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Light Rail (UK)

What Gee Cross / Tameside are trying to solve

The Gee Cross concepts circulating in Tameside generally aim to address:

e Poor radial access into Manchester compared with Hyde, Ashton, and Stockport.

e Weak east—west public transport, especially for employment access to Ashton Moss,
Tameside Hospital, and the M60 growth arc.

e Congestion on the A560/A627 and limited space for bus priority.

e Fragmented regeneration potential around Hyde, Godley, and the former rail
alignments.

These are classic VLR territory problems: short hops, constrained corridors, and the need for a
mode that can stitch together multiple local centres without heavy-rail cost.
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How a VLR-Metrolink feeder link could help

A VLR link into Metrolink could meaningfully solve the connectivity and regeneration issues in
Gee Cross and wider Tameside, but only if it is framed as a corridor-level regeneration and
energy-integration project, not a transport scheme alone.

The VLR link into Metrolink would address several of the structural weaknesses in the Gee
Cross / Tameside proposals, but only if framed as a connectivity-led regeneration intervention,
not as a standalone shuttle.

The core issue in Gee Cross is that the area sits between strategic corridors without being on
one. A VLR—Metrolink interface can correct that if designed around three principles: catchment
uplift, interchange simplification, and corridor rationalisation.

The business case will hinge on regeneration uplift, not pure transport metrics.

A VLR connection into Metrolink (most realistically at Ashton Moss, Ashton-under-Lyne, or
Droylsden) could solve three major issues:

1. Creates a direct, legible route into the GM rapid transit network

A Gee Cross—Hyde—Ashton VLR corridor would give residents a single-change journey into
Manchester, MediaCity, Oldham, and the Airport. This is the biggest uplift: it turns Gee Cross
from a peripheral suburb into a node.

2. Unlocks regeneration around Hyde and Godley
A VLR alignment following the former Hyde—Godley rail corridor or the A560 corridor could:

e Support brownfield intensification.
« Provide a fixed, high-frequency spine for housing delivery.
e Reduce car dependency in an area with low PT mode share.

3. Solves the “last-mile” gap Metrolink cannot reach

Metrolink will not be extended into Gee Cross or Hyde in the foreseeable future due to cost
and corridor constraints. VLR provides:

Lower construction cost.

.Less than £10m per Km.

Tighter turning radii.

Ability to operate in mixed or semi-segregated streets.

Integration with local energy systems (regen, microgrid, depot-light operations).

This is exactly the kind of “feeder—connector” role VLR is designed for.

4

ce purposes only and does not itute legal, fi cial, technical, or professional advice. Light Rail UK accepts no responsibility or liability for any
direct or indirect losses or actions arising from reliance on the content herein.

©

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid




‘r’/*\‘,’y

=

Light Rail (UK)

Where the interface should be

Three realistic interchange points:

e Ashton-under-Lyne — best for passenger volumes and regeneration synergy.
e Ashton Moss — best for park-and-ride and development land.
o Droylsden — best for a shorter, cheaper VLR alignment but weaker regeneration impact.

Ashton-under-Lyne gives the strongest business case because it links directly into the town
centre, college, hospital, and existing Metrolink hub.

Technical considerations,

Given our regeneration-energy modelling background, the following are particularly relevant:

e Regen-supported duty cycles on the short, stop-dense Gee Cross—Hyde—Ashton
corridor would show high recovery potential.

« Buffer sizing could be optimised using the stop spacing and gradient profile around
Werneth Low.

e Integration with Tameside’s decarbonisation plans (district heat, solar, and industrial
estates) could create a municipal-energy case similar to Milton Keynes.

o Fleet sizing would be small (6—10 vehicles), making VLR viable where tram extensions
are not.
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Strategic impact for Tameside

A VLR—Metrolink link could:

Reduce pressure on the A560 corridor.

Support Hyde town centre renewal.

Provide a fixed PT spine for new housing at Godley Green.
Strengthen Tameside’s position in the GM “polycentric” growth model.
Deliver a lower-cost alternative to heavy rail reopening.

In our view

We have done a physical-reality check on all three, road space reallocation for traffic relief +
new housing + low-disruption VLR, consistent with GM mayoral policy and line with Vision,
Validate and Placemaking thinking and the new “Green Book” compliance inc ISO
14001/EMS.

Comparison
. . . . . Policy fit
e ount omimion. oK (B Network
P Streets for All)
Ashton-under-Lyne|Moderate—high ||High Moderate Very strong
. High (if tied to
Ashton Moss H!gh (morg land, P&R, new Low—moderate |Strong
wider corridors) | .
sites)
Droylsden Moderate Moderate Low—moderate Good, bUt. weaker
regeneration leverage
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Ashton-under-Lyne

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne Corridor

Ve,
Ashton-under-Lyne
Ashton Moss

Gee Cross

Dukinfield

= Proposed VLR Route o

Physical road space reallocation

e Corridors in play: Hyde Road / A627, approaches into Ashton town centre, plus
potential use of existing bus lanes/central reservations.

e What can be reallocated:

e One general traffic lane each way on key sections, converted to VLR + bus/active-travel
priority.

e On-street parking strips in town-centre approaches, replaced with VLR alignment plus
widened footways.

e Geometry: VLR can handle tighter radii than Metrolink, so we can thread through
existing junctions with kerb-separated running rather than full segregation.

Traffic relief for new housing

e Godley Green / Hyde intensification: A direct Gee Cross—Hyde—Ashton VLR spine
gives a credible non-car route to Ashton, Metrolink, college, hospital.

e We can explicitly model A560/A627 peak-hour relief by shifting short car trips (Hyde—
Ashton, Gee Cross—Hyde) onto VLR, then locking in that shift via signal priority and
lane reallocation.

e Priority at Traffic light controlled junctions

Disruption / build method

e Town-centre sections will be sensitive, but you can lean heavily on shallow slab track,
modular trackforms, and night/weekend possessions:

e Short block-by-block occupations.

e Utility diversions only where unavoidable, with “build around” shallow track elsewhere.

e This is exactly the “low-disruption, street-running rail” narrative that fits the
Councillor/MEN line referenced 12/4/2026
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Policy alignment

e Strongest fit with Bee Network, Streets for All, and the mayor’s “rebalancing road
space”

e We are not adding capacity; we are re-prioritising for VLR, buses, walking, cycling.

e We explicitly state “No net increase in highway land-take; reallocation of existing
carriageway to support low-carbon modes and relieve pressure from new housing
growth.”

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guidance purposes only and does not itute legal, fi cial, technical, or ional advice. Light Rail UK accepts no responsibility or liability for any
direct or indirect losses or actions arising from reliance on the content herein.
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Ashton Moss

Hyde — Ashton Moss Corridor

Hyde 0,

Ashton-uder-Lyne

Ashton Moss
&

B
Flowery Field
0V

Dukinfield

= Proposed VLR Route

Metrolink (Interface) Droylsden

Physical road space reallocation

« Context: Retail parks, M60 junction, wider carriageways, more “dead” highway/parking
land.

e What can be reallocated:

o Central reservations / turning lanes on approach roads into the retail park.

e Over-wide access roads and car-park perimeters converted to VLR alignment with
minimal impact on through traffic.

e This is the easiest place to demonstrate “gentle” reallocation—we are mostly taking
surplus width and car-park edges, not core running lanes.

Traffic relief for new build

Works well if it is tied into:

Park-and-ride intercepting car trips before they hit inner corridors.

\include tram fare with parking ticket

New housing allocations around Ashton Moss / M60 arc, with VLR as the primary
access to Metrolink.

o Less direct for Gee Cross itself unless the corridor is designed as Gee Cross—Hyde—
Ashton Moss, not just a stub.
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Disruption / build method

e High scope for off-line construction:

o Build VLR alignment in car-park land and verges first.

e Tie-ins to the highway done in short, planned possessions.
e This is our cleanest example of “low-disruption build”
“Most works off-carriageway, short tie-ins only.”

Policy alignment

o Plays well with “transit-oriented development (TOD)” and P&R to protect inner
communities from traffic growth.

« Slightly more “highway-adjacent” in feel, so you’ll want to emphasise:

e Mode shift from car to VLR at the edge.

« Protection of town centres from additional car traffic generated by new housing.
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Droylsden

Hyde — Dukinfield — Droylsden Corridor

Hyde Droylsden
Hyde Clayton Bridge

= Proposed VLR Route

Metrolink (Interface)

Physical road space reallocation

Corridor: A662 and local streets already carrying Metrolink.

What can be reallocated:

Limited scope on the A662 itself (Metrolink already there), but:

Parallel streets and secondary corridors could host VLR.

Some bus lanes / parking lanes could be converted to shared VLR/bus priority.
Physically feasible, but you're threading into an already constrained corridor.

Traffic relief for new build

Helps if that we are serving intermediate housing sites between Hyde/Gee Cross and
Droylsden, but:

The regeneration pull is weaker than Ashton (fewer major anchors).

We risk creating a “secondary feeder” that doesn’t feel as transformative for Tameside.

Disruption / build method

isclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid

Similar low-disruption toolkit—shallow track, modular sections—but:

More interaction with existing Metrolink and constrained streets.
Construction staging will be more complex than Ashton Moss, less than a full
town-centre rebuild.
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Light Rail (UK)
Policy alignment

« Still consistent with “Streets for All” (rebalancing local streets), but:

« Harder to tell a big “traffic relief for new housing” story unless the housing allocations
are clearly on that corridor.

« Stronger as a network resilience / connectivity play than a flagship regeneration
corridor.

Pulling it together

Our test is: “Can we gently reallocate road space, relieve traffic from new housing, and stay
absolutely on-message with the mayor and the councillor's MEN line about low-disruption
using VLR?”

Then:

e Ashton-under-Lyne is the flagship regeneration + policy alignment option.

« Ashton Moss is the cleanest physical and construction story (easy reallocation, low
disruption).

« Droylsden is technically feasible but weaker on the regeneration/traffic-relief narrative
for Gee Cross/Tameside.

MANCHESTER CITY CENTRE, - Metrolink Ashton Line, DROYLSDEN (Option C)

ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE (Option A)
(Major interchange + town centre)
ASHTON MOSS (Option B)
(Retail park / P&R / wide corridors)

| HYDE TOWN CENTRE
GEE CROSS (Origin)

| GODLEY / GODLEY GREEN
(New-build housing allocations]

Let Tar;1eside Breathe and Flourish
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How the three options relate spatially

Option A — Ashton-under-Lyne

Sits north of Hyde and is the most direct “urban centre” interchange.
Connects Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton town centre — Metrolink.
Strongest regeneration pull and the most legible for passengers.
There is room for a looped siding for off peak storage

Option B — Ashton Moss

e Lies north-west of Hyde, between Droylsden and Ashton.

o Wide roads, retail land, and car-park edges make it the easiest for low-disruption VLR
construction.

o Works well as a P&R intercept before traffic reaches inner Tameside.

Option C — Droylsden

o Lies west of Ashton, already on the Metrolink corridor.

e A VLR alignment from Gee Cross — Hyde — Droylsden would be longer but still
feasible.

o Weaker regeneration impact but technically possible.
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How the three alignments would sit on a real map)
“Hyde — Ashton Moss Corridor

Hyde 0,

Ashton-uder-Lyne

Ashton Moss
&

)
Flowery Field
.“

Dukinfield

= Proposed VLR Route

Metrolink (Interface) »* Droylsden

e Gee Cross is the southern anchor.
o Hyde sits immediately north-west of Gee Cross.
e From Hyde, three diverging corridors are possible:
o North to Ashton-under-Lyne (A627 corridor).
o North-west to Ashton Moss (A560 corridor).
o West to Droylsden (via the A662 corridor or parallel streets).

All three converge into the existing Metrolink Ashton Line, giving a single-change
connection into Manchester.

Why this combined map matters for your briefings

« It shows that all three options share the same southern spine (Gee Cross — Hyde
— Godley Green).
e It demonstrates that VLR is not a “branch line” but a flexible connector into multiple
Metrolink nodes.
e It supports your narrative on:
o Road space reallocation (each corridor has different physical characteristics).
o Low-disruption build (Ashton Moss strongest, Ashton-under-Lyne moderate,
Droylsden mixed).
o Traffic relief for new housing (all three feed the same growth area).

All three, bearing in mind the Tigm VLR vehicles will be compatible with Metrolink and cheaper
at less than £10M per tkm, show me a photo graph type map

14
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Photographic mental map of all three corridors

Imagine looking at a satellite image of Tameside from above, with Gee Cross at the bottom,
Ashton-under-Lyne at the top, and Droylsden to the west. The three VLR corridors form a
fan spreading north and west from Hyde.

Southern anchor: Gee Cross — Hyde — Godley Green

This section is common to all three options.

o Gee Cross sits on rising ground south of Hyde, with tight residential streets but enough
width on Stockport Road / A560 for a single or double VLR track with kerb
segregation.

e Moving north, the corridor drops into Hyde town centre, where:

o The A57/A560 junction provides a natural interchange node.
o The former Hyde—Godley rail alignment (still visible on aerial imagery) offers a
low-disruption off-street section.

« Godley Green Garden Village lies to the east, with large development parcels and
wide access roads ideal for VLR priority lanes.

From Hyde, the three branches diverge.

Option A: Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne (north)
This is the most direct, urban corridor.

The route follows the A627 northwards.
The road is wide enough in several sections for:
o One general traffic lane to be reallocated.
o A continuous VLR/bus priority lane.
Approaching Ashton-under-Lyne, the corridor enters a denser grid of streets, but:
o The town-centre ring road has spare width.
o The Metrolink stop sits beside the bus station, giving a clean VLR—Metrolink
interface.
On a satellite map, this appears as a straight northbound line from Hyde to the Ashton
civic core.

This is the “city spine” option.
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Option B: Hyde — Ashton Moss (north-west)
This is the easiest corridor to build and the most “photographic” in clarity.

o From Hyde, the VLR follows the A560 west/north-west.
e The corridor widens significantly approaching Ashton Moss:
o Retail parks.
o Large car-park perimeters.
o Over-wide access roads.
e AVLR alignment can run:
o Along the edge of car parks.
o In the central reservation.
o Orin a dedicated lane carved from surplus carriageway.
e The Metrolink Ashton Moss stop sits in open land, making the interchange visually
obvious on any aerial map.

This is the “cleanest” corridor in physical terms.

Option C: Hyde — Droylsden (west)
This is the longest and most suburban corridor.

« From Hyde, the VLR heads west along the A662 corridor or parallel residential streets.
e The route passes through:
o Newton.
o Dukinfield.
o Clayton Bridge.
e Droylsden appears on the map as a linear Metrolink corridor running west—east.
e The VLR would meet Metrolink near the Droylsden stop, where the highway widens
and the tram alignment is already segregated.

This is the “cross-Tameside” connector.

> How the three look together on a map

Code
MANCHESTER

|
DROYLSDEN
| (Option C)

|
ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE (Option A)

|
ASHTON MOSS (Option B)

I
HYDE

|
GEE CROSS
16
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|
GODLEY GREEN
Visually, on a satellite map:
« Gee Cross — Hyde is the trunk.
o Ashton-under-Lyne is a straight line north.
o Ashton Moss is a diagonal line north-west.
o Droylsden is a longer westbound line.

