Heysham-M6 Link
Public Local Inquiry
Proof of Evidence on Air Quality June 2007

Lancashire County Council Planning
Application Reference: 11/05/1584
Completion of the Heysham M6 Link Road

Planning Inspectorate Reference:
APP/Q2371/V/07/1200928 &
APP/Q2371/V/07/1200929

Proof of evidence:
Air quality

Professor John Whitelegg, BA PhD LLB

Eco-Logica Ltd
Lancaster
LAl 3ES

Evidence prepared for:

The Environmental and Sustainable Transport
Alliance (ESTA)

Consisting of:

The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)
Lancashire Branch and NW Regional Group

Friends of the Earth (FOE) North West

North West Transport Activists Roundtable
(NW TAR)

Sustrans

Transport 2000

4" June 2007

Page 1 of 38



Heysham-M6 Link
Public Local Inquiry
Proof of Evidence on Air Quality June 2007

Table of contents

Page

3 Summary

6 Introduction

7 Air Quality

7 The Precautionary Principle

13 Health

17 Objective Perceptions

18 The Lancaster Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)

21 Locations likely to experience a deterioration in air quality

26 The relevance of regeneration and journey purpose

29 Environment Agency Air Quality Objectives

30 Conclusions

33 Appendix 1: Best practice example of integrated urban planning,
traffic planning and transport and land use planning

34 Appendix 2: The Moor Hospital Development

35 Appendix 3: The Canal Corridor Development

37 Appendix 4: Letter from the Parliamentary Under Secretary of

State, Department of Transport re Sustainable Travel Towns

Page 2 of 38



Heysham-M6 Link
Public Local Inquiry
Proof of Evidence on Air Quality June 2007

Summary

1 In my professional opinion the Heysham M6 Link Road (HM6L) is
inconsistent with national planning policy guidance in PPS23.
Specifically:

It breaches the precautionary principle

It takes insufficient account of the potentially damaging effects of
the road proposal on human health

It takes insufficient account of “objective perceptions”

2 The air quality evidence exaggerates the degree of pollution in the DM
scenario because it ignores the range of interventions which will be
implemented in the AQAP and ignores the general run of interventions
that have been successfully implemented in the DfT Sustainable Travel
Towns initiative and in other cities (e.g. York). The effect of this
exaggeration is to artificially boost the performance of the bypass in
reducing pollution. The evidence also under-estimates the pollution
levels in the DS scenario because of a conservative assumption about
low level of induced traffic and the absence of a risk analysis based on
the evidence of the performance of the Newbury bypass and other
examples of bypasses.

3 Health is a material consideration and this bypass will damage health:

The evidence on the damaging effects of highway and road pollution on
human health is large, clear and systematic. A deliberate public policy
decision to inflict an increased probability of health damage through a
deterioration in air quality on the occupants of 3545 properties (para 6.2.3) is
a serious deprivation of a basic right to health and there is no basis in
planning law or human rights legislation to potentially deprive residents of a
better chance of health in order to potentially increase the chance elsewhere.

4 The health damaging effects of air pollution will extend further than the
arbitrary 200m limit value and will embrace more properties and more
people than assumed in the air quality assessment:

There is also a crucial problem with the 200 metre value assumed in s6.2.
There is no scientific evidence to support the assertion that pollution can
travel 200 metres and then no further. Public bodies have a duty of care and
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if there is scientific evidence that pollution can travel further than 200m then
this should be included in the assessment.

5 There is clear scientific evidence of a link between air pollution, traffic
sources and health damage and there is clear evidence that residents
living in the vicinity of the route of the road are worried about health
impacts (as demonstrated by the evidence presented by TSLM). This
constitutes a situation where there is an “objective perception of
unacceptable risk to health”.

6 The failure of Lancaster City Council to produce an AQAP within the
recommended time period has deprived citizens of the health
protection intended by Parliament when it passed the 1995
Environment Act and has a direct impact on matters before this Inquiry:

In the absence of an AQAP it is premature to arrive at a conclusion as to the
level of air pollution in 2010 or 2025 in the DM case. We simply do not know
what policies and interventions will be put in place to deliver improvements in
air quality. It follows, therefore, that comparisons between the DM and DS
scenarios are meaningless. The substantial decrease in CO, THC, NOx and
PM10 in table 6.2.3 can have no validity because the DM has not factored in
the impact of the AQAP on the DM values

7 There is a fundamental flaw in the air quality case for the road in that it
does not identify populations at risk and vulnerable groups and does
not carry out a risk analysis or epidemiological analysis:

The discussion at 6.2.29 and 6.2.30 makes no attempt to identify the numbers
of people who might be exposed to these increases in air pollution even
though the increases are large. This is a serious omission. Pollution
damages the health of people and does not damage a geographical location
or site. It is a factor of critical importance to the evaluation of the impact of air
pollution on human health to know the size of the population that is exposed
to the pollution. It is also a fundamental principle of environmental
epidemiology that the total amount of health damage is the quantified
estimate of risk multiplied by the number of people exposed to that risk. The
absence of any numbers of people exposed to risk is a fundamental flaw in
the evidence presented in support of the case for the HM6L.

8 This flaw is at its most serious in the case of the Lancaster and
Morecambe College where approximately 5700 people will be exposed
at close proximity to a new road that generates a number of health
damaging pollutants including a recognised cancer causing pollutant:

Lancaster and Morecambe College has 5000 students so we are
looking a significant amount of potential health damage. This in my
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view is enough on its own to warrant dismissal of this road. Itis
contrary to over 100 years of sound public health and
environmental policy in the UK (a world leader in this field) to
deliberately expose over 5000 people to an increased risk of
mortality and morbidity. It is of no use whatsoever to point out that
air quality levels will still be within acceptable limits (i.e. below the
AQS). Firstly this is a prediction dependent on a number of factors
that we have already shown are uncertain and in the case of
Newbury were wrong. Secondly it is not acceptable to impose an
increase in the probability of health damage even if that increased
risk is small. This increase in risk is of a totally different character
to other risks in society. It is involuntary (unlike smoking, drinking
and travel choices) and it is imposed on young people who from a
public health point of view have a great deal to lose. A commonly
used measure in public health is “years of life lost” which means
that the public health impact is greater if that impact is experienced
by younger people.

9 Evidence presented in support of the bypass erroneously focuses on
the links with regeneration. Whilst there will be a small regeneration
component in the use made of this new road the majority of trips will be
related to the normal, short-distance, everyday journey purposes that
are not regeneration linked:

It is not part of government policy to build new roads to encourage car trips for
schools, shopping, leisure or recreation and yet over 80% of the use that
would be made of this new road would fall into this category. It follows that
the increase in emissions associated with the HM6L is predominantly
associated with trips that could well be satisfied by spatial planning and other
policies in PPG13 to reduce the need to travel.

