parish Councillor and also a member of the Moorgate Footbridge
Campaign Group | am adopting the comments of the Campaign Group on the
Consultation Report as Part 2 of my Statement of case.

COMMENTS ON THE CONSULTATION REPORT NR 07

1 Introduction

1.1 | The Moorgate Footbridge Campaign Group challenges NR 07 insofar as it relates to the
Moorgate Halt level crossing. Our observations are about both consultation with and
provision of information to the public. The Moorgate Footbridge Campaign Group has
worked with Saddleworth Parish Council, sharing information. So on the occasions
where consultation was misleading and information has been denied to either, this has
impacted on both the Campaign Group and the Parish Council. It has hampered both
of them in their attempts to inform and advise our community.

2 Seeking accurate information on the cost of a footbridge

2.1 | Since Network Rail abandoned its proposal to build a footbridge it has appeared that
the issue of the cost of a footbridge has been fundamental to its decision. However,
Network Rail has been unwilling or unable to share information on this point at any
time when consultees might have wished to have the opportunity to comment on the
figures and offer suggestions for cost savings

2.2 | On 12" November 2024 four Network Rail staff met with three representatives of local
walking groups at the Moorgate Level Crossing. Network Rail’'s minutes of the meeting
record that the representatives of the walking group asked:-
e for more detail of the costs for the footbridge (they had suggested that there
might be ways of reducing the costs);
e whether the footbridge could be completed during the works at the Oldham
Road road bridge at Greenfield Station, and if this would bring down costs.

2.3 | Network Rail had informed the representatives of the walking groups that a public
consultation event was to take place on 28™ November 2024. The information which
had been requested was not provided prior to 28" November. Neither was it provided
at the consultation event.

2.4




In early 2025 the walking group representatives joined the Moorgate Footbridge
Campaign Group at the point of its formation. Many further requests for both
information and discussion about these points were made to Network Rail. Eventually
Network Rail promised that a response would be made by 7" November 2025 (the
opening day of the objection period). This again failed to arrive. Information on costs
was sent on 2" December, but this was incorrect. We pointed out the error. A further
version of a basic breakdown of costs was sent on 16" December. The figures
remained very questionable, but because the final date for submission of objections
was 19™ December we, and others, were unable to address this issue during the
objection period. Despite the way this matter has been handled by Network Rail, the
Campaign Group is still willing to discuss this issue in a constructive manner in an
attempt to find the most economic approach to an acceptable solution.

3.1

3.2

Consultation by Network Rail

At the Consultation Event on 28™ November 2024 attendees were not provided with a
full, open, transparent account of the situation. An obvious option, of a footbridge,
had been excluded by Network Rail despite it having previously been one which
Network Rail favoured, and for which it had applied for and received planning
permission in 2022. This had been publicised by the media as the solution which was
likely to be implemented.

At the event Network Rail did not publicise the fact that Oldham Council had refused
its application to close Footpath 209 as recently as July 2024.

3.3

Feedback to the public about the responses made by the public, and how Network Rail
was responding to them, was not provided following the event, until the TWAO
application was submitted.

3.4

Some information was obtained from Network Rail in January 2025 by a representative
of a walking group. This revealed that a very strong majority of respondents were
categorised as “disagreeing” with the plans made by Network Rail, but a minority were
categorised as “agreeing” with them. A Network Rail summary of the comments made
was included. This is repeated in NR 07.

The views of the majority had been disregarded, but until we made them aware of this
they did not know. They have now been informed by Network Rail by means of a
Consultation Report included within a voluminous application.

3.5

3.6

The summary information provided in January 2025 and the same information in
document NR 07 should have been presented with much greater clarity. A distinction
should have been made between comments about the level crossing and comments
about the suitability of Footpath 244, the only alternative route upon which Network
Rail had encouraged comment. Respondents may well have approved of the closure of
the level crossing, but not agreed that Footpath 244 was a suitable alternative. By not
offering this detail Network Rail obscured the meaning of the public’s comments.

To remedy this deficiency, The Moorgate Footbridge Campaign Group asked Network
Rail to provide it with copies of the responses, redacted to anonymise them. The




Group was anxious to understand opinions within the community, particularly about
the idea of using Footpath 244 rather than a footbridge. We asked for further
information about the public’s response so that we did not have to rely just upon
Network Rail’s summary and interpretation of this.

Network Rail refused this request. NR 07 contains nothing which illuminates this issue.

3.7

An email to the Parish Council from Network Rail on 19" May 2024 said that Network
Rail recognised that there were “differing opinions within the community” about the
future of Moorgate level crossing. We have not received the information we requested
about the content of the consultation responses. Nonetheless, having had sight of
Network Rail’s own summary of the figures for those “agreeing and “disagreeing” we
know that “differing opinions” was not a full, open, and accurate picture of the public
responses which had been stimulated by the consultation event.