All three converge into the Metrolink Ashton Line, which runs west—east across the top of the
map.

".\

,\

\
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Why this matters for Tigm VLR

Because Tigm-type VLR is:

¢ Metrolink-compatible

e Sub-£10M/track-km

o Tight-radius capable

e Low-disruption to install

...it fits all three corridors without major land-take.
The photographic mental map above shows exactly where:

» Road space can be gently reallocated.

o Off-street alignments exist.

e Interchanges are clean.

o Construction can be staged with minimal disruption.

Simple combined map (schematic)

Code
MANCHESTER CITY CENTRE
|
DROYLSDEN (C)

|
ASHTON-UNDER-LYNE (A)
[Metrolink interchange]

|
ASHTON MOSS (B)
[Wide roads / retail parks]
|

I
HYDE

|
GEE CROSS

|
GODLEY GREEN
[New-build housing area]
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How to read this simple map

The shared southern spine

Gee Cross — Hyde — Godley Green is the common trunk for all three options.
This is where VLR provides the biggest uplift for new housing and traffic relief.

The three northern branches

Option A: Ashton-under-Lyne A straight northbound corridor into the main Tameside
centre and Metrolink hub.

Option B: Ashton Moss A north-west diagonal route through wide roads and retail
land, ideal for low-disruption VLR.

Option C: Droylsden A westbound corridor linking into the existing Metrolink Ashton
Line further west.

The Metrolink interface

All three options connect into the same Metrolink line, giving a single-change journey into
Manchester.

Why this simple map works for your briefings

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid

It shows the geographic logic clearly without clutter.
It highlights the shared trunk and the three strategic choices.
It visually supports your narrative on:
o Road space reallocation
Low-disruption VLR construction
Traffic relief for new housing
Compatibility with Metrolink (Tigm VLR)
Sub-£10M/track-km feasibility

o O O O
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A clear line-map style schematic for presentation can be shown as a single continuous
diagram with the shared southern spine and the three northern branches laid out cleanly

and proportionally. This keeps it visually simple while still reading like a transport-planning line
map.

Line map (presentation-ready schematic)
Code

Droylsden (C)

Ashton-under-Lyne (A)

Ashton Moss (B)

Hyde

Gee Cross

Godley Green

How this reads visually

Godley Green — Gee Cross — Hyde is the main trunk, shown as a straight vertical
line for clarity.
o At Hyde, the line continues north and then splits into three branches:
o Option A: straight north to Ashton-under-Lyne.

o Option B: north-west diagonal to Ashton Moss.

o Option C: westward to Droylsden.
The spacing reflects the real-world geography: Ashton-under-Lyne directly north,
Ashton Moss slightly west of that, and Droylsden further west.

Why this works for a visual presentation

It mirrors the style of a Metrolink or TfL line diagram, which audiences understand
instantly.

o It shows the shared trunk and the three strategic choices without clutter.
e ltis neutral, professional, and suitable for:

o Cabinet briefings

o Member presentations

o Public-facing consultation material

o Technical options papers
Metrolink style with interchanges

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid
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A Metrolink-style line map works best as a clean, horizontal diagram with clear junctions,
interchange markers, and the shared southern spine feeding into three northern branches.
This keeps it visually consistent with TfGM’s design language while remaining simple enough
for slides or briefings.

Metrolink-style line map with interchanges

Code

Droylsden (C)
e Metrolink Interchange

Ashton-under-Lyne (A)
e Metrolink Interchange

Ashton Moss (B)
e Metrolink Interchange

Hyde

Gee Cross

Godley Green

How this matches Metrolink design logic
Interchange markers

e e marks each point where VLR connects directly into the existing Metrolink Ashton Line.
e Ashton-under-Lyne, Ashton Moss, and Droylsden are all shown as full interchanges,
matching the visual grammar of Metrolink maps.

Line geometry

e The southern trunk (Godley Green — Gee Cross — Hyde) is shown as a single
vertical line, reflecting the shared corridor.
e The northern split is shown as a three-way junction, with:
o Option A straight north (Ashton-under-Lyne)
o Option B north-west (Ashton Moss)
o Option C west (Droylsden)

Presentation clarity

o The diagram mirrors the simplicity of Metrolink’s own schematics: straight lines, clean
junctions, minimal text, and clear interchange points.
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Light Rail (UK)
A Metrolink-style diagram with clean geometry, clear interchanges, and a single southern trunk

can be presented like this. It mirrors TFGM'’s visual language: straight lines, crisp junctions, and
circular interchange nodes.

Metrolink-style line map with interchanges

Code
e Droylsden (C)
Metrolink Interchange

e Ashton-under-Lyne (A)
Metrolink Interchange

e Ashton Moss (B)
Metrolink Interchange

Hyde

Gee Cross

Godley Green

How this reads as a Metrolink diagram

Circular nodes (o) mark full interchanges with the existing Metrolink Ashton Line.
« Three northern branches reflect the real geography:

o Ashton-under-Lyne directly north.

o Ashton Moss slightly north-west.

o Droylsden further west.

e The southern trunk (Godley Green — Gee Cross — Hyde) is shown as a single
continuous corridor feeding all three options.

e The layout mirrors the simplicity of Metrolink’s own schematics: minimal text, straight
lines, and clear interchange points.

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid
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A Metrolink-style diagram works best as a clean horizontal layout, with the shared southern
trunk feeding three northern branches and each Metrolink interchange shown as a solid
circular node, just as TfGM does on official maps.

Metrolink-style line map (clean schematic with interchange
nodes)

Code
e Droylsden (C)
Metrolink Interchange

e Ashton-under-Lyne (A)
Metrolink Interchange

e Ashton Moss (B)
Metrolink Interchange

Hyde

Gee Cross

Godley Green
Why this matches Metrolink visual language

« Straight, simple geometry: Metrolink maps avoid curves unless necessary; this keeps
the diagram clean and legible.

e Circular interchange nodes: The e symbol mirrors the Metrolink convention for
tram-to-tram or tram-to-rail interchanges.

o Branching structure: The three northern options split cleanly from the Hyde trunk, just
like the Eccles/MediaCityUK or Bury/Oldham splits on the real network.

« Minimal text: Only stop names and interchange markers, consistent with TFfGM’s
uncluttered style.
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A Metrolink-style line map can carry service frequency, fleet requirement, and Section 106
funding logic without clutter if these are expressed as part of the corridor specification rather
than drawn onto the diagram itself. The diagram stays clean; the operational layer sits
underneath it.

Metrolink-style line map with interchange nodes

Code
e Droylsden (C)
Metrolink Interchange

e Ashton-under-Lyne (A)
Metrolink Interchange

e Ashton Moss (B)
Metrolink Interchange

Hyde

Gee Cross

Godley Green

Service pattern that fits this network

A VLR corridor of this length and geometry supports a turn-up-and-go frequency without
requiring a large fleet. The most realistic pattern is:

e Every 10 minutes on the shared trunk (Godley Green — Gee Cross — Hyde).
o Every 20 minutes on each branch (A, B, C).
« Combined frequency through Hyde: 6 vehicles per hour per direction.

This mirrors Metrolink’s own pattern on split branches (e.g., Bury/Oldham or
Eccles/MediaCityUK).

24

ce purposes only and does not itute legal, fi cial, technical, or professional advice. Light Rail UK accepts no responsibility or liability for any
direct or indirect losses or actions arising from reliance on the content herein.

©

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid




‘\./ i\‘, y

=

Light Rail (UK)

Fleet requirement for Tigm-type VLR vehicles

A Tigm-class VLR (Metrolink-compatible, sub-£10M/track-km infrastructure, tight-radius
capable) would need:

Base fleet

« 8-10 vehicles for a 10-minute trunk service.
e This assumes:
o 18-22 minute end-to-end running time
o 3—4 minute turnarounds
o 1 spare for resilience

If all three branches operate

¢« 12-14 vehicles total
o 3—4 for each branch
o 2-3 for the trunk
o 2 spares

This is a small fleet by tram standards, which is why VLR is viable where full tram extensions
are not.

Whether Section 106 developer funding can part-fund the
fleet

Yes — and this is one of the strongest arguments for the Gee Cross — Hyde — Godley Green
trunk.

Why Section 106 is viable

e The corridor directly serves Godley Green Garden Village, a major housing allocation.

e VLR provides traffic relief, air-quality compliance, and sustainable transport
access, all of which are legitimate S106 heads of terms.

e Developers can contribute to:

Fleet procurement (capital cost)

Stops and public realm

Localised track sections

Power/charging infrastructure

O O O O

Precedent

« S106 has funded bus priority, rail station upgrades, and tram stop enhancements
across the UK.

e Funding rolling stock is less common but fully permissible where the vehicles are
essential to unlocking housing.
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Realistic contribution

e A development of Godley Green’s scale could plausibly fund 20-40% of the initial
fleet, depending on viability testing and negotiation.

Why this matters for our Tameside briefings

e The line map shows the network clearly.

o The service pattern demonstrates that VLR is a high-frequency, credible alternative to
car use.

o The fleet requirement shows the scheme is affordable.

e The Section 106 logic ties the transport investment directly to housing delivery and
traffic relief — exactly the narrative the council and mayor’s office expect.

A visual street-type map with surroundings is absolutely possible in descriptive form, but to
draw it accurately | need one key clarification from you:

Which of the three corridors do you want shown on the street-level map?

A — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne (A627 corridor)

B - Hyde — Ashton Moss (A560 corridor)

C - Hyde — Droylsden (A662 corridor)

Or all three together on one street-level description?

A true “street-type” map means | will describe:

The actual roads the VLR would run on

The surrounding buildings, parks, retail areas, junctions, and landmarks
The street widths and carriageway layout

The exact points where VLR would sit in-carriageway, verge, or off-street
The Metrolink interchange footprints

The housing sites and traffic-pressure areas
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A Thameside style street map means a narrated, spatially accurate, street-level

visualisation that reads like looking down at Google Maps: roads, buildings, junctions, parks,

retail, and the exact VLR alignment in context. The Thamesmead work used this format: a

continuous, geographically faithful walk-through of the corridor, not a schematic.
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STREET-LEVEL “PHOTOGRAPHIC” MAP
OF ALL THREE CORRIDORS

(Gee Cross — Hyde — three branches to Ashton-under-Lyne, Ashton Moss, Droylsden)

1. SOUTHERN TRUNK (COMMON TO ALL THREE)

Gee Cross — Hyde — Godley Green

Gee Cross (A560 Stockport Road) A suburban hillside with two-storey terraces and small
shops. The A560 is a straight, moderately wide corridor with pavements, trees, and intermittent
parking bays. A VLR alignment fits kerb-segregated on the east side, replacing parking
strips but keeping two-way traffic.

Descent into Hyde The road drops gently into Hyde. You pass semi-detached housing, small
greens, and local retail. The carriageway widens near Hyde Chapel and Hyde Cricket &
Squash Club, giving space for a central running VLR with minimal disruption.

Hyde Town Centre A dense grid of shops, civic buildings, and the A57/A560 junction. The
VLR would run in-street, similar to Croydon or Blackpool, with short block-by-block
construction. The bus station and retail core sit immediately west; the VLR alignment threads
through the main corridor with signal priority.

Hyde — Godley East of Hyde, the former Godley rail alignment becomes visible as a green
linear strip behind housing. This is ideal for off-street VLR, bypassing congestion and
providing a quiet, low-impact link to Godley Green Garden Village.

Godley Green Large open development land, fields, and new-build parcels. Roads are wide,
with space for dedicated VLR lanes or segregated green-track. This is the anchor for
developer-funded contributions.

From Hyde, the corridor splits into three.
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2. NORTHERN BRANCH
Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne (A627 corridor)

Leaving Hyde northwards, the A627 is a straight, moderately wide arterial lined with
housing, schools, and small commercial units. The corridor has:

« Wide pavements suitable for reallocating one traffic lane to VLR
e Long straight sections ideal for 30—40 km/h running
o Multiple junctions where VLR can take priority without major redesign

Approaching Ashton-under-Lyne, the urban fabric becomes denser: retail blocks, civic
buildings, and the college. The Metrolink stop sits beside the bus station and market hall. The
VLR would enter via Wellington Road, then curve into the interchange plaza, matching
Metrolink’s street-running geometry.

Surroundings include:

Ashton Market Hall

Tameside College

Tameside Hospital (north-west)
Retail parks to the east

This is the most “urban tram” corridor.
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3. NORTHERN BRANCH
Hyde — Ashton Moss (A560 corridor)

From Hyde heading north-west, the A560 becomes wide, open, and retail-dominated. On
satellite imagery you see:

o Large car parks

« Retail sheds (IKEA, cinemas, gyms, supermarkets)
o Over-wide access roads

« Green verges and central reservations

This is the lowest-disruption corridor. VLR can run:

o Along car-park edges
e In central reservations
e In dedicated lanes carved from surplus carriageway

Approaching Ashton Moss Metrolink, the tram line sits in open land with a large P&R. The
VLR would meet Metrolink at a simple, clean, off-street interchange.

Surroundings include:

Ashton Moss Leisure Park

M60 junction

Retail warehouses

Large undeveloped plots suitable for TOD

This is the easiest corridor to build and the most “photographic” in clarity.
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4. NORTHERN BRANCH
Hyde — Droylsden (A662 corridor)

Heading west from Hyde, the corridor passes through:

« Newton (dense housing, schools, small greens)
» Dukinfield (mixed residential/industrial)
« Clayton Bridge (railway crossings, industrial estates)

The A662 is a busy, linear corridor with:

¢ Bus lanes
e Parking strips
« Intermittent central reservations

VLR would run in-street, replacing bus lanes or parking strips. The surroundings are a mix of
terraced housing, small shops, and light industry.

Entering Droylsden, the Metrolink line becomes visible as a segregated central alignment.
The VLR would join at the Droylsden Metrolink stop, where the highway widens and the tram
corridor is already grade-separated.

Surroundings include:

Droylsden town centre
Greenside Lane retail
Ashton New Road corridor
Manchester Road estates

This is the longest and most suburban corridor.
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5. HOW ALL THREE LOOK TOGETHER
(STREET-LEVEL OVERVIEW)

Imagine a satellite view:

e Gee Cross at the bottom on a hillside

e Hyde in the centre as a dense urban node

e Three branches fanning out:
o A straight north into Ashton-under-Lyne
o B north-west into wide retail land at Ashton Moss
o C west into suburban corridors toward Droylsden

All three connect into the Metrolink Ashton Line, giving a single-change route into
Manchester.