10 The HM6L is contrary to the Environment Agency’s objectives for
regional bodies and local authorities in the area of air quality objectives

11 The HM6L will damage health and is contrary to planning policy
guidance and to established practice and guidance that points to the
unacceptability of deliberately reducing the quality of life and amenity of
communities and deliberately exposing vulnerable groups to increased
health risks. On these grounds alone the bypass should be rejected.
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1

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

My name is John Whitelegg and | am Visiting Professor of
Sustainable Transport at Liverpool John Moores University,
Professorial staff member of the Stockholm Environment Institute at
the University of York and Managing Director of the transport
consultancy, Eco-Logica Ltd. | have lived in Lancaster for 30 years
and am a Lancaster City councillor. My evidence and appearance
at this inquiry is in my capacity as a transport professional and a
transport consultant

| am the author of ten books on transport and of reports on
transport policy and practice including “Roads, Jobs and the
economy”, “Driven to Destruction: absurd freight movement and
European road building”, “Driven to Shop: transport intensity and
the environment”, “Freight transport, logistics and sustainable
development” and “Traffic and Health”

| have presented evidence on various matters at the public inquiries
into the Birmingham Northern Relief Road, the Broughton
(Lancashire) Bypass, Heathrow Terminal 5, Manchester Runway 2,
the Thames Gateway Bridge, Walton Bridge (Surrey) and the BAA
appeal against the decision of Uttlesford District Council to refuse
planning permission for the expansion of Stansted Airport

In this proof of evidence | will examine the case presented by
Lancashire County Council for this road on air quality. | will also
present evidence to this Inquiry on noise, climate change and
accidents.
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2.1

2.2

221

Air Quality

In my professional opinion the Heysham M6 Link Road (HM6L) is
inconsistent with national planning policy guidance in PPS23.
Specifically:

It breaches the precautionary principle

It takes insufficient account of the potentially damaging effects of
the road proposal on human health

It takes insufficient account of “objective perceptions”

The Precautionary Principle

The Precautionary Principle

The Government is committed to using the precautionary principle, which was included in

the 1992 Rio Declaration on Envirowment and Developmens®. This states that,

il

i redson for postpo nres 1o preven
made clear in A Better Qua ¢ — A Strategy for Susta Development for the UK,
precaution is not just relevant to environmental damage, but is relevant also in the fields of
health and safetyv. The Interdepartmental Liaison Group on Risk Assessment (ILGRA), in its
2002 paper The Precautionary Principle: Policy and Application®, made a number of
important points including noting that the:

— precautionary principle should be invoked when:
— there is good reason to believe that harmful effects may occur to human, animal or
plant health, or to the environment; and
— the level of scientific uncertainty about the consequences or likelihood of the risk is
such that best available scientific advice cannot assess the risk with sufficient
confidence to inform decision-making.

There is a serious problem with the case for the road on air quality
grounds (section 6.2, Environmental statement, Volume 1, Part A,
Report 6, Air Quality assessment) in that the whole argument is
fundamentally based on two premises:
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That air pollution will get worse in the future as a result of an increase
in congestion (the do minimum produces worse air quality than the do
something)

The changes in air quality between DM and DS are directly contingent
on changes in traffic flow that are themselves associated with
uncertainty

2.2.2 We do not accept that air quality levels in the DM scenario for 2010

2.2.3

2.2.4

are scientifically proven. They represent a scenario based on low
level of intervention to improve air quality and, indeed, Lancaster
City Council is one of the laggards nationally in adopting an action
plan to deal with air quality problems. There is no action plan yet in
existence to deal with air quality and it is premature to express
values about air quality in 2010 in the absence of an action plan
and in the absence of the detail in such a plan and its links with air
quality improvement. It is quite possible that in line with other UK
and mainland European cities we could envisage a scenario for
2010 based on car-free housing, the implementation of planning
policy on air quality to refuse those applications that would impede
an air quality action plan, the phasing out of diesel buses and taxis
and significant improvements in public transport (see Appendix 1 for
a best practice example and Appendix 4 for the results of the DfT
sustainable travel towns initiative that has reduced car trips by 11-
13% and increased cycling by 25-79%)). The 2010 values in table
6.2.3 are one possible scenario from a wide range of possible
scenarios and they have been presented as “facts”. They are not
“facts”. They are also set at a level that will create a favourable
view of the impact of the HM6L by allowing air quality in the DS
scenario to deliver a large improvement. This is of course an
artefact of the level selected for the DM scenario and if that level
were different then the alleged benefits of the bypass would be less
or negative.

The air quality data in s6.2 depends absolutely on traffic flow data
and the results of modelling. This matter will be discussed in detail
by my colleague Professor Goodwin but for now I will limit my
comments to the fairly obvious but important observation that the air
quality assessment in 6.2 depends on the accuracy of the finding in
para 6.2.3 that there will be a very large increase in properties
within 200 metres of a 10% increase or decrease in traffic flow in
the opening year 2010. If the traffic modelling produces a different
value then the number of properties in the two categories listed
would change. At the moment the ratio of “improved” to “made
worse” is almost exactly 5:1

Both of these considerations fall within the meaning of
precautionarity in PPS23. We do not have a sufficient level of
scientific certainty to evaluate the degree of impact on health and

Page 8 of 38



Heysham-M6 Link
Public Local Inquiry
Proof of Evidence on Air Quality June 2007

2.2.5

environment and under these circumstances we should adopt the
rock-solid principle of “do no harm” i.e. do not build the HM6L
Further evidence of scientific uncertainty and the importance of
adopting precautionarity can be found in the report of the Highways
Agency into the traffic flow changes associated with the Newbury

Bypass 5 years after opening:

The main points arizing from the observed traffic volumes as shown in Figure 0.2 are
set out below. Comparisons with predicted flows have been added where
appropriate.

+

05

In 2003, the Bypass carried around 40 - 45,000 vehicles per day (vpd) on

weelkdays;

Traffic volumes on the former A34({T) route through Newbury (hereafter referred
to as the old route) reduced significantly after scheme opening. In MNewbury
town centre flows reduced by 28% (15,000vpd) in the year after opening (1999);

Since 1999, traffic levels have increased on the old route, although in 2003 flows
were still 11,000vpd lower than the levels reached before the Bypass was built.
Matural traffic growth has eroded the relief to Newbury town centre only very
slightly, a key concem at Public Inquiry;

Across the narow corridor (Bypass and old road), traffic volumes have
increased by around 50% between 1997 and 2003, significantly higher than
regional growth rates in the region of around 14% owver the same period,
however across a wider assessment of roads from Bath in the West to the M3 in
the east, traffic volumes have increased by around 16-19%, which indicates that

the primary response to this scheme has been re-assignment from cother
strategic routes serving the southern part of England; and

+ The majority of this increase ocurred in 1999, the first year after opening, which
confirms that re-assignment has been the dominant response to this scheme.

The observed annual average daily traffic (8A0T) flows on the Bypass was 38 -
43,000vpd in 2003, which exceeded the highest flows predicted for 2010 at the 1988
Public Inquiry of 27 -35 000vpd, and there are four reasons why this under-prediction
has occurred, namely:

+

the =mall assessment area wused in the appraisal process thereby

underestimating the level of strategic re-assignment;

+ the likelihood of re-assignment from smaller roads in the town that were subject

to rat-running before the scheme opened;

+ There have been significant land use changes that have occurred in the town
since 1999, but these were not considered in the appraisal process; and

+ Entirely new trips being made which were not made previously as a result of
congestion in the town, this is sometimes referred to as induced traffic,
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Source: Executive Summary, A34 Newbury Bypass, Five years After
Evaluation (1998-2003)

http://www.highways.gov.uk/roads/documents/Newbury Bypass Five Years

After 1.pdf

2.2.6 Air quality and noise in Newbury are now worse than predicted:

09 Initial evaluation of the sub-objectives indicates that most impacts have been as
expected, although noise and local air quality impacts have been assessed as worse
than predicted due to traffic volumes being higher than predicted.