4.1

Continuing attempts to have a constructive dialogue with Network Rail.

It became apparent that consultation by Network Rail had ended when the 28t
November 2024 event closed. Network Rail had decided to proceed with the proposals
that it had probably already firmly decided upon in advance of the consultation event.

4.2

Nonetheless the Campaign Group made repeated requests to engage in a dialogue
with Network Rail. We repeatedly asked to meet with anyone with sufficient authority
to engage in constructive discussions. These requests were all rebuffed.

4.3

4.4

During Spring, Summer and Autumn 2025 we submitted many requests for
information to Network Rail. We sought fundamental information such:-

e a breakdown of the cost of a footbridge; and

e details of the “enhancements” proposed for Footpath 244 by Network Rail.

The first of these issues is covered in Section 2 above. Information on the second topic
was not shared with us until the TWAO was submitted on 7" November 2025, and
even then we had to ask for copies of essential supplementary detail, namely the
Safety Risk Assessment of Footpath 244 and the preceding Highway Statement.

We believed that the Group and its supporters had ideas to offer, founded on our local
knowledge and utilising the considerable expertise and experience within the
community. A dialogue could have been constructive but from November 2024
onwards Network Rail was completely unwilling to engage in discussion.

5.1

Information Event 10" July 2025

On 10 July 2025 an information event took place at Saddleworth Museum, Uppermill.
Very little publicity was given by Network Rail to the fact that the event would be
happening, but the Campaign Group had been informed. It used this information to
promote the event. NR 07 records the hours during which the event should have
been open (15.00 to 19.00). This is not what happened. The Chair of both the Parish
Council’s Strategic Planning Committee and the Moorgate Footbridge Campaign Group
arrived at 17.45. By 17.50 the display material was being removed. Just before 18.00




everyone was asked to leave. The Chair had been expecting to be able to view the
display and speak with Network Rail staff for up to 75 minutes. In fact the time was
restricted to less than 10 minutes. The Chair had travelled a considerable distance to
attend.

6 Display of TWAO documents.

6.1 | On 4™ November 2025 Network Rail provided a briefing to Councillors about the
application process.

Councillors suggested that the place where paper copies of the application were to be
made available (Greenfield Library) was not appropriate, if that was the only location.
They suggested that Uppermill Library would be more appropriate, given its more
accessible and central location, and longer hours of opening.

The paper copies were placed in Greenfield Library, and nowhere else.

7 Conclusions

7.1 | We believe that the purpose of consultation is for all parties to learn and, thus,
decisions to be improved. This can only happen if those who engage are open minded,
and are prepared to act in a transparent manner. Consultation can then lead to better
outcomes and a higher level of support within local communities. Network Rail’s “Our
Guiding Compass” seems to show an awareness of this. The TWAO Guidance for
Applicants seems to encourage “constructive dialogue”. This is not what has
happened at Moorgate.

7.2 | Unless consultation appears to be genuine in its intent and is well managed in its
delivery it breeds cynicism, causes delay and unnecessary costs, and leads the public to
feel that there is no point in engaging in such exercises in the future.

9t" February 2026



STATEMENT OF CASE
Roger Blackmore

DOCUMENT LIST

For Part 1 of Statement of case

Title of Document Specific part of
document.
1 | Document submitted by Network Rail to Oldham Council in support of tis All

planning application on 10" June 2022 ref FUL/349203/22. Also submitted on
30" May 2022 and 1° June 2022 and known as both “Covering Latter” and
“Design and Access Statement.

2 | Letter emailed to Saddleworth Parish Council on 19%" May 2025 from Paragraphs 1 and 4
Communications Manager, Transpennine Route Upgrade
3 | Network Rail report to the Highway Regulation Committee of Oldham Council on | All
18" July 2024. Dated 4™ August 2023. Signed by Vicki Bentley
4 | Network Rail report to the Highway Regulation Committee of Oldham Council on | All
18" July 2024. Report titled “Additional Information to support an application to
extinguish or divert footpath 209 SADD over Moorgate Level Crossing”

5 | Network Rail “Our Guiding Compass” All
https://thetrupgrade.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2026/02/79474_NR_TRU_Sustainability ARTWORK_v12_LR.pdf

6 | Footbridge costs FOI2025/01751 Response 2/12/2025 Zoe Church Paragraph 1.13

For Part 2 of Statement of case Comments on Consultation Report

Documents 1 — 6 above are relevant.

| have assumed that | do not need to provide copies of documents which have been prepared by
Network Rail, or others on behalf of Network Rail. | have assumed that | do not need to provide links
to the local development plan documents referred to at 5 above. Network Rail has already
referenced these in its application. Where appropriate, | have pointed to particular parts of these
documents.