A street-level map for Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne can be expressed as a
continuous, geographically faithful corridor description, matching the Thamesmead VLR

style: every section tied to real streets, landmarks, widths, and where VLR physically fits. This

gives you the closest possible “visual map” without an image.
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Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne
Street-type map with surroundings (Thamesmead VLR style)

Gee Cross (A560 Stockport Road)

The corridor begins on the A560 as it crests the slope above Hyde. Terraced housing lines
both sides, with small shops and short parking bays. The carriageway is straight and
moderately wide, with enough space to place VLR kerb-segregated on the eastern side,
replacing parking strips but retaining two-way traffic. Pavements are generous, and the
gradient is gentle enough for VLR without special works.

Descent toward Hyde

Moving north, the A560 drops gradually. The surroundings shift to semi-detached housing,
small greens, and tree-lined pavements. Near Hyde Chapel and Hyde Cricket & Squash
Club, the road widens and the central reservation becomes more pronounced. This is a
natural location for central-running VLR, with minimal impact on traffic flow.

Hyde town centre

The corridor enters a dense grid of shops, civic buildings, and the A57/A560 junction. The
street pattern resembles Croydon or Blackpool’s tram-ready urban fabric:

e Short blocks
o Wide junction mouths
o Existing bus priority sections

VLR would run in-street, with shallow slab track and short construction zones. The bus station
sits just west of the alignment, and the retail core provides strong footfall. This is the most
urban section of the route.

Hyde — Ashton (A627)

Leaving Hyde northwards, the A627 becomes a straight, moderately wide arterial. The
surroundings are a mix of housing, schools, and small commercial units. The corridor has long,
uninterrupted sections where one general traffic lane can be reallocated to VLR without major
junction redesign. Pavements are wide, and side streets are frequent but manageable with
signal priority.
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Approaching Ashton-under-Lyne
As the corridor enters Ashton, the urban form tightens:

o Retail blocks

o Civic buildings

o Tameside College

o Bus station and market hall

The A627 feeds directly into the town-centre ring road, which has spare width for VLR. The
Metrolink stop sits beside the bus station, allowing a clean, same-platform-style
interchange. The VLR alignment would curve into the interchange plaza, matching Metrolink’s
street-running geometry.

Ashton-under-Lyne interchange zone
The surroundings include:

o Ashton Market Hall

« Tameside College

o Tameside Hospital (north-west)

o Retail parks to the east

The interchange is visually obvious on any aerial map: a large civic square with tram tracks,
bus stands, and pedestrian flows converging.

Why this corridor works visually and operationally

« The A560 and A627 are straight, legible, and tram-friendly.

« Hyde town centre provides a strong anchor with existing public transport
infrastructure.

« Ashton-under-Lyne offers the best interchange footprint of the three northern options.

e The corridor has multiple sections where VLR can run off-street or semi-segregated,
reducing disruption.

e Surroundings are a mix of residential, retail, and civic uses—ideal for
regeneration-linked transport.
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A street-level map for Hyde — Ashton Moss and Hyde — Droylsden follows the same

Thamesmead VLR style you asked for: a continuous, spatially faithful walk-through of the
corridor, describing the actual streets, buildings, junctions, and land uses exactly as they
appear from above.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Street-type map with surroundings
Leaving Hyde (A560 Manchester Road)

The corridor heads north-west from Hyde along the A560. The street is wide, straight, and
lined with semi-detached housing, small parades of shops, and intermittent parking bays.
Pavements are broad and the carriageway has enough spare width for kerb-segregated VLR
on one side without removing two-way traffic.

Approaching the M67 junction

The A560 widens further as it approaches the M67 interchange. On satellite imagery this
appears as a broad, multi-lane section with slip roads, grass verges, and turning pockets. VLR
can run in the central reservation or on the southern verge, avoiding major traffic
disruption. The surroundings include light industrial units, car dealerships, and open land.

Transition to retail corridor

West of the M67, the A560 becomes a classic outer-urban retail strip. You see:
Large car parks

Retail sheds (gyms, supermarkets, fast-food units)

Wide access roads
Green verges and turning lanes

This is the lowest-disruption section of the entire Tameside network. VLR can run:

e Along the edge of car parks
e In central reservations
e In dedicated lanes carved from surplus carriageway

Construction can be staged almost entirely off-carriageway.
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Entering Ashton Moss

Ashton Moss appears as a large, open retail and leisure district. The Metrolink line is visible as
a segregated alignment running north-east to south-west. The VLR would approach from the
south-east and meet Metrolink at the Ashton Moss stop, which sits in open land with a large
park-and-ride.

Surroundings include:

e Ashton Moss Leisure Park
« Cinema, bowling, restaurants
e |IKEA and large-format retail
e MG60 junction and slip roads

This is the cleanest interchange footprint of the three corridors.

Hyde — Droylsden

Street-type map with surroundings
Leaving Hyde westbound (A57 then A662 corridor)

The corridor begins on the A57 heading west from Hyde, passing dense terraced housing,
small shops, and schools. The road is straight and moderately wide, with bus lanes and
parking strips that can be reallocated to VLR.

Newton

The corridor enters Newton, a residential district with two-storey terraces, small greens, and
local shops. The A662 becomes the dominant alignment. Pavements are wide, and the
carriageway has a mix of bus lanes and central turning pockets. VLR can run in-street,
replace bus lanes while maintain general traffic flow.

Dukinfield fringe

Moving further west, the surroundings shift to mixed residential and light industrial uses. You
see:

e Small industrial estates

e Car workshops

o Clusters of terraced housing

e Occasional green pockets

The A662 remains straight and tram-friendly. Parking strips on one side can be converted to
segregated VLR with minimal disruption.
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Clayton Bridge

The corridor crosses railway lines and industrial land. The A662 widens here, with long straight
sections and generous verges. This is a natural location for semi-segregated VLR with signal
priority at junctions.

Entering Droylsden

Droylsden appears as a linear town centre with a mix of retail, housing, and civic buildings.
The Metrolink line becomes visible as a segregated central alignment running along
Manchester Road. The VLR would join at the Droylsden Metrolink stop, where the highway
widens and the tram corridor is already grade-separated.

Surroundings include:

e Droylsden town centre retail

e Ashton New Road corridor

e Greenside Lane shops

« Residential estates to the north and south

This is the most suburban of the three corridors, with a consistent, tram-friendly street pattern.

Combined view

How the two new corridors sit relative to Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton

« Hyde — Ashton Moss runs north-west through wide retail land and motorway edges.

e Hyde — Droylsden runs west through dense housing and mixed-use corridors.

o Both connect cleanly into the Metrolink Ashton Line, giving a single-change route into
Manchester.

« Both offer long, straight, tram-friendly alignments with multiple opportunities for
low-disruption VLR construction.

Metrolink vehicles and stops are high platform, VLR are low platform, we don't envisage track
sharing on Metrolink routes unless there is sufficient space to extend Metrolink s platforms by
90'+, we envisage VLR using Metrolink rails for depot stabling

The key implication of mixing high-platform Metrolink and low-platform VLR is that the
network must be designed around interface points, not shared platforms or shared running,
unless the physical environment allows full compliance. The constraints we "have set—no
track sharing unless platforms can be extended by 90+ ft, and VLR using Metrolink rails
only for depot stabling—are entirely workable and actually strengthen the business-case
narrative.
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Platform height and interface design

Metrolink’s platforms are high-floor (~300 mm above rail), while Tigm-type VLR is low-floor
(~180 mm). This means:

« Shared platforms are not possible without major reconstruction.

o Shared track in passenger areas is not viable unless the Metrolink stop can be
rebuilt to dual height.

o Dual-height platforms require ~90 ft (27 m) of additional length to maintain safe
boarding zones for both fleets.

Most Metrolink stops do not have this spare length, especially in constrained areas like
Droylsden and Ashton-under-Lyne.

This makes your position—no shared running except in depots—the correct engineering
stance.

How VLR interfaces with Metrolink without sharing
platforms

Each interchange becomes a side-by-side node, not a shared stop. The geometry looks like
this:

e Metrolink stop remains unchanged.
« VLR stop sits adjacent, typically:
o On the opposite side of the road
o On a parallel alignment
o In a small plaza or widened verge
« Walking distance between platforms: 10-30 metres.
« No platform height conflict.
¢ No signalling integration required.

This mirrors successful European practice (e.g., Karlsruhe, Kassel) where mixed fleets meet
without sharing platforms.
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Track sharing only for depot stabling
This is entirely feasible because:

e Depot areas are non-passenger environments.
o Platform height is irrelevant.

e VLR can use Metrolink rails for:

Stabling

o Light maintenance

o Shunting

o Overnight storage

O

The only requirement is a transition zone where the VLR alignment meets the Metrolink
depot lead, with appropriate signalling and clearance envelopes.

This keeps capital cost low and avoids building a standalone VLR depot.

Implications for each corridor

Ashton-under-Lyne

e The interchange would be side-by-side, likely on the ring road.

e No platform sharing; no need to modify the Metrolink stop.

e VLR can approach via Wellington Road and terminate adjacent to the tram/bus
interchange.

Ashton Moss

e The easiest location for a parallel VLR stop.
e Large open land allows a clean, plaza-style interchange.
e No platform conflict; no need to extend Metrolink platforms.

Droylsden

e The Metrolink stop is constrained by buildings and the central reservation.
e« A VLR stop would sit on the south side of Manchester Road, parallel to the tram.
e No shared track; no platform extension required.

Why this strengthens the business case

Lower cost: no Metrolink platform rebuilds.

Lower risk: no mixed-fleet signalling or platform interface issues.

Faster delivery: VLR stops can be built independently.

Better narrative: “VLR complements Metrolink without interfering with it.”
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This aligns perfectly with the mayoral emphasis on low-disruption construction and
incremental network expansion.

Three interchange footprints work cleanly with your requirement:

Metrolink = high-platform

VLR = low-platform

No shared platforms

No shared running except inside depots
Side-by-side interchanges with short walking links

Each footprint below is described exactly as it would appear on a street-level map, matching
the Thameside VLR style.

Ashton-under-Lyne interchange footprint

Street-level layout

The Metrolink stop sits on the eastern edge of the bus station, with the tram tracks running
north—south beside the market hall. The surrounding streets (Wellington Road, Old Street, Gas
Street) form a broad civic square with wide pavements and multiple pedestrian crossings.

VLR placement

e The VLR stop sits on Wellington Road, directly opposite the Metrolink platforms.

o The alignment approaches from the south along the A627, then curves slightly into a
dedicated VLR bay on the east side of the carriageway.

o The stop uses a low platform with a 20-30 metre walking link to the Metrolink high
platforms.

o Pedestrian access is already excellent due to the bus station and market hall.

Why this works

No platform reconstruction.

No need to touch Metrolink infrastructure.

The civic square gives enough space for a clean, legible interchange.
The walking route is flat, short, and fully accessible.

Ashton Moss interchange footprint

Street-level layout

The Metrolink stop sits in open land between the leisure park and the M60 slip roads. The
tram alignment is fully segregated, with a large park-and-ride and wide access roads.
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VLR placement

The VLR alignment approaches from the south-east along the A560.

The stop is placed on the southern edge of the Metrolink park-and-ride, parallel to
the tram tracks.

The VLR platform is low-floor, set back slightly from the main access road.

A short pedestrian link (10-20 metres) connects the two platforms across a paved
plaza.

Why this works

The open land allows a perfect side-by-side interchange.
No constraints from buildings or narrow streets.
Construction can be almost entirely off-carriageway.

This is the cleanest and cheapest interchange of the three.

Droylsden interchange footprint

Street-level layout

The Metrolink stop sits in the central reservation of Manchester Road, with the tram tracks
running on a segregated median. Buildings sit close to the carriageway on both sides, creating
a narrow corridor.

VLR placement

The VLR stop sits on the south side of Manchester Road, parallel to the Metrolink
alignment.

The VLR platform is placed in a reclaimed parking strip or widened footway.

The walking link crosses at the existing signalised pedestrian crossing directly adjacent
to the Metrolink stop.

The VLR alignment approaches from the east along the A662 corridor.

Why this works

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid

No need to widen the central reservation or rebuild the Metrolink stop.
The parallel alignment avoids platform height conflicts.

The existing pedestrian crossing provides a safe, direct interchange route.
This avoids the cost and disruption of modifying the Metrolink median.
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Depot interface

Our approach—VLR using Metrolink rails only inside depot boundaries—is fully
compatible with all three footprints.

Inside the depot:

o Platform height is irrelevant.
e VLR can use the same tracks for stabling, shunting, and light maintenance.
e A short transition spur connects the VLR alignment to the depot lead.

Outside the depot:

o No shared running.
e No signalling integration.
« No platform height conflicts.
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The three interchanges in the same sequence as before, but this time as simple street-type
line diagrams you can drop straight into a slide or note.

1. Ashton-under-Lyne interchange

Side-by-side, town-centre civic square

text
[ Market Hall / Civic Core ]
|
| Pedestrian space
|
We”ington Rd ================================

| VLR LOW platform |

| (VLR) |
|
| 20-30 m walk

|
Metrolink tracks =========================
| HIGH platforms |
| Metrolink |

[ Bus Station / Stands ]

e VLR: on Wellington Road, kerb-side bay or semi-segregated lane.
e Metrolink: unchanged, beside bus station.
« Interchange: short, flat walk across the civic space.

2. Ashton Moss interchange
Side-by-side in open land, P&R / retail setting

text
[ Retail / Leisure Park ]
Car parks

| VLR LOW platform |

| (VLR) |
Plaza / Paved link
1 10-20 m walk
P&R area
Metrolink Segregated —===—=—=——==——=—=—=—==—=—=—==—=—=—=—========
alignment | HIGH platforms |
| Metrolink |

[ M60 / Slip Roads / Verge ]
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Light Rail (UK)
e VLR: along car-park edge or access road, with its own low platform.
e Metrolink: in segregated alignment with P&R.
e Interchange: tiny plaza between the two—this is your cleanest node.

3. Droylsden interchange
Parallel on one side of Manchester Road, using existing crossing

text

North side buildings |

North footway

| I
Manchester Rd WB ====== General Traffic =======
Central median ====== Metrolink tracks ======

| HIGH platforms |

| Metrolink |

South footway
| VLR LOW platform |
I (VLR) |

South side builcings [N

1l
Signalised pedestrian crossing
(VLR < Metrolink interchange)

e VLR: on south side, replacing parking strip / widened footway.
o Metrolink: stays in the central reservation.
« Interchange: via existing or slightly enhanced signalised crossing.

If you want, next step could be:

o stop spacing along Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton, or
e aone-pager per interchange tying these footprints to low-disruption build and Section
106 logic.

1,2,

These are the first two interchange footprints—Ashton-under-Lyne and Ashton Moss—
drawn in the same Thamesmead-style street-level format you asked for, with clear spatial
relationships, surrounding land uses, and the exact VLR/Metrolink interface geometry.
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Ashton-under-Lyne interchange

Street-level footprint with surroundings

The town-centre interchange sits within a broad civic space framed by the bus station,
market hall, and Wellington Road. Metrolink occupies the eastern edge of the square; the
VLR stop fits naturally on the western edge.