Source: Highways Agency, Executive Summary, A34 Newbury Bypass, Five
years After Evaluation (1998-2003)

http://www.highways.gov.uk/roads/documents/Newbury Bypass Five Years

After 1.pdf

2.2.7 ltis quite clear that the case presented in support of the HM6L has
not been tested against major sources of uncertainty and that this
uncertainty in traffic flow data, trip generation and associated
predictions of noise and air quality into the future gives an
unwarranted and unsubstantiated picture of environmental impacts.
Given the evidence linking road traffic pollution with undesirable
human health consequences (see below) the precautionary
principle points unequivocally to the refusal of planning permission
for this road.

2.2.8 The evidence on uncertainty has been reinforced by careful audit
work by the National Audit Office:
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and

and

and

(k] Given the inherent uncertainties in forecasting, the DTp are
reasonably satisfied if their original forecast traffic flow for the year
after opening is within + 20 per cent of actual flow for that year.
Twenty-twa of the 41 schemes they analysed were within these
limits, but the 19 schemes with wider variations contained examples
when differences between forecast and actual flows ranged from —50
per cent to +105 per cent. {paragraphs 4.13—4.14).

[m) In view of some of the wide variations found in DTp's analysis,
the WAO examined a total of 137 DTp and 24 Welsh Office sections of
road opened since February 1980 for which relevant information was
awvailable, and compared original trallic forecasts for each scheme's
design year with predictions based on actual flows. On 34 English
sections of road and 5 Welsh sections the predicted flows for the
design year were more than 20 per cent higher than the original
forecast; and on 39 English sections and one Welsh section the
predicted flows were more than 20 per cent below the original
forecasts. There were also wide regional variations. The DTp
expressed reservations about the NAO analysis on the grounds that
some of the original traffic forecasts were made many years ago and
methodology had continued to evolve, This is true; but the differences
identified were in the NAO's view sufficiently large to merit a
thorough examination with a view to exploring the economic
consequences and ensuring that all necessary lessons had been
learned. {(paragraphs 4.18—4.24}.

{n] The differences between forecast and actual traffic flows have
been atiributed to overestimation of traffic transferring to the new
road, no allowance for generated and redistributed traffic, under-
estimation of national traffic growth, wide variations in regional traffic
growth, and land not being used as expected. (paragraphs 4.25-4.31).

{[g) The NADQ examination identified 40 sections of road in England
and Wales where actual usags indicates that traffic flows in the 15th
year after opening could be more than 20 per cent below the criginal
forecasts on which decisions to build were taken, thus reducing the
expected economic and environmental henefits. In about one third of
these cases, more accurate forecasts would have produced a negative
or increased negative sconomic return, which might — though would
not necessarily — have influenced the decision whether to build these
roads, and if 40 as to their design standard and priority. (paragraphs
5.4-5.5}.
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Source: National Audit Office (1988) Road Planning

2.2.9 The NAO evidence shows that there is considerable deviation
between actual outcomes and predictions and in the absence of
any evidence from the HM6L proposer about error factors and
confidence intervals we can have no confidence that its very
optimistic estimate of 17756 “improved” properties and 3545 “made
worse” properties is accurate.

2.2.10 More recent work on the accuracy of forecasts by Professor
Flyvbjerg in Denmark has shown that things have not improved
between the 1988 NAO publication and his work published in 2006:

ABSTRACT  This paper presents results from the first statistically significant study of
traffic forecasts in transportation infrastructure projects. The sample used is the largest of
its kind, covering 210 projects in 14 nations worth US$58 billion. The study shows with
very high statistical significance that forecasters generally do a poor job of estimating the
demand for transportation infrastructure projects. The result is substantial downside
financial and economic risk. Forecasts have not become more accurate over the 30-year
period studied. If techniques and skills for arriving at accurate demand forecasts have
improved over time, as often claimed by forecasters, this does not show in the data. For
nine out of ten rail projects, passenger forecasts ave overestimated; average overestimation
is 106%. For 72% of rail projects, forecasts are overestimated by more than two-thirds.
For 50% of road projects, the difference between actual and forecasted traffic is more than
+20%; for 25% of road projects, the difference is larger than #40%. Forecasts for roads are
maore accurate and maore balanced than for rail, with no significant difference between the
frequency of inflated versus deflated forecasts. But for both rail and road projects, the risk
is substantial that demand forecasts are incorrect by a large margin. The causes of inaccu-
racy in forecasts are different for rail and road projects, with political cquses playing a
larger role for rail than for road. The cure is more accountability and reference class fore-
casting. Highly inaccurate traffic forecasts combined with large standard deviations
translate into large financial and economic risks. But such risks are typically ignored or
downplayed by planners and decision-makers, to the detriment of social and economic
welfare. The paper presents the data and approach with which planners may begin valid
and reliable risk assessment.
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Source:
Transport Reviews, 2006

http://flyvbjerg.plan.aau.dk/Publications2006/PetterTranspRevPRINT0609.pdf

2.3 Health

2.3.1 PPS23 identifies health as a material consideration:

The following matters (not in any order of importance) should be considered in the

preparation of development plan documents and may also be material in the consideration

of individual planning applications where pollution considerations arise:

— the possible impact of potentially polluting development (both direct and indirect) on
land vse, including effects on health, the natural environment or general amenity;

Source: PPS23, Appendix A, page 11

2.3.2 The evidence on the damaging effects of highway and road pollution
on human health is large, clear and systematic. A deliberate public
policy decision to inflict an increased probability of health damage
through a deterioration in air quality on the occupants of 3545
properties (para 6.2.3) is a serious deprivation of a basic right to health
and there is no basis in planning law or human rights legislation to
potentially deprive residents of a better chance of health in order to
potentially increase the chance elsewhere. This is the “balancing act”
carried out in para 6.2.3.

2.3.3 A recent evaluation of health risks associated with air pollution in
Europe carried out by the World Health Organisation concluded:

Risks to health

A recent analysis, conducted to support the development of
a European strategy on clean air, concluded that long-term
exposure to PM in air claims an average of 8.6 months from
the life of every European. Every year, more than 280 000
premature deaths are attributed to long-term exposure to PM
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Source:

in the 25 countries of the European Union (EU). Less
severe, but even more numerous, are the cases of chronic
bronchitis, days of restricted activity, unscheduled
admissions to hospitals due to respiratory and cardiac
symptoms, and episodes of respiratory diseases in children
and adults. Considering that pollution levels in many non-EU
countries are higher than in the EU, the harmful, significant
impacts of air pollution on health are an important public
health issue in all European Region.

Evidence indicates that PM increases the number of deaths
from cardiovascular and respiratory diseases. Even a short-
term rise in PM concentration increases the risk of
emergency hospital admissions for cardiovascular and
respiratory causes. Inhaled, particles with a diameter smaller
than 10 pum (designated PM10) may reach the upper part of
the airways and lungs. Fine particles, with a diameter
smaller than 2.5 um (designated PM2.5), are more
dangerous, as they penetrate more deeply into the lungs and
may reach the alveoli. The risk of mortality is increased by
about 6% with increase of long-term exposure by PM2.5 by
10 pg/m3. Studies, however, have been unable to identify a
threshold concentration below which PM in ambient air has
no effect on health.

