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.Vl Gma" Friends of Carrington Moss <friendsofcarringtonmoss@gmail.com>

Re: CRR Alternative Community Option

1 message

Fisher, Adrian <Adrian.Fisher@trafford.gov.uk> 30 September 2026 at 08:38

To: Friends Of Carrington Moss <friendsofcarringtonmoss@gmail.com>

Dear Marj
Thank you for your email of 16 August and my apologies for the long delay in coming back to you.

The Council as a promoting authority will not be considering the alternative route recommended by the
Friends of Carrington Moss. We consider that this matter was properly addressed by the Council’s
Executive in their deliberations and decisions 18 December 2020 and 27 September 2021. As you will
recall these decisions followed a process whereby a series of route options had been narrowed from six
options to two main choices — ‘Route A’ and ‘Route F’. Consideration of all options, and the decisions to
the two main choices and the final selection of ‘Route F’ included consideration of environmental
effects. In this regard the pursuit of ‘Route A’ to this final stage was influenced by a number of factors —
but they included the arguments made by FOCM over the preceding months to avoid a route that ran
over the agricultural fields. That case was ably presented at the time and was amongst the reasons why
the Council looked carefully at the merits of Route A.

Ultimately the council chose to pursue ‘Route F’ and this has now been progressed to the current
planning application. This is likely to be determined by the Council as the Local Planning Authority later
this autumn — and | anticipate that the application will be accompanied by a full and comprehensive
report from the Planning Officer. As usual, this will be published ahead of the Committee in line with the
customary timescales.

Finally , may | add a couple of updates since your email in August — as you will have probably seen,
Natural England have confirmed that they have no objection to the planning application (letter of 16
September). In addition, | am informed that the Planning Application is very unlikely to be heard in
October and that a Committee in November now the likely timescale.

| hope this is of assistance

Kind regards

Adrian

Adrian Fisher

Director of Growth & Regulatory Services

Trafford Council

First Floor | Trafford Town Hall |Talbot Road | Stretford | M32 OTH
T: 0161 912 2000 M: 07717 865 726

adrian.fisher@trafford.gov.uk

From: Friends Of Carrington Moss <friendsofcarringtonmoss@gmail.com>
Sent: 29 September 2026 5:33 PM

To: Fisher, Adrian <Adrian.Fisher@trafford.gov.uk>

Subject: Re: CRR Alternative Community Option
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STOP! This email has originated from outside of Trafford Council, If you DO NOT recognise the sender or
are not expecting this email, DO NOT click on links or attachments.

Hi Adrian

Can you give me an indication of when we will get a response to our letter of 16th August and what is causing the hold
up?

Thanks
Marj

On Thu, 24 Sept 2026 at 18:18, Friends Of Carrington Moss <friendsofcarringtonmoss@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Adrian

Just a gentle reminder that we have not yet had a response to our letter and we are led to believe that the
Carrington Relief Road planning application will go before planning committee on 15th October.

I think it is important that we receive the official response as soon as possible because we may wish to take legal
advice before the committee meeting given the very strict deadlines communities have to work to.

Thanks
Marj

On Tue, 25 Aug 2026 at 12:21, Fisher, Adrian <Adrian.Fisher@trafford.gov.uk> wrote:
Dear Marj

Thank you for your email - and I'm sorry for the lack of response - | was on leave last week.

Your email poses a number of issues - all of which | am happy to respond to, but unfortunately it
won't be possible to do that in time for tonight's meeting. | did however want you to know that the
letter has been received and will be responded to

Kind regards
Adrian

Adrian Fisher

Director of Growth & Regulatory Services

Trafford Council

First Floor | Trafford Town Hall |Talbot Road | Stretford | M32 OTH
T: 0161 912 2000 M: 07717 865 726

adrian.fisher@trafford.gov.uk

From: Friends Of Carrington Moss <friendsofcarringtonmoss@gmail.com>
Sent: 16 August 2026 4:13 PM

To: Fisher, Adrian <Adrian.Fisher@trafford.gov.uk>

Subject: CRR Alternative Community Option

STOP! This email has originated from outside of Trafford Council, If you DO NOT recognise the
sender or are not expecting this email, DO NOT click on links or attachments.

Dear Adrian

| am writing on behalf of the communities surrounding Carrington Moss who would like the
community alternative to the Carrington Relief Road to be considered in a fair and balanced way,
with the needs of local residents and the environment at the heart of the decisions that are
subsequently made.
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You are aware that the Friends of Carrington Moss (FOCM), along with Parish Councils and other
community groups, have repeatedly proposed an alternative community solution to the current route
of the road. An alternative which is more sustainable, more beneficial to local residents and one
which will actually promote modal shift. This alternative achieves the Option Appraisal criteria and is
also less expensive and less environmentally/ecologically harmful than Trafford’s preferred CRR
route, which will cause (according to the planning application) ‘County-scale’ decline in red listed bird
species and will ‘draw’ traffic from the M60, the M6, the M56 and the A56 onto wholly unsuitable
minor roads.

| am sure that you are also aware that 77% of the 751 respondents to the first CRR consultation in
2025 said they were not in favour of the road and that the planning application has already received
almost 800 objections (98.3% of representations).

New Carrington is the largest development in PfE, but there is no confirmed funding to improve
public transport for the very deprived (decile 1) communities on either side of the peat moss.
Despite over 40% of Partington and Sale West households not having access to a car (according to
ONS data), it seems the masterplan will be focused around 4 major new roads, rather than
sustainable passenger and freight transport hubs, locking communities into car dependency for the
foreseeable future.