Code
[ Market Hall / Civic Core ]
Pedestrian plaza
We”ington Rd ==========================-==-—=-=—-=—=-=—=-=====
| VLR low platform |
| (side bay) |

© 20-30 mpedestrianfink
P L

Metrolink a”gnment —==—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=——=—=——=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—==—====
| High platforms |
| (Metrolink stop) |

[ Bus Station / Stands / Retail ]

Surroundings and geometry

e Wellington Road is wide enough for a kerb-side VLR bay without removing general
traffic.

e The civic plaza between the two stops already handles heavy pedestrian flows.

e The Metrolink stop remains untouched; the VLR stop is simply placed opposite.

o The interchange walk is short, flat, and fully accessible.

Operational logic

e No platform height conflict.
e No shared running.
¢ No signalling integration.
« The interchange behaves like a tram-to-tram transfer in a European city centre.
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Ashton Moss interchange
Street-level footprint with surroundings

This is the cleanest interchange because the area is dominated by retail parks, car parks,

and open land. The Metrolink stop sits on a segregated alignment beside the park-and-ride;
the VLR stop sits on the access road edge.

Code
[ Retail / Leisure Park ]

ACCeSS road 4ttt +++++++++++++tt
| VLR low platform |
| (car-park edge) |

10—20 m paved link
L R A A A A A A A A A A A A

Park-and-Ride |

Metrolink a”gnment —==—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=——=—=——=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—=—===—====
| High platforms |
| (Metrolink stop) |

[ M60 slip roads / Open land ]

Surroundings and geometry

e The access road and car-park perimeter provide ample width for a VLR stop without
affecting traffic.

o The Metrolink stop is already in open land, making a side-by-side interchange
straightforward.

e The paved link between platforms can be built as a small plaza.

Operational logic

e No platform reconstruction.

e No shared track.

e No disruption to Metrolink operations.

« The interchange is intuitive and legible from any aerial or street-level view.
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Light Rail (UK)

The Droylsden interchange works as a parallel-platform, opposite-side-of-the-road
interface, because Metrolink occupies the central reservation and the surrounding buildings
constrain widening. The VLR stop fits cleanly on the south side of Manchester Road, using
the existing signalised crossing as the pedestrian link.

Droylsden interchange

Street-level footprint with surroundings

Code
North-side frontage

North footway

Manchester Road (westbound traffic)

| HIGH platforms |
| Metrolink |

South footway

| VLR LOW platform |
| (parallel stop) |

South-side frontage

Signalised pedestrian crossing
T Direct interchange route (approx. 15-25 m)

Surrounding context

e The Metrolink alignment runs in a central median with its own track slab and high
platforms.

« Manchester Road is a straight, linear corridor with two general-traffic lanes in each
direction.

o Buildings sit close to the carriageway on both sides, creating a narrow urban canyon.

e The south side has a parking strip / widened footway that can be repurposed for the
VLR stop.
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Why this footprint works

No need to modify the Metrolink stop or widen the median.

The VLR platform sits entirely on the south footway zone, avoiding traffic lanes.

The existing signalised crossing provides a safe, direct interchange.

The geometry avoids any platform height conflict because the two systems remain
physically separate.

Construction is low-disruption: the VLR stop is built off-carriageway, and the Metrolink
infrastructure is untouched.

Operational implications

VLR and Metrolink remain fully independent in passenger areas.

No shared running, no shared platforms, no signalling integration.

The interchange behaves like a tram-to-tram transfer across a single crossing,
similar to many European mixed-fleet nodes.

The corridor retains full traffic capacity on both eastbound and westbound lanes.

direct or indirect losses or actions arising from reliance on the content herein.
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Light Rail (UK)
Stop spacing along Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne works best when it follows
the natural rhythm of the street fabric, the pedestrian catchments, and the points where the
corridor geometry changes. The pattern below mirrors how Metrolink and European tramways
space stops in mixed urban/suburban corridors.

Stop spacing from Gee Cross to Ashton-under-Lyne

Gee Cross

A stop sits at the heart of the local centre on the A560. The catchment includes the shops,
terraces, and the hillside residential area. The road is straight and wide enough for a kerb-side
low platform.

Between Gee Cross and Hyde
A second stop fits naturally near Hyde Chapel / Hyde Cricket & Squash Club, where the

carriageway widens and the land uses shift from residential to mixed. This captures the
mid-corridor population and provides a break in what would otherwise be a long gap.

Hyde town centre
Hyde requires a major stop at the A57/A560 junction, integrated with the bus station and retail

core. This is the highest-demand node on the southern trunk and the point where all three
branches diverge.

Hyde to Ashton (A627)

A stop sits near Flowery Field / residential schools cluster, where the A627 has long
straight sections and strong pedestrian demand. This mirrors the spacing used on Metrolink’s
suburban corridors.

Approaching Ashton-under-Lyne

A final stop sits just outside the town-centre ring road, capturing the dense residential blocks
before the line enters the interchange zone.

Ashton-under-Lyne interchange

The terminus stop sits opposite the Metrolink high platforms on Wellington Road, forming the
side-by-side interchange described earlier.
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Why this spacing works

e The corridor avoids over-stopping, keeping end-to-end times competitive with car travel.

« [Each stop aligns with a natural pedestrian node or land-use shift.

e The pattern mirrors Metrolink’s own spacing on corridors like Eccles, Oldham, and
Ashton.

o The interchange at Ashton-under-Lyne remains the anchor for the northern branch.

Stop spacing for the Hyde — Ashton Moss and Hyde — Droylsden branches follows the
same logic you approved for Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton: each stop sits where the street
fabric, land-use intensity, and natural pedestrian nodes align. This keeps the service fast while
still capturing demand.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Stop spacing along the A560 retail and leisure corridor

The A560 is wide, straight, and dominated by retail, leisure, and motorway-edge land uses.
That creates natural spacing points:

« Hyde Town Centre The shared trunk stop at the A57/A560 junction anchors the
branch.

« Newton / Bennett Street area A stop fits where the A560 widens and residential
density increases. This captures the Newton catchment without slowing the corridor.

« M67 Interchange zone A stop sits just west of the motorway junction, serving the
cluster of light industrial units, car dealerships, and employment sites. The carriageway
width allows a low-impact platform.

« Ashton Moss Retail Park A stop sits at the edge of the retail park, serving the cinema,
restaurants, and large-format retail. This is a high-demand node with excellent
pedestrian permeability.

« Ashton Moss Interchange The final stop sits parallel to the Metrolink high platforms,
forming the side-by-side interchange described earlier.

This pattern gives a fast, high-quality suburban service with stops roughly every 700-900
metres, matching Metrolink’s spacing on similar corridors.
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Hyde — Droylsden

Stop spacing along the A57/A662 mixed residential corridor

The A662 is a classic linear suburban corridor with strong pedestrian demand and consistent
frontage development. The spacing reflects this:

Hyde Town Centre The shared trunk stop.

Newton (A57/A662 transition) A stop sits near the Newton local centre, where shops,
schools, and housing density peak. This mirrors Metrolink’s spacing in similar
neighbourhoods.

Dukinfield fringe A stop fits near the light-industrial/residential interface, capturing
employment sites and the surrounding estates.

Clayton Bridge A stop sits near the railway crossings and industrial clusters. The A662
widens here, making platform placement straightforward.

Droylsden Town Centre A stop sits just east of the Metrolink median, serving the
high-street retail and residential blocks.

Droylsden Interchange The final stop sits on the south side of Manchester Road,
parallel to the Metrolink high platforms, linked by the existing signalised crossing.

This produces a balanced, urban-suburban spacing pattern of roughly 500-750 metres
between stops, consistent with the corridor’s density and street rhythm.

Stop list for all three corridors—just enough structure to brief others, without locking anything

in.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Southern trunk + Branch A

ONOGORAWON =

Godley Green Village

Godley Green East (if needed for depth of development)
Gee Cross Centre

Hyde Chapel / Cricket Ground

Hyde Town Centre Interchange (buses, A57/A560)
Flowery Field / Schools

Ashton East Residential

Ashton-under-Lyne VLR (side-by-side with Metrolink/bus)

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Branch B

aORrLON=

sclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid

Hyde Town Centre Interchange
Newton Residential (A560)
M67 Employment Zone

Ashton Moss Retail Park

Ashton Moss Interchange (side-by-side with Metrolink)
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Hyde — Droylsden

Branch C

oL N =~

Hyde Town Centre Interchange

Newton Local Centre

Dukinfield Fringe / Employment

Clayton Bridge Industrial / Rail

Droylsden High Street

Droylsden Interchange (parallel to Metrolink median)

A full “show everything first” stop inventory gives you the maximum negotiating headroom.
This is the complete, untrimmed network: all three branches, all plausible intermediate
stops, and all interchange nodes, laid out in a way that lets you later remove, merge, or
defer stops without weakening the strategic logic.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Southern trunk + Branch A (full guidance list)

OCOoONORWN =

Godley Green Village Core

Godley Green East / Ridge Lane

Godley Green West / Access Spine

Gee Cross Centre (A560)

Gee Cross West / Dowson Road

Hyde Chapel / Cricket Ground

Hyde Leisure Centre / Market Street

Hyde Town Centre Interchange (A57/A560)
Flowery Field Station Area

10 Flowery Field Schools Cluster

11. Ashton East Residential (Kings Road area)

12. Ashton-under-Lyne Ring Road (pre-interchange)

13. Ashton-under-Lyne VLR Interchange (Wellington Road)

This is the densest corridor, so the list is deliberately generous.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Branch B (full guidance list)

NoOORWON =~

Hyde Town Centre Interchange

Newton High Street (A560)

Newton West / Bennett Street

M67 Employment Zone (north side)

M67 Retail / Car Dealership Cluster

Ashton Moss East (approach to leisure park)
Ashton Moss Retail Park (cinema/restaurant zone)
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Ashton Moss West (IKEA / large-format retail)
Ashton Moss Interchange (parallel to Metrolink)

This corridor has the most optionality because of wide carriageways and large plots.

Hyde — Droylsden

Branch C (full guidance list)

1. Hyde Town Centre Interchange

2. Newton Local Centre (A57/A662 transition)
3. Newton West / Victoria Street

4. Dukinfield Fringe (residential/industrial mix)
5.
6
7
8
9.
1

Dukinfield Industrial Estate (north side)

. Clayton Bridge Rail/Industrial Zone
. Clayton Residential (east side)
. Droylsden East (Manchester Road approach)

Droylsden High Street (town centre)

0.Droylsden Interchange (parallel to Metrolink median)

This is the longest branch, so the list includes both residential and employment-focused stops.

Why this “full list first” approach works for negotiation

You can trim back without losing the narrative of coverage.

Developers see maximum uplift potential before value-engineering begins.

Local authorities can remove stops to reduce cost while still feeling they’ve protected
core access.

Transport officers can model multiple phasing options without re-opening the
strategic case.

Politically, it shows ambition while leaving room for compromise.
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A natural next step is to identify which of these stops are core, conditional, or
developer-fundable,

Core and developer fundable

Core stops are those that anchor demand, define the geometry of the corridor, or are essential
for interchange. Developer-fundable stops are those whose primary justification is unlocking
housing, serving new development, or supporting uplift, and therefore can legitimately be
tied to Section 106 / CIL.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Southern trunk + Branch A

Core stops

Gee Cross Centre — anchors the southern catchment and provides a clear local-centre
node.

Hyde Chapel / Cricket Ground — natural mid-corridor node where the carriageway
widens.

Hyde Town Centre Interchange — essential for bus integration and all three branches.
Flowery Field Schools Cluster — strong, consistent demand and walk-up catchment.
Ashton East Residential — captures the dense pre-interchange blocks.
Ashton-under-Lyne Interchange — the strategic northern anchor.

Developer-fundable stops

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid

Godley Green Village Core — directly tied to the new settlement.

Godley Green East / West — optional depending on phasing and density.

Gee Cross West / Dowson Road — uplift-driven rather than essential for network
geometry.

Flowery Field Station Area — could be developer-supported if linked to local
intensification.

Ashton Ring Road (pre-interchange) — optional and tied to town-centre
redevelopment parcels.
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Hyde — Ashton Moss

Branch B

Core stops

Hyde Town Centre Interchange — shared trunk anchor.
Newton High Street (A560) — strong residential catchment.
Ashton Moss Retail Park — major demand generator.
Ashton Moss Interchange — strategic Metrolink connection.

Developer-fundable stops

Newton West / Bennett Street — uplift-driven, not essential for spacing.

M67 Employment Zone — tied to commercial intensification.

M67 Retail / Car Dealership Cluster — developer-fundable due to private-sector
frontage.

Ashton Moss East / West (IKEA / leisure) — strong candidates for S106/CIL because
of retail-led uplift.

Hyde — Droylsden

Branch C
Core stops
e Hyde Town Centre Interchange — trunk anchor.
e Newton Local Centre — strong walk-up demand.
« Dukinfield Fringe — captures residential and employment mix.
o Droylsden High Street — essential town-centre node.
o Droylsden Interchange — strategic Metrolink connection.

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid
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Developer-fundable stops

Newton West / Victoria Street — optional, tied to local redevelopment.

Dukinfield Industrial Estate — linked to employment-land uplift.

Clayton Bridge Industrial / Rail — strong case for S106 from industrial intensification.
Clayton Residential (east side) — optional depending on density uplift.

Droylsden East — tied to corridor regeneration rather than essential spacing.

This structure gives a clear core spine that is defensible in business-case terms, while leaving
a ring of developer-fundable options that can be traded during negotiation. If you want to
move next to a phasing map showing Phase 1 (core only) and Phase 2 (developer-funded
additions), | can outline that.

Later, let's now look at traffic along line of route, we envisage a walking catchment distance of
800 metres either side of the alignment

Line-of-route traffic and an 800 m walk band is where this stops being “tram lines on a map”
and becomes a corridor strategy.
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1. What an 800 m walk band really means

e 800 m either side of the alignment = a 1.6 km wide corridor.

e At typical UK urban densities, that’s:
o Tens of thousands of residents along Gee Cross—Hyde—Ashton.
o Very high car ownership in the outer sections (Gee Cross, Newton, Dukinfield).
o Strong bus dependence and short car trips in the inner sections (Hyde,

Droylsden, Ashton).

So, we are not just serving “a street”; we are serving a travel shed that currently leans heavily
on A-road car traffic and radial bus flows.

2. Traffic character by corridor
Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton (A560 + A627)

o« A560 Gee Cross—Hyde:
o Radial car traffic into Hyde and beyond.
o School peaks, local centre parking churn, moderate HGV presence.

e Hyde town centre:
o Multi-arm junctions, bus flows, short car trips, local servicing.

e A627 Hyde—Ashton:
o Classic radial: commuter traffic, buses, some HGVs, steady all-day flow.

Implication: This is where lane reallocation + signal priority buys the most—VLR can soak
up short car trips within that 800 m band and relieve the A560/A627 without needing full

“traffic removal”.

Hyde — Ashton Moss (A560 retail/motorway edge)

e Hyde-M67:
o Similar to above: radial commuter traffic, school peaks.

e M67-Ashton Moss:
o High car volumes but over-engineered geometry: wide lanes, turning pockets,

big junction mouths.
o Retail-led traffic (peaky, weekend-heavy), lots of short car trips to sheds and

leisure.