Evidence also indicates that every year, in the 25 EU
countries, exposure to ozone causes more than 21 000
deaths, 14 000 hospital admissions for respiratory causes
and hundreds of thousands of episodes of respiratory
symptoms that require the use of medication. Moreover,
recent studies have strengthened the evidence for the short-
term effects of ozone on mortality and morbidity, which are
independent of the effects of PM. A WHO meta-analysis
indicates that daily mortality increases by about 0.3% with a
10-pg/m3 increase in daily 8-hour mean ozone
concentration.

http://www.euro.who.int/HEN/Syntheses/short/20051128 1

2.3.4 The Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution in its March 2007
report on the urban environment identified air pollution as a serious
health problems:

Aspects of the urban environment that affect health

Air pollution

24,000 premarure deaths in Great Brirain in 1995,/96;* reduced
average life expectancy by around eight months in 2005*
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Source:

http://www.rcep.org.uk/urban/report/urb _env_summary.pdf

2.35

2.3.6

2.3.7

Some of these premature deaths will take place in Lancaster and the
decision to inject a high capacity new road through residential areas of
Torrisholme and Bare will increase these risks to specific populations in
specific residential districts. This is not an acceptable outcome from
public policy making. Public policy making should not result in
increased risks of death and should not result in sacrificing some
residents (increased risk) for the assumed benefits of other residents
(reduced risk). The prediction of reduced air quality for the occupants
of 3545 properties and its associated health risks leads inexorably to
the conclusion that the road should not be built. There is no basis in
planning or human rights practice that establishes the principle of
benefiting some at the expense of others.

We do not accept the 17756/3545 balance in 6.2.3. This has to be
tested against new traffic flow and traffic modelling work carried out by
TSLM

The case for the HM6L road has not explored key areas of risk and
vulnerability to populations exposed to additional air pollution. It is
clearly established in the epidemiological literature that certain
population sub-groups are more susceptible to health damage from
road traffic pollution than other groups. This is the case for children:

http://www.agmd.gov/forstudents/health effects on children.htmIi#WhyChildr

en

and for the elderly

http://www.ehponline.org/docs/2006/8674/abstract.html

2.3.8

2.3.9

The absence of any detailed demographic assessment of the impact of
increased air pollution along the route of the HM6L road means that an
inadequate assessment has taken place and the impact of additional
pollution may be disproportionately larger than implied in the 3545
figure simply because the residents of those properties may include
larger numbers of vulnerable groups

It is not acceptable to carry out a crude comparison of numbers of
properties. It is people, and particularly people in vulnerable groups,
that matter.

2.3.10 There is also a crucial problem with the 200 metre value assumed in

s6.2. There is no scientific evidence to support the assertion that
pollution can travel 200 metres and then no further. Public bodies have
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a duty of care and if there is scientific evidence that pollution can travel
further than 200m then this should be included in the assessment.

2.3.11 The European Environment Agency uses 500m in its discussion of the
links between traffic, air pollution and health:

Continued attention to air quality in cities is needed.
Approximately 9 % of the EU-25 population live
closer than 200 meters from a road with more than

3 million vehicles per year, and as many as 25 % live
within 500 meters (ENTEC, 2006). Consequently,
approximately 4 million life-years are lost each
vear due to high pollution levels (EC, 2005). In

the past, emission standards have been the most
powertul tool for reducing transport emissions. A
fast introduction of tighter emission standards for
cars, vans and trucks (Euro 5/6) may have great
health benefits and help Member States to meet the
EU Directives on air quality and national emission
ceilings (NEC).

Source:

Source: European Environment Agency (2007) Transport and the
Environment, EEA Report No 1/2007 (page 18)

http://reports.eea.europa.eu/eea report 2007 1/en/eea report 1 2007.pdf
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2.3.12 There is a large body of evidences that pollution can travel longer
distances than 200m. In one study the distance quoted was 8000
kilometres:

Polluted air from America could be damaging the hea  Ith of people in Britain, experts

fear.

Airborne chemicals from 8,000km away are being dumped in the UK and western Europe and
may be to blame for a rise in lung disease, say UK scientists.

Dr Alastair Lewis, from York University and the Intercontinental Transport of Ozone and
Precursors programme, is running a series of tests.

Source:

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/health/3886275.stm

2.3.13 Other studies focussing on the distance-decay effect of pollution
dispersal include those carried out in Scandinavia on transboundary air
pollution. It is clearly necessary to include distance bands of greater
than 200 metres and this will change the number of properties in both
categories in 6.2.3

Source: Comparative Health Impact Assessment of Local and Regional
Particulate Air Pollutants in Scandinavia,
Bertil Forsberg, Hans-Christen Hansson, Christer Johansson, Hans
Areskoug, Karin Persson, and Bengt Jarvholm

http://www.bioone.org/perlserv/?request=get-
document&doi=10.1639%2F0044-
7447(2005)034%5B0011%3ACHIAOL%5D2.0.CO%3B2

2.3.14 At the other end of the spectrum, well within the 200 metres — at more
like 20 metres - LCC even claim in the AST (under the heading of
“physical fitness”) that health benefits will be derived for both
recreational and commuting pedestrians and cyclists who will be
attracted to use the combined footpath/cycleway running alongside the
scheme. However, given the likely air quality directly alongside a dual
carriageway that is intended to carry a high proportion of HGVs, this
seems a rather remote prospect.
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2.4 Objective perceptions

2.4.1 PPS23 identifies “objective perceptions” as a material consideration:

The following matters (not in any order of importance) should be considered in the
preparation of development plan documents and may also be material in the consideration
of individual planning applications where pollution considerations arise:

— the objective perception of unacceptable risk to the health or safety of the public arising

from the development; and

Source: PPS23, Appendix A page 12

2.4.2 There is clear scientific evidence of a link between air pollution, traffic
sources and health damage and there is clear evidence that residents
living in the vicinity of the route of the road are worried about health
impacts (as demonstrated by the evidence presented by TSLM). This
constitutes a situation where there is an “objective perception of
unacceptable risk to health”.

3  The Lancaster Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA)

3.1 Lancaster City Council declared an AQMA in March 2004 because of
expected exceedances of traffic related Nitrogen Dioxide:

Air pollution is a serious issue and the council has invested substantial time and money in
addressing its responsibilities. It declared Lancashire’s first Air Quality Management Area over
central Lancaster in March 2004. This was required because we expect levels of the traffic exhaust
pollutant Nitrogen Dioxide to exceed one of the Government’s mandatory air quality objectives.
This will mainly concern residents living in the city centre.

Source:

http://www.lancaster.gov.uk/GeneralR.asp?id=5X9452-A77FBB16&cat=135
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3.2 At the time of writing this evidence 39 months have elapsed with no
sign of an air quality action plan (AQAP) from Lancaster City Council.
In an e-mail from a senior city council officer dated 25.5.07 the AQAP
was expected to be ready to go to Cabinet in September 2007:

Consideration by Cabinet of a draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) is now planned

for September. By that time we anticipate the completion of consultation; identification of
relevant and appropriate potential AQAP measures, and their appraisal; stakeholder
engagement; and a participative approach to public consideration of the action measures
proposed for the AQAP.

3.3 Lancaster City Council is behind schedule in its delivery of its AQAP as
can be seen in this e-mail from the relevant government department (DEFRA)
in August 2006:

Dear Councillor Whitelegg
many thanks for your email about Lancaster City Council's air quality action plan.