At a recent meeting, the CRR project team stated that the community alternative was dismissed as a
potential solution because it was considered the costs of meeting TfGM standards for PROWs and
permitted routes would be prohibitive. The project team asserted that these standards include 2 way
active travel routes, each with separated cycling and walking facilities. We had a subsequent
meeting with TfGM, which confirmed that this is a ‘misunderstanding’ of their requirements. For
PROWSs and/or permitted routes, TfGM would require accessible, 3m wide, shared use paths, which
would clearly not result in the expense anticipated, so it was inappropriate to reject our solution on
cost grounds.

Among other points, that meeting with the CRR project team also revealed that the traffic modelling
in the Option Appraisal was unreliable, that information in the appraisal document was based on out
of date data, and that it was a very crude assessment which required a number of assumptions and
manual interventions to be made. We were informed that, in summary, the traffic numbers in the
Option Appraisal are an historic piece of work that is no longer relevant to the planning application
and that the data included in the Option Appraisal was not reviewed or updated for the planning
application.

This means that no alternative option has been genuinely appraised as part of the planning
application process.

The decision about the Preferred Option resulted in the most environmentally and ecologically
destructive, and least sustainable, option being chosen despite the alternative suggested by local
communities and the concerns of Natural England at the time. Those concerns were disregarded
and were not included in the report to the Executive. Naturally we are extremely concerned that the
outcome of the Options Appraisal was, therefore, flawed, and that the process was neither fair nor
transparent due to the lack of consideration of that feedback.

Given the comments received from Natural England in response to the Option Appraisal process
(summarised in the graphic below), and the extremely harmful environmental and ecological
consequences of the current choice of route, we believe it is essential that the mitigation hierarchy is
followed and that the alternative route is fully assessed.
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Trafford’s CRR Preferred Options Report

Extract from Natural England feedback on CRR Options Appraisal

The Green Claims Code Principles are:
3. Route Options
+ claims must be truthful and accurate
We are disappointed that the findings of the environmental desktop study are not

+ claims must be clear and unambiguous fully reflected in the appraisal of the route options. Appendix D contains slightly more
n swn o 2 i information on the environmental constraints but is not an accurate representation.
« claims must not omit or hide important relevant information
5.3 Option F Risks

+ comparisons must be fair and meaningful

The environmental risks have not been included in this section although they were

included in Chapter 5.2 (Option A Risks). We think this presents an inaccurate and

+ claims must be substantiated, unbalanced view of the environmental constraints and it is Natural England’s view
that Option F would be considerably more damaging than Option A.

= claims must consider the full life cycle of the product or service

Natural England also said ........ Trafford ignored this advice, they did not carry out a full

“Natural England acknowledge that a full Environmental Environmental Scoping Report prior to making the decisionand
Scoping Report will be produced and we advise that this q they selected Option F, a route across Grade 2 agricultural land,
is done to help inform the decision of the preferred

route for the relief road. Environmental constraints

should be given appropriate weight when determining the Natural England advised would be considerably more damaging
preferred option”.

woodland, wetland and impacting the peat moss. The route

than the alternativel

It is clear from the information recently provided and the confirmation in the ‘Induced Traffic
Technical Note’ that Trafford’s preferred route will be at capacity by 2040 (less than 14 years away),
that investment in sustainable passenger and freight transport is urgent and must be prioritised.
This can only be done by minimising spend on increased road space.

We understand that the only funded transport intervention for the New Carrington area is the CRR,
which is contrary to the objectives of PfE and the vision set out in the Greater Manchester Transport
Strategy. In addition, the planning application indicates that, in drawing traffic from the motorways,
the CRR will increase air, noise, light, vibration, dust and water pollution (to say nothing of carbon
emissions), resulting in increased prevalence of chronic long term health conditions such as asthma,
COPD, and cardiovascular disease, which are already a factor for Partington residents, with the
Health Inequalities Report (2022) showing significantly higher incidence than the averages for
England or Greater Manchester.

Existing communities are keen to have meaningful input into the development of New Carrington,
and, whilst we note the Council’s concession, in their recent legal action, about “the importance of

1
consultation”[ ], we recognise that challenge would equally apply to the New Carrington Transport
Strategy, for which there was no consultation.

With all the above in mind, we’d like to formally request that the community alternative is
reconsidered to ensure procedural fairness, that sustainable transport is prioritised and that a valid
alternative is considered within the planning application process, rather than any approval merely
being a ‘tick in the box’.

Our aim is to ensure that communities can influence the plans for our area (in accordance with
government expectations that “decisions about what to build and where should be shaped by local
communities and reflect the views of local residents"), and, of course, to leave a positive legacy for
future generations.

| look forward to your response.
Thanks
Marj

1]
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2026/261.pdf (paragraph 65)

Kind regards

Marj Powner

Chair, Friends of Carrington Moss (https://friendsofcarringtonmoss.com/)

Vice Chair, Save Greater Manchester Green Belts Group (https://www.savegmgreenbelt.org.uk/)
Vice Chair, Community Planning Alliance (https://www.communityplanningalliance.org/)
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Kind regards

Marj Powner

Chair, Friends of Carrington Moss (https://friendsofcarringtonmoss.com/)

Vice Chair, Save Greater Manchester Green Belts Group (https://www.savegmgreenbelt.org.uk/)
Joint Chair, Community Planning Alliance (https://www.communityplanningalliance.org/)

Kind regards

Marj Powner

Chair, Friends of Carrington Moss (https://friendsofcarringtonmoss.com/)

Vice Chair, Save Greater Manchester Green Belts Group (https://www.savegmgreenbelt.org.uk/)
Joint Chair, Community Planning Alliance (https://www.communityplanningalliance.org/)
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