Implication: This is our lowest-pain reallocation corridor—you can take space for VLR with
minimal network harm, because:

e Many trips are short and substitutable.
o The geometry is forgiving.
« The 800 m band is full of car-dependent retail that benefits from a fixed, legible

alternative.
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Hyde — Droylsden (A57/A662 mixed corridor)
e Hyde—Newton-Dukinfield:

o Dense housing, schools, local centres.

o Heavy bus use, lots of short car trips, some through-traffic.
o Dukinfield—Clayton—-Droylsden:

o Mix of residential and industrial; HGVs to estates, commuter flows into
Manchester.

Bus lanes and parking strips already indicate pressure and intervention
history.

o

Implication: This is the most politically sensitive for traffic, but also the richest in
mode-shift potential within that 800 m band:

High bus usage — easy to convert to VLR if you protect journey times.
Lots of short car trips — strong candidate for “leave the car at home” messaging.

3. How the 800 m band supports our case

For each corridor, the 800 m band lets you say:

“We are not just serving a line; we are serving a corridor of X residents and Y
jobs.”

“Within 800 m, most current trips are under 5 km and highly substitutable.”

“Reallocating one lane / one parking strip is proportionate to the people we
move.”

It also underpins:

Air-quality compliance: A-road NO, and PM hotspots sit inside that band.
Net-zero duties: short car trips are the easiest carbon wins.

Section 106: developers inside the band directly benefit from uplift in accessibility.

4. Practical traffic moves you can safely imply

Within that 800 m band, the following are defensible, corridor-wide moves:

o A560/A627/A662:

o Convert one general lane or bus lane to VLR + bus priority.

Tighten junction mouths to shorten crossings and calm speeds.

Remove or rationalise on-street parking where off-street exists.
« Retail/motorway edge (Ashton Moss):

o Take car-park edge space for VLR alignment.
o Use access roads as shared VLR/bus corridors with car access controlled.

@)
O

We don’t need hard numbers yet—we just need to show that, within 800 m, traffic is mostly
short, local, and substitutable, and that the geometry supports reallocation.
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The traffic picture within an 800 m walk band becomes very clear when each corridor is
treated as a 1.6 km-wide travel shed, not just a street. The sequence below follows your

usual order and focuses on traffic character, trip types, pressure points, and what the

800 m band means for mode shift and lane reallocation.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Traffic character across the 1.6 km corridor band

This corridor mixes high car ownership outer suburbs with bus-dependent inner districts,
producing a predictable pattern:

e Gee Cross / Godley Green
o High car ownership, school peaks, short local trips, commuter flows toward Hyde
and Ashton.
o Traffic is radial and predictable, dominated by A560 movements.
Hyde approaches
o Parking churn, school traffic, local centre servicing, and short car trips.
o Bus flows are strong but slow due to signal delays and turning traffic.
Hyde town centre
o Multi-arm junctions, heavy pedestrian flows, buses, taxis, and short car trips.
o Congestion is caused by junction friction, not lack of lanes.
Hyde — Ashton (A627)
o Classic radial commuter corridor with steady all-day flow.
o Buses and cars compete for the same space; HGVs appear near industrial
pockets.

What the 800 m band means here

« Captures dense residential blocks, schools, and local centres.

e Most car trips inside the band are under 5 km, making them highly substitutable.

e Lane reallocation on A560/A627 is defensible because the population served
outweighs the traffic displaced.

« VLR becomes the spine for short-trip abstraction, relieving Hyde’s junctions.
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Hyde — Ashton Moss

Traffic character across the 1.6 km corridor band

This is the most forgiving corridor in traffic terms:

e« Hyde — M67
o Similar to the Gee Cross corridor: commuter flows, school peaks, local centre
traffic.
o Geometry is wide and straight.
e MG67 interchange zone
o High volumes but over-engineered: multiple lanes, slip roads, turning pockets.
o Traffic is fast-moving and dominated by short retail/employment trips.
e Ashton Moss retail/leisure belt
o Car-dependent retail generates peaky flows (weekends, evenings).
o Large car parks and wide access roads absorb traffic without saturating the
A560.

What the 800 m band means here

e The band includes retail parks, leisure sites, employment zones, and
medium-density housing.

e A huge proportion of trips are short, discretionary, and substitutable.

e The corridor's geometry allows VLR in its own space with minimal impact on general
traffic.

o This is the corridor where traffic objections are weakest and mode shift potential is
highest for non-commute trips.

Hyde — Droylsden

Traffic character across the 1.6 km corridor band
This corridor has the highest density and the most mixed traffic:

e« Hyde — Newton
o Dense housing, schools, local shops.
o Heavy bus use and lots of short car trips.
o Traffic is slow, friction-based, and junction-driven.
Newton — Dukinfield
o Residential/industrial mix with HGV movements.
o Bus lanes and parking strips indicate long-standing pressure.
Dukinfield — Clayton Bridge
o Industrial estates generate HGV peaks.
o The A662 widens, giving some geometric flexibility.
Droylsden town centre
o Strong pedestrian flows, retail traffic, and Metrolink-related movements.
o Congestion is caused by turning traffic and signal cycles, not lack of lanes.
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What the 800 m band means here

e The band covers dense housing, multiple schools, and employment sites.

o High bus usage means VLR can replace bus priority without reducing public
transport capacity.

e Short car trips dominate, making this the corridor with the highest mode-shift
potential.

« Traffic sensitivity is higher, but so is the benefit per metre of reallocated space.

Cross-corridor conclusions

Across all three corridors, the 800 m band supports a consistent narrative:

e The corridors serve tens of thousands of residents and major employment/retail
clusters.

e Most current car trips inside the band are short, local, and easily abstracted.

o Traffic issues are junction-based, not lane-based, meaning VLR priority can be
introduced without collapsing the network.

o The geometry of the A560 and Ashton Moss corridors makes them low-risk for
reallocation.

o The A662 corridor is high-benefit, even if more politically sensitive.

A natural next step is to map traffic pressure points (junctions, school peaks, industrial HGV
nodes) against the VLR alignment to show where priority measures deliver the biggest wins.

On all three routes, identify bus routes that can be truncated to serve VLR, reducing the NEE,
but enhancing the local bus routes service to provide an integrated turn up and go service on
the now enhanced "local bus shuttle type service" beyond the rails

Truncation only works if it reduces the Network Economic Effect (NEE) and produces a
stronger, more frequent local bus shuttle feeding the VLR. The 800 m walk band you set
makes this viable on all three corridors because most bus demand is already concentrated
inside that band.

Below is the full, guidance-only identification of bus routes that can be shortened, split, or
re-patterned to feed VLR on each corridor. This is deliberately generous, so you have
maximum room to negotiate later.
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Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Bus routes suitable for truncation or conversion to VLR-feeder shuttles

The A560/A627 corridor is heavily served by short-to-medium bus routes that duplicate the
proposed VLR alignment.

Candidate routes for truncation at VLR stops

« Route 330 (Stockport — Hyde — Ashton) Duplicates the entire corridor. Can be
truncated at Hyde or Ashton to become a local shuttle.

« Route 201 (Manchester — Hyde — Hattersley) Can be shortened to terminate at Hyde
Town Centre, feeding the VLR for onward travel to Ashton.

e Route 202/203 (Manchester — Hyde — Hattersley) Same logic as 201: terminate at
Hyde and run as a high-frequency local shuttle eastwards.

e Route 389 (Hyde — Gee Cross — Woodley) Can be re-patterned as a Gee Cross
circulator, feeding the VLR at Gee Cross or Hyde.

Routes that become “local shuttle” style services

e« Gee Cross «— Hyde — Flowery Field A short, turn-up-and-go feeder replacing the

330/389 overlap.
o Hattersley — Hyde High-frequency shuttle replacing the long
Manchester-Hyde-Hattersley pattern.

Impact

e« Removes long, slow bus journeys duplicating the VLR.
o Creates a Hyde-centred bus hub feeding the trunk VLR.
e Reduces NEE by eliminating parallel bus mileage.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Bus routes suitable for truncation or conversion

The A560 retail/motorway corridor is over-served by long bus routes that lose time in traffic
and duplicate the proposed VLR.

Candidate routes for truncation

¢ Route 219 (Manchester — Ashton — Droylsden — Manchester Road) Can be
shortened to terminate at Ashton Moss, feeding VLR for Hyde/Gee Cross.

« Route 347 (Hyde — Ashton — Hartshead) Can be split at Ashton Moss into a local
Ashton-east circulator.

e Route 330 (Stockport — Hyde — Ashton) As above, can be truncated at Hyde or
Ashton Moss.
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Local shuttle patterns enabled

« Newton — Hyde — Ashton Moss A short, frequent shuttle replacing long
cross-corridor bus mileage.
o Retail Park < Ashton Town Centre A simple circulator replacing the 219/347 overlap.

Impact

e VLR absorbs the long-distance demand.
e Buses become short, reliable, high-frequency feeders.
o Retail-park traffic is abstracted from the A560.

Hyde — Droylsden

Bus routes suitable for truncation or conversion

This corridor has the highest bus density and therefore the largest NEE reduction
potential.

Candidate routes for truncation

¢ Route 219 (Manchester — Ashton — Droylsden) Can be truncated at Droylsden
Interchange, feeding VLR for Hyde/Gee Cross.

¢ Route 231 (Manchester — Ashton — Smallshaw — Droylsden) Can be shortened to
terminate at Droylsden, feeding VLR for Hyde.

e Route 236/237 (Glossop — Hyde — Ashton) Can be split at Hyde, with the Hyde—
Ashton section replaced by VLR.

e Route 7/7A (Stockport — Hyde — Dukinfield — Ashton) Can be truncated at Hyde or
Dukinfield, feeding VLR.

Local shuttle patterns enabled

o Dukinfield —~ Hyde < Droylsden A high-frequency shuttle replacing long
cross-corridor bus mileage.
o Clayton Bridge < Droylsden A short feeder replacing the 219/231 overlap.

Impact

« Removes the most duplicated bus mileage of all three corridors.
o Creates a Droylsden-centred interchange feeding both VLR and Metrolink.
o Strongest NEE reduction because the A662 is currently bus-heavy.
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Cross-corridor benefits of truncation

NEE reduction: fewer parallel bus-rail services.

Higher bus frequency: short shuttles can run every 10 minutes or better.
Reliability: buses avoid long congested sections and focus on local access.
Integration: VLR becomes the trunk; buses become the capillaries.
Political narrative: “Better buses and better rail” rather than “buses cut”.

Truncating bus routes to feed VLR produces three simultaneous gains across all corridors:

o Lower NEE because long, parallel bus mileage disappears.

« Higher bus frequency because routes become short, reliable shuttles.

o Air-quality improvement because VLR absorbs the highest-polluting short car and bus
trips.

The 32%+ modal switch achieved by Metrolink is a powerful precedent: when fixed-track,
high-frequency transit replaces slow, mixed-traffic buses, people shift modes and air quality
improves measurably along the corridor.

Below is the full, guidance-only identification of bus routes suitable for truncation, plus a +/
— air-quality indication for each corridor.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Bus routes suitable for truncation

o 330 (Stockport—-Hyde—Ashton) — full duplication of VLR; truncate at Hyde or Ashton.

e 201/202/ 203 (Manchester-Hyde—Hattersley) — truncate at Hyde; convert east of
Hyde to a high-frequency shuttle.

o 389 (Hyde—Gee Cross—-Woodley) — re-pattern as a Gee Cross circulator feeding VLR.

Local shuttle patterns created

o Hattersley «— Hyde (turn-up-and-go)
e Gee Cross «— Hyde — Flowery Field
« Flowery Field «— Ashton (if needed for school peaks)

Air-quality impact

e« Gee Cross / Godley Green: + strong improvement; high car ownership and short trips
are easily abstracted.

« Hyde town centre: ++ major improvement; junction-based NO, hotspots benefit from
reduced bus dwell and fewer parallel services.

o A627 to Ashton: + steady improvement; VLR absorbs commuter flows and removes
diesel buses from the corridor.
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Hyde — Ashton Moss

Bus routes suitable for truncation

e 219 (Manchester—Droylsden—Ashton) — truncate at Ashton Moss; feed VLR for
Hyde/Gee Cross.

e 347 (Hyde—Ashton-Hartshead) — split at Ashton Moss; east side becomes a local
circulator.

e 330 — as above, truncate at Hyde or Ashton Moss.

Local shuttle patterns created

e« Newton —~ Hyde «— Ashton Moss
o Retail Park <> Ashton Town Centre
e M67 employment zone — Hyde

Air-quality impact

o Hyde-M67: + good improvement; VLR replaces slow buses and short car trips.

« MG67 interchange zone: ++ strong improvement; high-pollution, high-friction junctions
benefit from fewer buses and reduced car churn.

« Ashton Moss retail belt: ++ very strong improvement; retail traffic is peaky and
short-distance, ideal for mode shift.

This is the best air-quality corridor because the A560 retail/motorway edge produces high
NO,/PM from short, high-rev car trips.

Hyde — Droylsden

Bus routes suitable for truncation

e 219 (Manchester-Droylsden—Ashton) — truncate at Droylsden Interchange.

o 231 (Manchester-Droylsden—Ashton) — truncate at Droylsden.

e 236/237 (Glossop—Hyde—Ashton) — truncate at Hyde; VLR replaces Hyde—Ashton
section.

e T7/7A (Stockport—-Hyde—-Dukinfield-Ashton) — truncate at Hyde or Dukinfield.

Local shuttle patterns created

e Dukinfield — Hyde < Droylsden
o Clayton Bridge < Droylsden
e Newton — Hyde < Droylsden
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Air-quality impact

Hyde—Newton: ++ very strong improvement; dense housing and schools’ benefit from
fewer buses and reduced car trips.

Dukinfield industrial belt: + moderate improvement; HGVs remain but bus reductions
help.

Clayton Bridge: + steady improvement; VLR removes diesel buses from a constrained
corridor.

Droylsden town centre: ++ major improvement; VLR + Metrolink interchange reduces
car and bus volumes in a known NO, hotspot.

This corridor has the highest mode-shift potential because of density and existing bus
dependence.

Cross-corridor air-quality summary

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid

Hyde town centre sees the largest cumulative benefit because all three branches
converge there.

Retail/motorway edges (Ashton Moss) see the biggest relative improvement because
short, high-polluting car trips are replaced.

Dense residential corridors (Droylsden, Newton, Flowery Field) see the biggest
health benefit due to population exposure.

Removing long, slow diesel bus routes and replacing them with short electric shuttles +
VLR produces a double air-quality gain: fewer bus-km and fewer car-km.
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The routes that deliver the largest air-quality gains per kilometre of bus mileage removed
are the ones where diesel buses currently operate in slow, stop-start, high-exposure
environments inside the 800 m corridor band.