As you say, Lancaster City Council declared an AQMA in March 2004. Once an authority has
declared an AQMA, they are statutorily required to produce a Further Review and
Assessment which will determine whether the AQMA is justified, and further monitoring is
undertaken. It is also an opportunity to assess the source apportionment of the pollutant
emissions and this feeds into the action planning. The Further Review and Assessment
should be submitted to Defra within 12 months from declaration of the AQMA; so we should
have received the report in March 2005; Lancaster has not yet submitted this report - we were
expecting it in April 2006 but this deadline has been missed. We understand that Lancaster
have now employed consultants to undertake this work and we are expecting to see a report
in September this year.

Within our statutory policy guidance, we recommend that local authorities submit their action
plans to Defra and other statutory consultees within 12-18 months following the declaration of
the AQMA; we have never received a draft action plan from Lancaster to date. Under
Freedoms and Flexibilities agenda for local government, local authorities have been
encouraged to integrate their air quality action plans into the Local Transport Plan (LTP), and
I understand that Lancaster have incorporated air quality information into the LTP which was
received by DfT in March 2006; our consultants have appraised the air quality aspects of the
LTPs and this has been fed into the Government Offices for the Regions who will complete
the overall LTP assessments later this year. We understand that Lancaster will be
undertaking further action planning work and so we would expect to receive further
information later this year. We also understand that the environmental health team are
working with transport planners

I should also like to point out that the third round of air quality reviews and assessments
started this year and authorities were supposed to submit their Updating and Screening
Assessments in April 2006; we have yet to receive a report from Lancaster.

We have written to Lancaster on a number of occasions in the past to chase up outstanding
reports/action plan. Lancaster was also "named" in a ministerial press release in January this
year which highlighted those authorities that have been late with reports. We continually
remind those authorities that any delays could have a knock-on effect to the local air quality
management system and could leave them open to challenge from members of the public
and others.
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We will be chasing authorities later this month, including Lancaster, for outstanding reports
and will decide what further action is required. We usually use a stepped procedure in
working with authorities to ensure action is being taken by the authority to address our
concerns. | should also mention that our Secretary of State does have reserve powers to
issue directions to local authorities for e.g. to produce an action plan, but these are seen to be
used as a last resort.

You asked for a link to a website to see what other authorities are doing. We have consultants
who run a helpdesk/website on action planning which includes examples of action plans.
Please see at the following link for further information at http://www.bv-
actionplan.co.uk/?sfgdata=4

regards

Carol Tidmarsh
AEQ

Defra

tel: 020 7082 8375
fax: 020 7082 8379

3.4 The crucial text in the DEFRA e-mail is:

Within our statutory policy guidance, we recommend that local authorities submit their action
plans to Defra and other statutory consultees within 12-18 months following the declaration of
the AQMA; we have never received a draft action plan from Lancaster to date.

This has been reinforced in the DEFRA funded Air Pollution Report (2005):

The local authorities declaring AQMAs have undertaken further detailed assessments of
the areas concerned, with a view to submitting a report within 12 months following initial
designation of the AQMA. These authorities have been advised to prepare their action
plans within 12-18 months of designation. Over 121 authorities have now produced such
action plans, setting out the measures the authority proposes to take to work towards
meeting the air quality objectives. Inevitably, the majority of the action plans focus on
measures dealing with road traffic, such as local traffic management schemes, setting up
Clean Air or Low Emissions zones - particularly in London - or working with the Highways
Agency (or Transport Scotland in Scotland) to tackle pollution on the motorways/trunk
roads.

Source: DEFRA funded Air Quality 2005 report, page 15

http://www.airquality.co.uk/archive/reports/cat05/0612111536-
421 _AirPollutionUK2005complete.pdf

3.5 ltis regrettable that Lancaster City Council has neglected to follow this
timetable which was put in place to deliver the intention of Parliament in the
1995 Environment Act and to protect the health of citizens. This has now led
to the rather perverse situation where Lancaster City Council is supporting a
bypass proposal outside of its own statutory responsibility to produce an
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AQAP and without any detailed assessment of whether or not the increased
traffic associated with a bypass (qv the Newbury case above) will add to air
quality problems.

3.6In the absence of an AQAP it is premature to arrive at a conclusion as to
the level of air pollution in 2010 or 2025 in the DM case. We simply do not
know what policies and interventions will be put in place to deliver
improvements in air quality. It follows, therefore, that comparisons
between the DM and DS scenarios are meaningless. The substantial
decrease in CO, THC, NOx and PM10 in table 6.2.3 can have no validity
because the DM has not factored in the impact of the AQAP on the DM
values

3.7The values in Table 6.2.3 are also unsound because they have not
factored in the impact of some of the largest planning applications to be
received by Lancaster City Council in recent years. The Council has
received an application for the development of up to 440 houses on the
Moor Hospital site and for a major edge of city centre retailing
development and housing development on the canal corridor north site.
Lancaster City Council has also granted planning permission to a housing
development within the AQMA and has not factored the additional traffic
and associated air quality deterioration into that granting of permission.

3.8 The planning application for the Moor Hospital site is summarised in
Appendix 2 and for the canal corridor development in Appendix 3

3.9Lancaster now faces an unprecedented situation in planning and air
guality terms. There are two “live” planning applications that will generate
significant amounts of extra traffic and air pollution onto the highway
system both within and outside of the AQMA and these large amounts of
extra traffic and pollution have not been factored into the calculations in
table 6.2.3

3.10 No assessment has been made about the degree to which the extra
traffic generated by these two sets of planning applications will cancel out
any alleged benefits from the HM6L and no assessment of how the travel
behaviour of customers, residents and business on both sites (the Moor
Hospital and the Canal Corridor North) will be influenced by these two
large developments.

3.11 Both developments represent very large traffic generators with large
impacts on air quality and large impacts on the highway network that has
been modelled to produce the case for the HM6L. There is, however, no
explicit consideration of the cross-linkages and impacts of these
developments on the traffic flow in the DM and DS scenarios and we
conclude that because of this the modelled results are unsound.

4 Locations likely to experience a deterioration in air
quality
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Table 6.2.5 identifies three locations likely to experience deterioration
in air quality as a result of the HM6L. They are:

Lancaster and Morecambe College
Thorpe View Day Centre
Torrisholme Methodist Church

The discussion at 6.2.29 and 6.2.30 makes no attempt to identify the
numbers of people who might be exposed to these increases in air
pollution even though the increases are large. This is a serious
omission. Pollution damages the health of people and does not
damage a geographical location or site. It is a factor of critical
importance to the evaluation of the impact of air pollution on human
health to know the size of the population that is exposed to the
pollution. It is also a fundamental principle of environmental
epidemiology that the total amount of health damage is the quantified
estimate of risk multiplied by the number of people exposed to that risk.
The absence of any numbers of people exposed to risk is a
fundamental flaw in the evidence presented in support of the case for
the HM6L.

Lancaster and Morecambe College has 5000 students so we are
looking at an enormous amount of potential health damage. This is my
view is enough on its own to warrant dismissal of this road. Itis
contrary to over 100 years of sound public health and environmental
policy in the UK (a world leader in this field) to deliberately expose over
5000 people to an increased risk of mortality and morbidity. It is of no
use whatsoever to point out that air quality levels will still be within
acceptable limits (i.e. below the AQS). Firstly this is a prediction
dependent on a number of factors that we have already shown are
uncertain and in the case of Newbury were wrong. Secondly it is not
acceptable to impose an increase in the probability of health damage
even if that increased risk is small. This increase in risk is of a totally
different character to other risks in society. It is involuntary (unlike
smoking, drinking and travel choices) and it is imposed on young
people who from a public health point of view have a great deal to lose.
A commonly used measure in public health is “years of life lost” which
means that the public health impact is greater if that impact is
experienced by younger people.

We have no information about the number of people exposed to air
pollution at the Thorpe View Day Centre and Torrisholme Methodist
Church but the same points made above also apply and in the case of
the Day Centre there may be large numbers of visitors whose exposure
to air pollution should be assessed.
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4.5 The pollutants that are predicted to rise by up to 90% (1,3 butadiene at
the College) are serious pollutants associated with a number of
damaging health effects including cancer:

1,3-Butadiene

Evidence from occupational human exposure and laboratory studies on animals shows
1,3-butadiene (C4Hs) to be a carcinogen, exposure to which can cause a range of cancers
of the lymphoid system, blood-forming tissues, lymphomas and leukaemias. Potential
chronic health effects of this pollutant also include central nervous system disorders, liver
and kidney damage, reproductive disorders and birth defects.

This substance is used in some industrial sectors, primarily in the production of synthetic
rubber. However, ambient exposure of the general population results primarily from fuel
combustion- mainly from petrol-fuelled motor vehicles, but also from other fossil fuels,
accidental fires and industrial releases.

Unlike benzene, this is not a constituent of petrol, so evaporative or fugitive emissions
are not a significant source. Although 1,3-butadiene is removed by catalytic converters
and not produced from diesel engines, spatial and temporal exposure patterns in the UK
are dominated by road transport.

Source: Air Pollution in the UK: 2005

A report prepared for the Department for Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs, the Welsh Assembly Government, the
Scottish Executive and the Department of Environment in
Northern Ireland

http://www.airquality.co.uk/archive/reports/cat05/0612111535-
421 AirPollutionUK2005appendices.pdf

4.6 A decision to build the HM6L is a decision to expose 5000 young
people to an increased risk of cancer. The increase in table 6.2.5 is
not “in the order of 90%” as quoted in 6.2.29. It is 92.3%.

4.7  The increase in 1,3 butadiene at Thorpe View is 58.3% and at the
Torrisholme Methodist Church it is 11.7%.

4.8 The increases in other pollutants at the College are as follows:

% increase (DS over DM)
CO 15.3
Benzene 20
1,3 Butadiene 92.3
NO2 41.9
PM10 15.9
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4.9

All these increases bring with them additional risks of health damage:

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colourless, odourless but toxic gas produced by incomplete
combustion of fossil fuels. At worst-case ambient levels (in congested streets, car-parks
or tunnels), exposure may reduce the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood and impair
oxygen delivery to the brain and other organs, particularly affecting adults with angina
and diseases of the coronary arteries.

Carbon monoxide in urban areas results almost entirely from wvehicle emissions. The
emission rate for individual vehicles depends critically on vehicle speed, being higher at
low speeds.

Since CO is a primary pollutant, its ambient concentrations closely follow emissions. In
urban areas, concentrations are therefore highest at the kerbside and decrease rapidly
with increasing distance from the road. Since traffic is by far the most important source
of CO, its spatial distribution will follow that of traffic: this will generally result in the
highest levels being observed in the city centre, where most congested areas tend to be
found.

Benzene

Benzene (CgHg) is a fat-soluble volatile organic compound (VOC) with a range of potential
health effects. Acute exposure to benzene at occupaticnal levels can cause narcotic,
anaesthetic or fatal consequences. Benzene is a proven genotoxic carcinogen, and
ambient long-term exposure is implicated in the formation of a range of types of
leukaemia in the general population. Potential chronic health effects of this pollutant also
include central nervous system disorders, liver and kidney damage, reproductive
disorders and birth defects.

Benzene has no significant natural sources, so that ambient exposure results primarily
from petrol combustion in road transport emissions or evaporation of petrol (which
contains benzene) from filling stations. Benzene is naturally broken down by chemical
reactions in the atmosphere, although these reactions can take several days. As a result,
outdoor benzene concentrations tend to closely follow road networks and traffic density
patterns.
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Particulate Matter

Particulate Matter (PM) is a generic descriptor covering a wide range of particle size
fractions, morphologies and chemical compositions. Although coarse (large) particle size
ranges may cause significant local nuisance or soiling impacts, it is the finer (small)
fractions that are capable of deep lung/airway penetration. This is why these fractions
such as PMyp and PMz s are measured in UK national monitoring networks.

Particles also have a range of important non-biological impacts including:

» Soiling of man-made materials and buildings, resultant loss of amenity
» Reducing visibility (fine particles- aerosol)
» Effects on heterogeneous atmospheric chemistry

Particles are produced from a variety of natural and man-made sources. Natural sources
include sea salt, soil blowoff, Saharan dust, forest fires and volcanic activity. Man-made
sources include incomplete combustion processes (e.g. coal and diesel smoke), industry
and construction activity. Industrial accidents such as the Buncefield 2005 event can also
produce large quantities of particles.

Particles may be either directly emitted into the atmosphere (primary particles) or
formed there by chemical reactions (secondary particles). Sulphate and nitrate aerosol is
a good example of the latter; this can often transported owver national or continental
distances. Both particle size, usually expressed in terms of its aerodynamic diameter, and
chemical composition are greatly influenced by its origin.

The principal source of PMy, (the mass fraction of particles collected by a sampler with a
50% inlet cut-off at aerodynamic diameter 10pum) in many cities is road traffic emissions,
particularly from diesel vehicles. As well as creating dirt, ocdour and visibility problems,
PMyg particles are associated with health effects including increased risk of heart and lung
disease. In addition, they may carry surface- absorbed carcinogenic compounds into the
lungs. Concern about the potential health impacts of fine particulate matter has

5

increased over recent years. In particular, increasing policy and measurement action -
both Europe-wide and within the UK - is now focussing on PMj;s.

Existing PMyy data show that daily average concentrations are usually highest in the
winter months and lowest in the summer. During winter episode periods, PMyg levels
increase together with other traffic-related pellutants such as oxides of nitrogen. During
the spring and summer, the photochemical oxidation of sulphur dioxide and oxides of
nitrogen to particulate sulphate and nitrate is another important source.

Source: as for 1,3 butadiene

4.10

411

The reference to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) as a health problem in
the above text should give rise to concern. This pollutant has been
ignored totally by the proposer. Itis not listed in table 6.2.5. Thisis a
serious omission given that these smaller particles with a lower
molecular weight than PM10 will travel further than the larger particles
and further than the 200m cut-off point.

The increase in pollution levels from particulates are also a matter for
concern given that there are no safety limits for this pollutant:
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The pollutants of most direct concern for human health are airborne particulates and
ozone - indeed, no safe levels have yet been identified for either pollutant. The Strategy
establishes ambitious targets for these and other pollutants that are intended to be
achievable by 2020. The Strategy’s ultimate aspiration is to achieve levels of air quality
that do not give rise to unacceptable impacts or risks to human health and the
environment.

Source: same as for the descriptions of pollutants above

http://www.airquality.co.uk/archive/reports/cat05/0612111536-

421 AirPollutionUK2005complete.pdf

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

5.1

A decision to go ahead with the HM6L is a decision to impose higher
levels of health damaging pollutants on the local population in a
situation where there is no safe lower limit

Paragraph 6.3.31 and subsequent tables and discussion identify 7
properties that are likely to be most affected by the proposed
completion of the HM6L. As in the case of the discussion above about
the College we consider that the increases in pollution when the DS is
compared to the DM expose the occupants of these properties to an
increased risk of mortality and morbidity associated with the increased
risk of pollution.