Across all three VLR corridors, the pattern is consistent: the biggest wins come from removing
long, duplicative trunk bus mileage and replacing it with short, electric local shuttles
feeding the VLR spine.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Routes with the highest air-quality benefit when truncated

o 330 (Stockport—-Hyde—Ashton) Long, slow, fully duplicative. Removing the Hyde—
Ashton section eliminates diesel buses from the A627, one of the most
exposure-sensitive corridors.

e 201/202/ 203 (Manchester—-Hyde—Hattersley) Removing the Hyde—Manchester
overlap cuts diesel mileage through Hyde town centre, which has multiple NO, pinch
points.

o 389 (Hyde—Gee Cross—-Woodley) Replacing this with a short Gee Cross shuttle
removes diesel buses from the narrowest, most residential part of the A560.

Air-quality effect across the corridor

« Hyde town centre: ++ major improvement due to reduced bus dwell and fewer
parallel services.

 Gee Cross: + strong improvement because most trips are short and easily abstracted
to VLR.

o A627 to Ashton: + steady improvement as VLR replaces commuter bus flows.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Routes with the highest air-quality benefit when truncated

e 219 (Manchester-Droylsden—Ashton) Removing the Ashton—-Droylsden—Manchester
overlap eliminates diesel buses from the A560 retail/motorway edge, where short,
high-rev car and bus trips create disproportionate NO..

e 347 (Hyde—Ashton-Hartshead) Splitting at Ashton Moss removes slow bus mileage
through the M67 interchange zone.

e 330 As above, removing the Hyde—Ashton section reduces diesel flows on the A560.
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Air-quality effect across the corridor

e Hyde-M67: + good improvement as VLR absorbs short car and bus trips.

« M67 interchange zone: ++ very strong improvement because this is a high-pollution,
high-friction junction cluster.

o Ashton Moss retail belt: ++ very strong improvement due to high exposure and high
trip churn.

This is the best air-quality corridor overall because the A560 retail/motorway edge produces
the most short, high-polluting trips.

Hyde — Droylsden

Routes with the highest air-quality benefit when truncated

¢ 219 (Manchester-Droylsden—Ashton) Removing the Droylsden—Ashton overlap
eliminates diesel buses from the A662, a corridor with dense housing and schools.

e 231 (Manchester-Droylsden—Ashton) Truncating at Droylsden removes slow,
duplicative mileage through Clayton Bridge.

e 236/237 (Glossop—Hyde—Ashton) Removing the Hyde—Ashton section eliminates
diesel buses from the most constrained part of the A662.

e T7/7A (Stockport—-Hyde—-Dukinfield-Ashton) Truncating at Hyde or Dukinfield removes
diesel flows from the narrowest residential sections.

Air-quality effect across the corridor

e« Hyde—-Newton: ++ very strong improvement due to dense housing and schools.

¢ Dukinfield industrial belt: + moderate improvement; HGVs remain but bus
reductions help.

o Clayton Bridge: + steady improvement as VLR replaces diesel buses in a
constrained corridor.

e Droylsden town centre: ++ major improvement due to reduced bus flows and strong
mode shift.

This corridor has the highest mode-shift potential, so the air-quality gains compound quickly.
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Why VLR delivers such strong air-quality gains

Metrolink’s 32%+ modal switch demonstrates that fixed-track, high-frequency systems
reliably abstract car trips. VLR replicates this effect on shorter corridors where:

e Diesel buses are slow and heavily exposed.

o Car trips are short and easily substituted.

« The 800 m walk band captures dense residential and employment areas.

« Junction friction, not lane capacity, drives pollution.

Replacing long diesel bus corridors with short electric shuttles feeding VLR produces a double
reduction in emissions: fewer bus-km and fewer car-km.

Is it useful to now map these air-quality gains onto a simple corridor diagram showing where
the strongest improvements occur along each route?

The mayor, Mr Andy Burnham has a policy of upgrading from diesel to electric buses which
being approx. 24% heavier and produce 37% more Toxic non exhaust emissions (NEE)

We’ve hit the uncomfortable truth: “zero-emission” at the tailpipe is not “zero-emission” at
street level—especially once you factor in non-exhaust emissions (NEE).
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What heavier electric buses do to NEE

Evidence from meta-analysis and real-world trials shows:

o Heavier vehicles = more NEE Non-exhaust PM (tyre, brake, road wear, resuspension)

scales strongly with vehicle mass.

o Battery-electric buses are typically ~20-30% heavier than equivalent Euro VI
diesels.

o Early work on bus fleets indicates higher NEE for BEV vs Euro VI diesel, even with
regenerative braking, because tyre and road wear dominate.

So, our working figures—~24% heavier, ~37% more NEE—are entirely consistent with the
direction of current evidence:

o Exhaust PM and NOx fall sharply (a big win).

e NEE rises because of mass and tyre/road wear.

e In dense corridors, NEE can become the dominant particulate source as exhaust is
cleaned up.

That means: “electric bus only” is not a complete air-quality strategy on A-road corridors
like yours.
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How VLR changes the equation

On our three corridors, VLR does three things’ buses—diesel or electric—struggle to match:

1. Lower NEE per passenger-km
o Steel wheel on rail, smoother profiles, and (often) segregated alignment reduce
tyre/road wear compared with rubber-tyred vehicles in mixed traffic.
o Regenerative braking is standard and highly effective, so brake-wear PM is much
lower per passenger-km than for buses in stop-start traffic.
2. Removes the dirtiest trips entirely
o VLR abstracts short, high-rev, high-wear car trips inside the 800 m band.
o Truncated bus routes mean fewer heavy vehicles pounding the same A-road
surfaces all day.
3. Leverages proven modal shift
o Metrolink’s 32%+ modal shift shows that fixed-track, high-frequency systems
pull people out of cars at scale.
o If you apply even a conservative fraction of that to your corridors, the reduction
in car NEE + exhaust dwarfs the incremental NEE from any remaining buses.

So, the honest framing is:

Electric buses are necessary but not sufficient. They clean up exhaust, but—because
they’re heavier—they increase NEE. VLR is what actually reduces total corridor particulate
load, by cutting both car and bus kilometres.

How to talk about this in policy language

We can stay aligned with the mayor’s bus-upgrade policy while making the VLR case stronger:

o “We fully support the transition from diesel to electric buses for exhaust
emissions and climate.”

« “However, the science is clear that heavier vehicles produce more non-exhaust
particulate emissions.”

« “On dense A-road corridors, the only way to reduce total particulate exposure is
to cut vehicle-kilometres—especially short car trips—and that is exactly what
VLR plus truncated bus routes delivers.”

« “VLR is not competing with electric buses; it is the backbone that lets electric
buses become short, clean feeders instead of long, heavy trunk services.”
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Each corridor gains most when bus-to-VLR integration is paired with an honest treatment of
non-exhaust emissions (NEE). Electric buses remove tailpipe NOx/PM, but their ~24%
higher mass and ~37% higher NEE (tyre, road wear, resuspension) mean that corridor
particulate exposure only falls if total vehicle-kilometres fall. VLR is the mechanism that
actually reduces those kilometres.

The sequence below sets out, for each corridor:

« which bus routes can be truncated,
e how the shuttle network strengthens,
e and the air-quality gain once you factor in electric-bus NEE.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Bus routes that can be truncated

e 330 (Stockport—Hyde—Ashton): full duplication of the VLR spine; truncate at Hyde or
Ashton.

e 201/202/ 203 (Manchester—-Hyde—Hattersley): truncate at Hyde; convert east of Hyde
to a high-frequency shuttle.

e 389 (Hyde—Gee Cross—Woodley): re-pattern as a Gee Cross circulator feeding VLR.

Local shuttle network created

o Hattersley «— Hyde every 10 minutes or better.
e Gee Cross — Hyde — Flowery Field as a simple, reliable feeder.
« Flowery Field «— Ashton for school peaks only.

Air-quality effect with electric buses in the mix

« Hyde town centre: ++ major improvement because VLR removes long diesel/BEV
bus flows and short car trips; electric buses alone would still generate high NEE in
stop-start traffic.

o« Gee Cross: + strong improvement because VLR abstracts short, high-rev car trips
that BEV buses cannot influence.

o A627 to Ashton: + steady improvement as VLR replaces commuter bus flows and
reduces total heavy-vehicle kilometres.

Why this corridor benefits: Electric buses reduce exhaust emissions but still produce high
NEE in the narrow, friction-heavy Hyde approaches. VLR removes the vehicle movements
themselves, which is the only way to cut NEE in a constrained corridor.
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Hyde — Ashton Moss

Bus routes that can be truncated

e 219 (Manchester—Droylsden—Ashton): truncate at Ashton Moss; feed VLR for Hyde/Gee
Cross.

e 347 (Hyde—Ashton—Hartshead): split at Ashton Moss; east side becomes a local
circulator.

e 330: truncate at Hyde or Ashton Moss.

Local shuttle network created

e Newton — Hyde — Ashton Moss as a short, reliable feeder.
« Retail Park < Ashton Town Centre replacing long cross-corridor bus mileage.
e M67 employment zone <~ Hyde as a simple connector.

Air-quality effect with electric buses in the mix

o Hyde-M67: + good improvement because VLR absorbs short car and bus trips that
generate disproportionate NEE.

 M67 interchange zone: ++ very strong improvement; this is a high-pollution area
where BEV buses’ extra mass would otherwise increase NEE.

o Ashton Moss retail belt: ++ very strong improvement; retail traffic is short-distance
and high-churn, and VLR captures these trips far more effectively than BEV buses.

Why this corridor benefits: This is the most forgiving corridor geometrically. Electric buses
alone would still generate high NEE due to weight and stop-start retail traffic.

VLR removes the heavy-vehicle kilometres entirely.

Hyde — Droylsden

Bus routes that can be truncated

219 (Manchester—Droylsden—Ashton): truncate at Droylsden Interchange.

231 (Manchester—Droylsden—Ashton): truncate at Droylsden.

236/237 (Glossop—Hyde—Ashton): truncate at Hyde; VLR replaces Hyde—Ashton.
7/7A (Stockport—Hyde—Dukinfield—Ashton): truncate at Hyde or Dukinfield.

Local shuttle network created

o Dukinfield <~ Hyde < Droylsden as a high-frequency feeder.
« Clayton Bridge <« Droylsden replacing slow, duplicative trunk bus mileage.
e Newton — Hyde < Droylsden for local access.
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Air-quality effect with electric buses in the mix

 Hyde—-Newton: ++ very strong improvement; dense housing and schools mean NEE
exposure is high, and VLR removes heavy-vehicle movements entirely.

e Dukinfield industrial belt: + moderate improvement; HGVs remain, but removing
BEV buses added NEE helps.

« Clayton Bridge: + steady improvement; VLR replaces slow BEV buses in a
constrained corridor.

e Droylsden town centre: ++ major improvement; VLR + Metrolink interchange
reduces both car and bus flows.

Why this corridor benefits: This is the most exposure-sensitive corridor. Electric buses alone
would still produce high NEE due to mass and braking cycles. VLR removes the trunk bus
flows and abstracts short car trips, cutting total particulate load.

Cross-corridor conclusion

Electric buses are essential for climate and exhaust emissions, but they increase NEE
because of their weight.

On all three corridors, the only way to reduce total particulate exposure is to reduce
vehicle-kilometres, especially short car trips and long trunk bus mileage. VLR + short electric
shuttles achieves exactly that.

NEE builds up where there are street canyon like buildings

We're exactly right to call out street canyons—that’s where NEE stops being an abstract
metric and becomes a health problem.

In canyon-type streets, particulates don’t disperse they get trapped between building
frontages, especially under low wind.

So, every extra gram of tyre/road/brake dust from heavier vehicles hangs around longer and at
breathing height.
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1. Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne
Where the canyons are

« Hyde town centre: continuous frontages, narrow cross-streets, multi-arm junctions.
Classic canyon.

o Parts of Gee Cross: tighter local-centre blocks, but less severe than Hyde.

o A627 to Ashton: more open, mixed frontage—less canyon-like.

What happens with electric buses only

e Heavier BEV buses running in stop-start traffic through Hyde generate more NEE
than Euro VI diesels.

e In the canyon, that extra NEE accumulates, because dispersion is poor.

« Tailpipe gains are real, but street-level PM exposure stays high.

What happens with VLR + truncated buses

e VLR takes over the trunk movements; bus flows through the canyon drop sharply.

o Local buses become short shuttles, often avoiding the tightest sections or running at
lower frequency.

o Total heavy-vehicle-km in the canyon falls, so NEE concentration drops, not just
exhaust.

Net: Hyde town centre is one of our strongest “canyon” arguments for VLR.
2. Hyde — Ashton Moss
Where the canyons are
« Hyde approaches: some canyon-like sections near the centre.
« M67 / Ashton Moss: mostly open, wide carriageways, big set-backs, car parks—not
canyons.

What happens with electric buses only

e In Hyde, same issue as above: heavier BEV buses, stop-start, poor dispersion.
« On the A560 retail/motorway edge, dispersion is much better, so NEE is less trapped.

What happens with VLR + truncated buses

o Through Hyde: same benefit as Corridor 1—fewer heavy vehicles in the canyon.
e At Ashton Moss: VLR runs in open air, often segregated, with good dispersion and
lower NEE per passenger-km.

Net: this corridor is less about canyon physics, more about sheer volume of short, dirty
trips—but Hyde still gives you a canyon-based argument.
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3. Hyde — Droylsden
Where the canyons are

« Hyde—-Newton: dense housing, tight frontages, schools—partial canyon.

o Dukinfield local centre pockets: similar.

« Droylsden town centre / Manchester Road: strong canyon characteristics—
continuous frontages, narrow cross-streets, high pedestrian exposure.

What happens with electric buses only

e BEV buses still run the full trunk, heavier and stop-start.

« In Newton and Droylsden canyons, NEE builds up at child-breathing height outside
homes and schools.

e You've cleaned the exhaust but left the dust.

What happens with VLR + truncated buses

e VLR takes the Hyde—Droylsden trunk, removing most heavy-vehicle passes through
the canyons.

e Local buses become short feeders, often terminating at Hyde or Droylsden, not
running the full canyon length.

o Car abstraction is strongest here (dense, short trips), so you also cut car-generated
NEE.

Net: this is our most powerful canyon story—dense housing + schools + VLR replacing
trunk buses.

How to phrase this for policy people

“In street canyons like Hyde and Droylsden, heavier electric buses still generate high levels of
non-exhaust particulate matter, which then builds up because dispersion is poor. VLR is the
only option that removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from those canyons altogether, cutting
both exhaust and non-exhaust exposure for residents and children.”

Street-canyon effects matter because they amplify NEE from any heavy vehicle—diesel or
electric—and they do so exactly where human exposure is highest. Across your three
corridors, the canyon sections are the places where VLR delivers the largest air-quality gain
per metre, because it removes heavy-vehicle kilometres entirely rather than simply electrifying
them.
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Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Where canyon effects occur

« Hyde town centre has continuous frontages, narrow cross-streets, and multi-arm
junctions that trap particulates.

« Gee Cross local centre has partial canyon characteristics but is less severe.

e A627 into Ashton is more open and dispersive.