A further tabulation (Table 6.2.7) identifies 14 locations that “are most
likely to experience an improvement or deterioration in air quality die to
the proposed completion of the HM6L”. Location numbers 46 and 53
experience an increased level of pollution and once again this
represents a deliberate imposition of extra risk and health damage
which quiet simply cannot be justified or excused by “savings”
elsewhere

A further tabulation (table 6.2.8) identifies pollutant concentrations at
individual properties within the LAQMA.

We note that no attempt has been made to discuss the potential impact
of the AQAP on these pollutant levels and the prematurity of making
these comparisons within the LAQMA at a time when the action plan is
being brought forward (albeit rather slowly) and when the action plan
will contain measures to improve air quality which will in turn reduce all
the values in 6.2.8 for the DM scenario. This has the potential to
convert all the DS to DM comparisons into large percentage increases
i.e. the bypass will generate extra pollution within the LAQMA and
frustrate the ambitions and objectives of the AQAP

The relevance of regeneration and journey
purpose

Paragraph 6.2.13 refers to an increase in emissions brought about by
“additional traffic using the proposed scheme due to the regeneration
of the Morecambe and Heysham peninsula”. We note in passing that it
is admitted that the scheme will result in increased emissions and this
is repeated in para 6.2.47. Itis, however, incorrect to allocate
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5.2

additional traffic to a generalised heading “due to regeneration”. The
majority of the additional traffic will not be regeneration-linked. It will
be:

School trips

Shopping trips

Social, leisure and recreation
Personal business

National travel statistics show that the journey purpose split on trips as
a whole is as follows:

1.4 Trips per person per year by main mode' and purpose: 2005°

Trips

Surface
Car Car Motor-  Other raillunder Other All
Walk Bicycle driver passenger cycle private Local bus ground Public Modes

Commuting/business 20 5 122 19 2 1 14 12 3 198

Education/escort education 48 1 23 25 - 3 11 2 1 114
Shopping 51 2 87 44 . 1 17 2 2 206
Other escort 10 58 7 - - 2 - - a7
Personal business 26 1 46 26 - 1 7 1 1 109
Leisure 43 5 99 94 1 2 13 6 8 77
Other 41 - - - - - - - - 42
All purposes 245 14 435 236 4 9 63 23 15 1,044
1 Main mode is that used for the longest part of the rip. ‘B020-7944 3097

2 Allfigures are based on weighted dala and therefore differ from previously
published figures which were based on unweighted data.

Source: Transport Statistics Great Britain, 2006

http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/statistics/datatablespublications/tsgb/2006edition/se

ctiononemodalcomparisons

The percentage of trips that could be described as linked to regeneration is
18.9%. This is the commuting/business category in the above table
expressed as a percentage of the total trips (198/1044 = 18.96%). For car
driver the equivalent percentage is 122/435 or 28.04%

5.3

5.4

It is not part of government policy to build new roads to encourage car
trips for schools, shopping, leisure or recreation and yet over 80% of
the use that would be made of this new road would fall into this
category. It follows that the increase in emission associated with the
HMBG6L is predominantly associated with trips that could well be satisfied
by spatial planning and other policies in PPG13 to reduce the need to
travel.

PPG13 does not encourage local authorities and the development
control process to build new roads to encourage car trips that connect
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5.5

homes, workplaces, schools etc. It has the objective of reducing the
need to travel especially by car and has clear instructions about how
this is to be achieved:

This implies a very clear planning and urban development process that
would encourage the development of homes and workplaces in
Morecambe to be co-located in Morecambe and the same process in
Lancaster to reduce the level of congestion on Morecambe Rd and the
river crossings. It would also encourage a stronger element of
regeneration in Morecambe rather than the City Council's emphasis on
the Bailrigg Science Park and Luneside East both of which will
encourage car commute trips between Morecambe and Lancaster.
The combined public and private investment on both Luneside East
and the Bailrigg Science Park is vastly in excess of anything in
Morecambe. The fiscal imbalance produces a spatial imbalance that
produces a congestion problem. The answer to this imbalance is not a
new road but a re-balancing of spatial planning.
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6  Environment Agency Air Quality Objectives

6.1 We note that the Environment Agency has set air quality objectives for
regional bodies and local authorities:

Source:

http://www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/commondata/acrobat/transport  planning 1730089.pdf

6.2 Inour view the HM6L is contrary to objectives (i) and (iii) above
6.3  The Environment Agency is also clear that there is a requirement to
prevent a deterioration in air quality:

6.4 The HMG6L is a very clear failure when set against the requirement to
produce a result that meets the test of “at least prevent any
deterioration”.

6.5 The HMG6L produces a deterioration in air quality
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7 Conclusions

7.1 In my professional opinion the Heysham M6 Link Road (HM6L) is
inconsistent with national planning policy guidance in PPS23.
Specifically:

It breaches the precautionary principle

It takes insufficient account of the potentially damaging effects of
the road proposal on human health

It takes insufficient account of “objective perceptions”

7.2  The air quality evidence exaggerates the degree of pollution in the DM
scenario because it ignores the range of interventions which will be
implemented in the AQAP and ignores the general run of interventions
that have been successfully implemented in the DfT Sustainable Travel
Towns initiative and in other cities (e.g. York). The effect of this
exaggeration is to artificially boost the performance of the bypass in
reducing pollution. The evidence also under-estimates the pollution
levels in the DS scenario because of a conservative assumption about
low level of induced traffic and the absence of a risk analysis based on
the evidence of the performance of the Newbury bypass and other
examples of bypasses.

7.3  Health is a material consideration and this bypass will damage health:

The evidence on the damaging effects of highway and road pollution on
human health is large, clear and systematic. A deliberate public policy
decision to inflict an increased probability of health damage through a
deterioration in air quality on the occupants of 3545 properties (para 6.2.3) is
a serious deprivation of a basic right to health and there is no basis in
planning law or human rights legislation to potentially deprive residents of a
better chance of health in order to potentially increase the chance elsewhere.

7.4  The health damaging effects of air pollution will extend further than the
arbitrary 200m limit value and will embrace more properties and more
people than assumed in the air quality assessment:
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There is also a crucial problem with the 200 metre value assumed in s6.2.
There is no scientific evidence to support the assertion that pollution can
travel 200 metres and then no further. Public bodies have a duty of care and
if there is scientific evidence that pollution can travel further than 200m then
this should be included in the assessment.

7.5 There is clear scientific evidence of a link between air pollution, traffic
sources and health damage and there is clear evidence that residents
living in the vicinity of the route of the road are worried about health
impacts (cross-refer to TSLM evidence). This constitutes a situation
where there is an “objective perception of unacceptable risk to health”.

7.6  The failure of Lancaster City Council to produce an AQAP within the
recommended time period has deprived citizens of the health
protection intended by Parliament when it passed the 1995
Environment Act and has a direct impact on matters before this Inquiry:

In the absence of an AQAP it is premature to arrive at a conclusion as to the
level of air pollution in 2010 or 2025 in the DM case. We simply do not know
what policies and interventions will be put in place to deliver improvements in
air quality. It follows, therefore, that comparisons between the DM and DS
scenarios are meaningless. The substantial decrease in CO, THC, NOx and
PM10 in table 6.2.3 can have no validity because the DM has not factored in
the impact of the AQAP on the DM values

7.7 There is a fundamental flaw in the air quality case for the road in that it
does not identify populations at risk and vulnerable groups and does
not carry out a risk analysis or epidemiological analysis:

The discussion at 6.2.29 and 6.2.30 makes no attempt to identify the numbers
of people who might be exposed to these increases in air pollution even
though the increases are large. This is a serious omission. Pollution
damages the health of people and does not damage a geographical location
or site. It is a factor of critical importance to the evaluation of the impact of air
pollution on human health to know the size of the population that is exposed
to the pollution. It is also a fundamental principle of environmental
epidemiology that the total amount of health damage is the quantified
estimate of risk multiplied by the number of people exposed to that risk. The
absence of any numbers of people exposed to risk is a fundamental flaw in
the evidence presented in support of the case for the HM6L.

7.8  This flaw is at its most serious in the case of the Lancaster and
Morecambe College where approximately 5700 people will be exposed
at close proximity to a new road that generates a number of health
damaging pollutants including a recognised cancer causing pollutant:

7.9 Lancaster and Morecambe College has 5000 students so we are
looking a significant amount of potential health damage. This in my
view is enough on its own to warrant dismissal of this road. Itis
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7.10

contrary to over 100 years of sound public health and environmental
policy in the UK (a world leader in this field) to deliberately expose over
5000 people to an increased risk of mortality and morbidity. It is of no
use whatsoever to point out that air quality levels will still be within
acceptable limits (i.e. below the AQS). Firstly this is a prediction
dependent on a number of factors that we have already shown are
uncertain and in the case of Newbury were wrong. Secondly it is not
acceptable to impose an increase in the probability of health damage
even if that increased risk is small. This increase in risk is of a totally
different character to other risks in society. It is involuntary (unlike
smoking, drinking and travel choices) and it is imposed on young
people who from a public health point of view have a great deal to lose.
A commonly used measure in public health is “years of life lost” which
means that the public health impact is greater if that impact is
experienced by younger people.

Evidence presented in support of the bypass erroneously focuses on
the links with regeneration. Whilst there will be a small regeneration
component in the use made of this new road the majority of trips will be
related to the normal, short-distance, everyday journey purposes that
are not regeneration linked:

It is not part of government policy to build new roads to encourage car trips for
schools, shopping, leisure or recreation and yet over 80% of the use that
would be made of this new road would fall into this category. It follows that
the increase in emissions associated with the HM6L is predominantly
associated with trips that could well be satisfied by spatial planning and other
policies in PPG13 to reduce the need to travel.

7.11

7.12

The HMG6L is contrary to the Environment Agency’s objectives for
regional bodies and local authorities in the area of air quality objectives
The HM6L will damage health and is contrary to planning policy
guidance and to established practice and guidance that points to the
unacceptability of deliberately reducing the quality of life and amenity of
communities and deliberately exposing vulnerable groups to increased
health risks. On these grounds alone the bypass should be rejected.
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Appendix 1

Best practice example of integrated urban planning, traffic planning and
transport and land use planning to reduce car trips and improve air quality:
the case of Freiburg, Germany (population 214,000)

Source: European Environment Agency (2007) Transport and the
Environment, EEA Report No 1/2007 (page 15)

http://reports.eea.europa.eu/eea report 2007 1/en/eea report 1 2007.pdf
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Appendix 2
The Moor Hospital Development

This is a planning application for up to 440 houses on the site of a 19" century
mental hospital. It will generate significant amounts of extra traffic and the
applicant has suggested traffic signals and other measures on the local
highway network to deal with the increased flows. Its is expected that there
will be an outflow and return of traffic to junction 34 of the M6 involving
residential roads through Freehold and then along Caton Rd to Junction 34. It
will also involve outward and return flows to the south following the local
highway network on to the A6 and then along the A6 towards junction 33 of
the M6. At the time of writing this application has not gone to Planning
Committee.

Page 34 of 38



Heysham-M6 Link
Public Local Inquiry
Proof of Evidence on Air Quality June 2007

Appendix 3

The Canal Corridor North site

3 Canal Corridor North - Planning
Applications by Centros Miller

The Canal Corridor proposal constitutes the largest retail-led, mixed-use scheme that this
district has ever witnessed. It is therefore important that all members of the local community
take the opportunity to make representations.

As at 15th May, 14 applications have been submitted by Centros Miller to Lancaster City
Council. There are 3 outline planning applications, 6 listed building applications, and 5
conservation area consent applications.

Applications received

07/00672/0QUT - Comprehensive redevelopment comprising a retail led mixed used
scheme to include demolition of existing buildings and associated structures, the
demolition of all residential dwellings other than 5 Edward Street, the change of use
of a residential dwelling at 5 Edward Street to offices, the closure and alteration of
highways, engineering works and construction of new buildings and structures to
provide, retail, restaurants, cafes, workshop, leisure, créche, rehearsal space and
residential accommodation, together with ancillary and associated development
including pedestrian bridge link, new and enhanced pedestrian routes and open
spaces, car parking and vehicular access and servicing facilities at the Canal Corridor
North Site, Lancaster.

07/00589/0OUT - Outline application for the redevelopment of the site to provide
residential accommodation (between 55-68 self contained units) and ancillary car
parking and landscaping at Part Of Heron Chemical Works Site, Moor Lane,
Lancaster.

07/00602/QUT - Outline application for the redevelopment of the site to provide a
building for retail at ground floor level with offices above and associated car parking
at Land East Of Golden Lion, Moor Lane, Lancaster.

07/00662/LB - Application for Listed Building Consent for the alteration of St
Leonard's Gate by the removal of the adjacent redundant spiritualist church and
making good and reinstatement of the western flank wall of number 18 St Leonard’s
Gate.

07/00665/LB - Listed Building Application for alterations and reinstatement of
northern elevation (following demolition of part of the adjacent Heron Chemical
Works) at Mill Hall, Moor Lane, Lancaster.

07/00667/LB - Listed Building application for alterations and reinstatement of north-
eastern flank wall (following demolition of adjacent 1 Lodge Street) at The Grand
Theatre, St Leonard’s Gate, Lancaster.

07/00668/LB - Listed Building application for alterations and reinstatement of curtilage
wall (following demolition of adjacent buildings) at Mill Hall, Moor Lane, Lancaster

07/00669/LB - Listed Building application for demolition of buildings to rear and
alterations and reinstatement of rear flank wall - 11 Moor Lane, Lancaster
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07/00674/LB - Listed Building application for demolition of rear extensions and
outbuildings and alterations / reinstatement of the rear elevation at 127, 129 & 131 St
Leonard’s Gate, Lancaster.

07/00663/CON - Conservation Area consent to demolish part of Heron Chemical
Works building and ancillary structures.

07/00666/CON - Conservation Area consent to demolish structures adjacent to Mill
Hall Gatehouse and curtilage wall at Heron Chemical Works, Moor Lane, Lancaster.

07/00670/CON - Application for Conservation Area Consent to demolish 1 Lodge
Street (Musician’s co-op & dance studio) and associated structures.

07/00671/CON - Application for Conservation Area Consent to demolish 1 - 2 St
Annes Place and associated structures — 1-2 St Anne’s Place, Lancaster.

07/00673/CON - Application for Conservation Area Consent to demolish 133 - 139 St
Leonard's Gate, 1 - 5 Stonewell, 3 - 7 Moor Lane and all ancillary structures.

Source:

http://www.lancaster.gov.uk/General.asp?id=SXB233-A780AD38
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Appendix 4
Letter from the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State, Department of

Transport
Published 23 May 2007
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