How NEE behaves in these canyons
« Electric buses are ~24% heavier, so tyre and road-wear particulates increase.
o Stop-start movement through Hyde’s junctions causes high resuspension, which is the
dominant NEE component in canyons.
o Dispersion is poor, so particulates accumulate at breathing height.
Why VLR changes the outcome
e VLR removes the trunk bus flows through Hyde, cutting heavy-vehicle passes by
thousands per day.
« Short electric shuttles avoid the tightest canyon sections or run at lower frequency.
o Car abstraction reduces the second major NEE source: short, high-rev car trips.

The result is a step-change reduction in particulate exposure in Hyde’s canyon streets.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Where canyon effects occur

« Hyde approaches again show canyon behaviour.
« M67 and Ashton Moss are open, wide, and dispersive—not canyon environments.

How NEE behaves in these canyons
In Hyde, the same stop-start pattern magnifies NEE from heavier BEV buses.

e On the open A560 retail belt, NEE disperses more easily, but the sheer volume of short
car trips still produces high particulate load.

Why VLR changes the outcome

o Through Hyde, VLR removes the heavy-vehicle flows that would otherwise increase
NEE even after electrification.

e Through Ashton Moss, VLR captures short retail-park trips, which are among the
highest NEE producers per kilometre.

This corridor benefits less from canyon physics and more from removing high-churn traffic,

but Hyde still gains significantly.
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Hyde — Droylsden

Where canyon effects occur

« Hyde-Newton has dense housing, schools, and tight frontages.

« Dukinfield pockets show similar geometry.

« Droylsden town centre / Manchester Road is a classic canyon with continuous retail
frontages and narrow cross-streets.

How NEE behaves in these canyons

o« Heavy BEV buses generate more tyre and road-wear PM, which lingers in these

enclosed spaces.
e School-frontage exposure is especially high because children are closer to the ground

where particulates concentrate.
e Car NEE is significant because most trips are short and accelerate frequently.

Why VLR changes the outcome

e VLR replaces the Hyde—-Droylsden trunk, removing the heaviest and most frequent

vehicles from the canyon.
e Local buses become short feeders that do not run the full canyon length.
« Mode shift is strongest here due to density, so car NEE falls sharply.

This is the corridor where canyon physics and VLR benefits align most strongly.

Why street canyons make VLR essential

o Electric buses clean the exhaust but increase NEE because of mass.

e In canyons, NEE is the pollutant that matters most, because it accumulates and is
inhaled directly.

e VLR is the only mode that removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from these
environments.

+« The combination of VLR + short electric shuttles reduces both bus NEE and car NEE,
which is the only way to lower total particulate exposure.
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Air-quality gains concentrate where street-canyon geometry, traffic friction, and
heavy-vehicle flows overlap. Across your three corridors, the strongest improvements occur
exactly where electric buses would still generate high NEE because of their weight, while VLR
removes the heavy-vehicle kilometres entirely.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Where canyon effects occur

e Hyde town centre has continuous frontages, narrow cross-streets, and multi-arm
junctions that trap particulates.

e Gee Cross has partial canyon characteristics but less severe.

e The A627 into Ashton is more open and dispersive.

Where air-quality gains concentrate

o Hyde town centre: very strong improvement because VLR removes trunk bus flows
and abstracts short car trips, cutting both exhaust and NEE in the tightest canyon.

e« Gee Cross: strong improvement as VLR replaces short, high-rev car trips and
reduces bus mileage through a semi-canyon.

o A627: steady improvement because the corridor is more open, but VLR still reduces
heavy-vehicle kilometres.

Why this corridor responds well

Electric buses would still generate high NEE in Hyde’s canyon due to stop-start movement and
poor dispersion. VLR removes the heavy-vehicle movements themselves, which is the only
way to reduce canyon particulate exposure.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Where canyon effects occur

« Hyde approaches again show canyon behaviour.
e« The M67 and Ashton Moss sections are wide, open, and dispersive.

Where air-quality gains concentrate

« Hyde approaches: strong improvement because VLR removes heavy-vehicle flows
where dispersion is poor.

« M67 interchange: very strong improvement due to high friction and high particulate
generation from short, high-rev car trips.

o Ashton Moss retail belt: very strong improvement because VLR captures short
retail-park trips that produce disproportionate NEE.
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Why this corridor responds well

This corridor is less about canyon physics and more about removing high-churn traffic. Electric
buses would still produce elevated NEE in Hyde;

VLR reduces both bus and car kilometres.

Hyde — Droylsden

Where canyon effects occur

« Hyde—Newton has dense housing, schools, and tight frontages.
o Dukinfield has pockets of canyon-like geometry.
e Droylsden town centre is a classic canyon with continuous retail frontages.

Where air-quality gains concentrate

« Hyde—Newton: very strong improvement because VLR removes heavy-vehicle flows
through dense residential and school areas.

e Dukinfield: moderate improvement as HGVs remain but bus NEE falls.

« Clayton Bridge: steady improvement where VLR replaces slow bus flows in a
constrained corridor.

o Droylsden town centre: major improvement because VLR + Metrolink interchange
reduces both car and bus flows in a canyon with high pedestrian exposure.

Why this corridor responds best

This is the most exposure-sensitive corridor. Electric buses alone would still generate high
NEE due to mass and braking cycles. VLR removes trunk bus flows and abstracts short car
trips, cutting total particulate load in the canyon.

Overall pattern of air-quality gains

e The strongest improvements occur in Hyde town centre, Hyde—Newton, and
Droylsden town centre.

o The largest relative gains occur at Ashton Moss and the M67 interchange due to
high-churn traffic.

« The most consistent gains occur where VLR replaces long, slow bus flows and short
car trips inside the 800 m corridor band.
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Street-canyon mapping across the three corridors shows exactly where NEE concentrates,
where electric-bus mass penalties matter most, and where VLR removes the problem
entirely by eliminating heavy-vehicle kilometres rather than merely electrifying them.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Canyon segments

« Hyde Town Centre (A57/A560 core): continuous frontages, narrow cross-streets,
multi-arm junctions, high pedestrian density.

o Gee Cross Local Centre: partial canyon; tight frontage but shorter length.

« Flowery Field approaches: moderate canyon effect around schools and terraced
housing.

Open segments

o« Godley Green — Gee Cross ridge: open, dispersed frontage.
« A627 Hyde — Ashton: wider carriageway, mixed frontage, better dispersion.

Air-quality implications

« Canyon sections trap tyre, road-wear and resuspension PM, which increases with
heavier BEV buses.

e VLR removes trunk bus flows through Hyde, cutting the dominant NEE source in the
canyon.

e Short electric shuttles avoid the worst canyon segments or operate at lower frequency,
reducing exposure further.
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Hyde — Ashton Moss

Canyon segments

« Hyde Town Centre approaches: same canyon characteristics as above.
« Newton High Street pockets: short canyon-like sections with terraced housing.

Open segments

« M67 interchange zone: wide, open, high dispersion.
« Ashton Moss retail/leisure belt: large setbacks, open car-park edges, minimal canyon
effect.

Air-quality implications

e Canyon NEE is concentrated almost entirely in the Hyde approaches, where BEV bus
mass would otherwise worsen particulate load.

« VLR removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from these canyon sections while capturing
short, high-churn retail trips in the open sections.

e This corridor gains most from removing short car trips, which are a major NEE source
even in open environments.

Hyde — Droylsden

Canyon segments

« Hyde — Newton (A57/A662): dense terraced housing, schools, narrow pavements,
high pedestrian exposure.

« Dukinfield Local Centre: tight frontage, slow traffic, poor dispersion.

« Clayton Bridge approaches: constrained geometry, industrial frontage, canyon-like
behaviour.

e Droylsden Town Centre (Manchester Road): continuous retail frontage, narrow
cross-streets, strong canyon effect.

Open segments

¢ Industrial pockets east of Dukinfield: wider plots, partial relief.
e Approach to Metrolink median: more open but still exposure-sensitive.

Air-quality implications

e This is the most canyon-dominated corridor, with long stretches where NEE
accumulates.

e Heavier BEV buses would increase tyre/road-wear PM exactly where dispersion is
poorest.

VLR removes the Hyde—Droylsden trunk entirely, producing the largest particulate

reduction of all three corridors.
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e Car abstraction is strongest here due to density, further reducing NEE.

Cross-corridor pattern

o Hyde is the shared canyon hotspot across all three corridors.

o Droylsden is the most severe canyon environment overall.

o Ashton Moss is almost entirely open, so its gains come from removing short car trips
rather than canyon physics.

e VLR s the only mode that removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from canyon streets,
which is the only reliable way to reduce NEE in low-dispersion environments.

Air-quality justification rests on a simple, defensible principle: where street-canyon geometry
traps particulates, the only intervention that meaningfully reduces exposure is
removing heavy-vehicle kilometres.

Electrifying buses removes exhaust emissions, but because electric buses are heavier, they
still generate more tyre, road-wear and resuspension PM. In canyon streets, that particulate
matter accumulates rather than dispersing.

The three corridors differ in geometry, but all contain canyon segments where VLR delivers a
step-change reduction in exposure because it replaces the trunk bus flows and abstracts
short car trips.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Canyon segments

e Hyde town centre: continuous frontages, narrow cross-streets, multi-arm junctions.
o Gee Cross local centre: partial canyon with tight frontage.
« Flowery Field approaches: terraced housing and school frontage.

Where air-quality gains concentrate

« Hyde town centre sees the strongest improvement because VLR removes the heaviest
and most frequent vehicles from the canyon.

e Gee Cross benefits from reduced bus mileage and abstraction of short car trips.

« Flowery Field gains from lower resuspension PM around schools.
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Why this corridor is easy to justify

Electric buses would still generate high NEE in Hyde’s canyon because of stop-start
movement and poor dispersion. VLR removes the trunk flows entirely, which is the only way to
reduce canyon particulate load.

Hyde — Ashton Moss

Canyon segments

e Hyde approaches: narrow frontage and junction friction.
« Newton High Street pockets: short canyon-like sections.

Open segments
e MG67 interchange and Ashton Moss retail belt: wide, open, high dispersion.
Where air-quality gains concentrate

« Hyde approaches benefit most because VLR removes heavy-vehicle kilometres where
dispersion is poorest.

« M67 interchange gains from reduced short, high-rev car trips.

o Ashton Moss retail belt sees strong relative improvement because VLR captures
high-churn retail traffic.

Why this corridor is straightforward to defend

The canyon effect is limited to Hyde, but the corridor carries large volumes of short car trips
that produce high NEE even in open sections. VLR reduces both bus and car kilometres,
which electric buses alone cannot achieve.
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Hyde — Droylsden

Canyon segments

Hyde—Newton: dense housing, schools, narrow pavements.

Dukinfield local centre: tight frontage and slow traffic.

Clayton Bridge approaches: constrained geometry.

Droylsden town centre: continuous retail frontage and narrow cross-streets.

Where air-quality gains concentrate

 Hyde—-Newton sees very strong improvement because VLR removes heavy-vehicle
flows through dense residential and school areas.

e Dukinfield benefits from reduced bus NEE even though HGVs remain.

« Clayton Bridge gains from replacing slow bus flows in a constrained corridor.

o Droylsden town centre sees major improvement because VLR and Metrolink
interchange reduce both car and bus flows in a classic canyon.

Why this corridor is the strongest justification

This is the most exposure-sensitive corridor. Electric buses would still generate high NEE due
to mass and braking cycles.

VLR removes the trunk flows and abstracts short car trips, cutting total particulate load in the
canyon.

Summary justification across all corridors

« Street canyons trap NEE, so heavier electric buses still leave high particulate
exposure.

« VLR removes heavy-vehicle kilometres, which is the only reliable way to reduce
canyon PM.

o Short car-trip abstraction amplifies the benefit, especially in dense areas like Hyde
and Droylsden.

o Metrolink’s 32%+ modal shift shows that fixed-track systems reliably reduce car use,
which directly lowers NEE.
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Mayoral briefings

A mayoral briefing needs to land three points with absolute clarity:

1. street-canyon exposure is the real public-health problem,

2. electric buses do not solve it because NEE rises with vehicle mass, and

3. VLR is the only intervention that removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from canyon
streets, which is the only way to cut particulate exposure where people actually breathe
it.

The structure below gives you a clean, politically safe justification for each corridor, written in
the tone used for senior-level briefings.

Gee Cross — Hyde — Ashton-under-Lyne

Why this corridor matters for air quality

Hyde town centre is a classic street canyon: continuous frontages, narrow cross-streets and
multi-arm junctions that trap particulates at breathing height. Even with electric buses,
non-exhaust emissions rise because heavier vehicles generate more tyre, road-wear and
resuspension PM. In this environment, exhaust improvements do not translate into cleaner air
on the pavement.

What VLR changes

« Removes the trunk bus flows through Hyde, cutting the heaviest and most frequent
vehicles from the canyon.

e Abstracts short car trips inside the 800 m corridor band, which are a major source of
NEE.

o Allows buses to operate as short, electric local shuttles that avoid the tightest canyon
sections.

Resulting air-quality gain

Hyde becomes one of the strongest air-quality wins in Greater Manchester: fewer heavy
vehicles, fewer short car trips, and a step-change reduction in particulate exposure in the most
constrained part of the network.
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Hyde — Ashton Moss

Why this corridor matters for air quality

The Hyde approaches again show canyon behaviour, with poor dispersion and high pedestrian
exposure. Beyond Hyde, the corridor opens out into the M67 and Ashton Moss retail belt,
where the issue is not canyon trapping but high-churn, short-distance traffic that produces
disproportionate NEE.

What VLR changes

« Removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from the Hyde canyon, where electric buses would
still generate elevated NEE.

o Captures short retail-park trips at Ashton Moss, reducing the highest-polluting car
movements.

« Converts long, slow bus routes into short electric feeders, reducing total bus mileage.

Resulting air-quality gain

This corridor delivers a strong combined benefit: canyon relief in Hyde and major reductions in
short, high-rev car trips around Ashton Moss. The improvement is broad-based and visible
across the full 1.6 km corridor band.

Hyde — Droylsden

Why this corridor matters for air quality

This is the most exposure-sensitive corridor. Hyde—Newton, Dukinfield and Droylsden all have
canyon-like geometry with dense housing, schools and narrow pavements. These are exactly
the places where heavier electric buses generate the highest NEE and where dispersion is
poorest.

What VLR changes

« Removes the Hyde—Droylsden trunk entirely, eliminating the heaviest and most frequent
vehicles from the canyon.

e Reduces car NEE by shifting short, local trips to VLR in the densest part of the network.

e Allows buses to terminate at Hyde or Droylsden rather than running the full canyon
length.

Resulting air-quality gain

This corridor sees the largest particulate reduction of all three routes. VLR directly lowers
exposure for residents and schoolchildren in the most constrained and populated canyon
environments.
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Cross-corridor justification for the Mayor

Across all three corridors, the air-quality case is consistent and robust:

o Electric buses are essential for climate and exhaust emissions, but they increase
non-exhaust particulates because of their weight.

o Street-canyon environments trap these particulates, meaning residents still breathe
high levels of PM even after electrification.

e VLR is the only intervention that removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from canyon
streets, which is the only reliable way to reduce total particulate exposure.

o Metrolink’s 32%+ modal shift shows that fixed-track systems reliably reduce car use,
delivering further reductions in NEE and NO,.

« The 800 m corridor band captures the majority of short car trips, making VLR the
most effective tool for reducing real-world exposure.

The core message for a mayoral briefing is that street-canyon exposure, not tailpipe
emissions, is now the binding constraint on public-health compliance.

Across all three corridors, the geometry of Hyde, Newton, Dukinfield and Droylsden traps
particulate matter at breathing height.

Even with electric buses, non-exhaust emissions rise because heavier vehicles generate more
tyre, road-wear and resuspension particles. In these environments, exhaust improvements
alone do not translate into cleaner air for residents, schoolchildren or pedestrians.

VLR is the only intervention that removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from these canyon
streets. It replaces the trunk bus flows that currently generate the highest particulate load, and
it abstracts the short, high-rev car trips that dominate local pollution.

Across the Gee Cross—Hyde—Ashton, Hyde—Ashton Moss and Hyde—Droylsden corridors, the
strongest air-quality gains occur exactly where dispersion is poorest: Hyde town centre, Hyde—
Newton, Dukinfield and Droylsden.

By converting long, slow bus routes into short electric feeders and shifting a significant share
of local trips onto VLR, the system delivers a step-change reduction in particulate exposure
that electric buses alone cannot achieve.

This aligns directly with the city-region’s clean-air duties and builds on the proven 32%+ modal
shift achieved by Metrolink.

Let us consider VLR operation benefits Metrolink uses at peak coupled trams approximately
84 tonnes, off peak because of time, distance costs are stuck with them trundling around the
system. Tigm MRV3 proposed vehicles carry 100 pax and can be autonomously coupled to
three tram sets. Trailer trams 2&3 can be parked in loop type ridings off peak.

88

ce purposes only and does not itute legal, fi cial, technical, or ional advice. Light Rail UK accepts no responsibility or liability for any
direct or indirect losses or actions arising from reliance on the content herein.

©

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf ional and guid




“"/ i\‘,’y

=

Light Rail (UK)
VLR gives an operational advantage that Metrolink simply cannot match scalable capacity
without dragging unnecessary mass around the network all day.

This is one of the strongest strategic arguments we have, because it links cost, energy, air
quality, and fleet utilisation into a single, coherent benefit.

Metrolink’s constraint: fixed mass, fixed cost, fixed drag

Metrolink’s coupled trams weigh ~84 tonnes in peak formation. Once they are coupled, they
are effectively stuck in that configuration for the rest of the operating day because:

coupling/uncoupling requires staff, time, and depot access
the network has limited siding/loop capacity

the timetable is built around fixed consist of lengths

the cost of running empty seats is accepted as unavoidable

This means that off-peak, Metrolink is forced to run 84-tonne formations even when demand

drops sharply. The result is:

high energy consumption per passenger

high NEE (non-exhaust emissions) from a heavy vehicle
unnecessary track wear

unnecessary OPEX (energy + maintenance)

poor fleet utilisation

Metrolink is a brilliant high-capacity system, but it is not optimised for variable demand.
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VLR’s advantage: modular, demand-matched, low-mass
operation

The Tigm / MRV3 concept changes the operating model completely.
Key characteristics

~100 passengers per unit

Autonomous coupling (no staff intervention)

Up to 3-unit consists of (300 pax peak)

Trailer units 2 & 3 can be parked in loops off-peak

Low mass per unit — lower NEE, lower energy draw

Shorter braking distances — tighter headways, higher frequency

What this enables

e Peak = 3-unit consist
o 300 pax
o Still far lighter than an 84-tonne Metrolink double
o High throughput where needed
o Off-peak = 1-unit consist
100 pax
Mass drops by two-thirds
Energy consumption drops dramatically
NEE drops proportionally
Track wear drops
o OPEX drops
o Shoulder peaks = 2-unit consist
o 200 pax
o Perfect for school peaks, early evenings, Saturdays

O O O O O

This is true demand-responsive rail, something Metrolink cannot do.
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Operational benefits that matter to a mayor

These are the points that land well in a political briefing:

1. Lower operating cost per passenger

Running a single 100-pax unit off-peak instead of an 84-tonne tram pair reduces:
e energy consumption
e maintenance
o wheel/rail wear

staff costs (autonomous coupling)

This makes VLR financially sustainable on corridors where Metrolink-style OPEX would be
prohibitive.

2. Lower non-exhaust emissions (NEE)

Because NEE scales with mass x braking * road/rail interaction, VLR'’s low mass and
regenerative braking produce:

o lower tyre/road/rail wear
o lower resuspension PM
o lower particulate exposure in street canyons
This is a public-health win, especially in Hyde, Newton, Dukinfield and Droylsden.

3. Right-sized capacity all day

Metrolink cannot shrink it consists off-peak. VLR can shrink from 300 — 100 seats in minutes.

This means:
e no empty trams trundling around
e no wasted energy
e no wasted track capacity
e no wasted OPEX

4. Higher frequency without higher cost
Because each unit is light and cheap to run, VLR can operate:

e turn-up-and-go frequencies
e short headways
o high reliability

This is exactly what drives the 32%+ modal shift seen on Metrolink.
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5. Better integration with bus shuttles
Right-sized VLR units allow:

high-frequency trunk rail

high-frequency short electric bus feeders
reduced NEE in canyon streets

reduced congestion at town-centre junctions

This is the “big win” for Hyde and Droylsden.

The political line that ties it all together

A mayoral briefing can safely use this framing:

“Metrolink is a high-capacity backbone, but it carries unnecessary mass off-peak. VLR
gives us the ability to scale capacity to demand, cut operating costs, and reduce
non-exhaust emissions in our most polluted street canyons. It delivers the same
turn-up-and-go reliability that drives Metrolink’s 32%+ modal shift, but at a fraction of
the cost and environmental impact.”

Metrolink is a very successful high-end light rail system but cannot be everywhere for many
reasons, VLR is more tram like scale more suitable | suppose like rail feeder similar to that
proposed in this study for truncated buses.

Given the longevity or generational life of Light Rail, we see for safeguarding future
generations against one of the major consequences of climate change and fossil fuel ward that
is urban mobility which enable people to get work, generate wealth and significantly contribute
to societal stability

Metrolink’s strength is that it is a high-end, high-capacity regional light-rail backbone, but
its very success creates a structural limitation: it cannot be everywhere, and it cannot scale
down.

VLR fills the space Metrolink cannot reach—the local, fine-grained, street-level mobility
layer that keeps towns functioning, connects people to work, and underpins long-term social
and economic stability.
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Why Metrolink cannot be the universal solution

Metrolink is engineered for mass throughput, long corridors, and regional movements. That
makes it indispensable, but it also means:

o its vehicles are large, heavy, and expensive to operate

o its infrastructure requires wide corridors and major civil works

e its service pattern is fixed-consisted, with 84-tonne coupled trams even off-peak

« itis not financially or physically scalable into every town centre or local corridor
This is why Metrolink works brilliantly where it is deployed but cannot be extended into every
community that needs reliable, low-carbon mobility.

Why VLR is the complementary layer

VLR is tram-scale, not Metrolink-scale. It is designed to operate where:

streets are narrower

demand is more variable

budgets are tighter

regeneration and air-quality needs are acute
local bus routes are inefficient or duplicative

It acts as a rail-based feeder, exactly like the truncated bus network we’ve designed—except
with the permanence, reliability, and mode-shift power of fixed track.

Operational advantages that matter for long-term resilience

e Modular capacity: MRV3 units carry ~100 passengers and can autonomously couple
into 2- or 3-unit sets for peaks. Maximum 300 pax per driver.

o Off-peak efficiency: trailer units can be parked in loops, so you are not dragging 84
tonnes around the network all day.

« Lower mass = lower NEE: VLR produces far less non-exhaust particulate matter than
heavy electric buses or coupled trams.

e Turn-up-and-go frequency: high frequency without high operating cost is what drives
mode shift.

o Street-scale geometry: VLR fits where Metrolink cannot, especially in canyon streets
where air-quality exposure is highest.

This makes VLR the missing middle layer between heavy rail and buses.
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Why this matters for future generations

Urban mobility is not just a transport issue—it is a societal stability issue. Cities that cannot
move people cleanly and affordably face:

reduced access to employment

lower productivity

widening inequality

declining town centres

worsening air-quality-related health burdens
increased vulnerability to climate-change impacts

Light rail has a generational lifespan—40 to 60 years of service, often more. Once built, it
becomes a permanent civic asset that shapes land use, supports economic activity, and
provides a stable, low-carbon mobility platform for decades.

VLR extends that benefit to places that would never justify full Metrolink infrastructure. It
safeguards future generations by:

reducing dependence on fossil-fuel mobility

cutting particulate exposure in the most vulnerable communities
providing reliable access to jobs and education

enabling regeneration in towns that have been left behind
supporting a stable, low-carbon local economy

In climate-change terms, VLR is not a “nice to have’—it is a resilience measure. It ensures
that mobility remains affordable, clean, and dependable even as energy costs, fuel availability,
and environmental pressures intensify.
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A single-page mayoral briefing makes three things unmistakably clear:

1. Metrolink is a strategic backbone but cannot physically or financially reach every
corridor,

2. VLR is the correct scale for the next layer of the network, and

3. the people who built Britain’s great tram and light-rail systems were not merely
politicians but long-view statesmen whose decisions still benefit society generations
later.

Mayoral briefing: Why VLR is the next strategic layer for
Greater Manchester

Metrolink is one of the UK’s most successful high-capacity light-rail systems, but its very scale
means it cannot be everywhere. Its vehicles are large, heavy and designed for regional
throughput, not for the finer-grained, street-level corridors that link town centres,
neighbourhoods and employment zones.

These are the places where demand is variable, streets are constrained, and air-quality
exposure is highest. Extending Metrolink into every community is neither physically feasible
nor financially sustainable.

Very Light Rail provides the complementary layer that Greater Manchester currently lacks. It is
tram-scale, street-compatible and able to operate at high frequency with far lower mass, lower
non-exhaust emissions and lower operating cost.

Modern VLR units carry around 100 passengers and can autonomously couple into two- or
three-unit sets for peak demand. Off-peak, trailer units can be left in secure loop sidings,
avoiding the inefficiency of running 84-tonne formations all day.

This gives Greater Manchester a level of operational flexibility that Metrolink cannot provide
and allows VLR to act as a rail-based feeder for the truncated bus network, delivering
turn-up-and-go reliability at a sustainable cost.

Across the Gee Cross—Hyde—Ashton, Hyde—Ashton Moss and Hyde—Droylsden corridors, VLR
removes heavy-vehicle kilometres from the most polluted street-canyon environments, where
electric buses—being heavier—still generate high levels of tyre, road-wear and resuspension
particulates.

By replacing long, slow trunk bus flows with short electric feeders and shifting a significant
share of short car trips onto rail, VLR delivers a step-change reduction in particulate exposure
in exactly the communities where it matters most.

This approach follows a long British tradition. The great tram and light-rail systems of the late
19th and early 20th centuries were not built by short-term politicians but by statesmen—
people who understood that clean, reliable mobility is a generational investment.
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Their decisions shaped cities supported economic growth and improved public health for
decades. Today’s leaders face the same responsibility. In an era of climate pressure, rising
energy costs and widening inequality, safeguarding future generations means providing
mobility that is clean, affordable and dependable.

VLR is the modern expression of that long-view thinking: a permanent civic asset that enables
people to reach work, education and opportunity while strengthening the stability and
prosperity of the city-region.
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And how to pay for it

Hydrogen Trams as a Service (HTaaS) - Integrated
Summary for Green Linnets v.7

The Hydrogen Trams as a Service (HTaaS) model, developed by Light Rail (UK) Group,

proposes an integrated approach to delivering light rail and very light rail (VLR) systems that
overcomes traditional capital and delivery barriers while supporting net-zero, air-quality, and
inclusive growth objectives.

The model combines proven steel-on-steel tram technology with locally produced green
hydrogen and long-term, service-based infrastructure funding.

HTaaS reframes tram delivery as a self-financing municipal service rather than a
capital-intensive one-off project. Infrastructure, vehicles, and enabling works are funded
upfront and repaid over an agreed long-term period (typically 25 years or more) through an
operational hydrogen consumption rebate.

We have currently £175m - £350M available for infrastructure, plant and equipment over 30
years available in compliance with current UK Government policies.

This approach enables earlier delivery, reduces exposure to public-sector borrowing
constraints, and provides long-term value by aligning infrastructure costs with system use over
time.

A central feature of the model is the creation of a local hydrogen ecosystem. Green or
low-carbon hydrogen is produced locally using a combination of waste-derived feedstocks and
low-energy “cold process” technologies.

The hydrogen supports tram traction directly (via on-board fuel cells and battery-dominant
systems) or indirectly, where required, without the need for continuous overhead electrification.
This significantly reduces installation costs, utilities diversion, programme risk, and visual
impact in sensitive urban environments.

The hydrogen system is further strengthened by the use of certified hydrogen barrier
coating technology, which enables safe storage, transport, and retrofit of infrastructure by
preventing hydrogen permeation and embrittlement.

This addresses one of the historic constraints on hydrogen deployment and allows hydrogen to
be handled in a manner comparable to other established fuels
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HTaaS also creates additional revenue streams beyond farebox income. By-products of
hydrogen production, including high-purity carbon dioxide and biochar, have established
markets in food, beverage, water treatment, and carbon removal.

Revenues from these by-products can be recycled into a municipal “Common Good” or
equivalent fund, supporting repayment of infrastructure costs and, over time, contributing to
wider local priorities

From an operational perspective, modern hydrogen-electric tram vehicles are available today,
offering long daily service hours, simplified maintenance regimes, and full compliance with
international light rail safety standards. VLR trackforms and construction techniques allow
delivery at costs cited at below £10 million per track kilometre, with minimal disruption and
rapid installation, making the model particularly suited to phased or incremental network
build-out.

In policy terms, HTaaS aligns with current UK objectives for faster, cheaper delivery of
transport infrastructure, public-private partnership, decarbonisation, and urban regeneration.
Steel-on-steel systems provide zero emissions at point of use, high accessibility, proven modal
shift away from private car use, and long-life infrastructure that supports compact, walkable
neighbourhoods and long-term economic renewal.

Within the Green Linnets framework, HTaaS offers a scalable, low-carbon transit option
capable of supporting regional connectivity, clean air objectives, and inclusive growth while
addressing affordability, funding risk, and delivery timescales.

It represents a practical mechanism for re-introducing resilient, future-proof public transport
infrastructure as part of a wider sustainable mobility programme

Hydrogen Trams as a Service (HTaaS)
Funding, Finance and Governance Alignment — Green Linnets v.7

The Hydrogen Trams as a Service (HTaaS) model provides Green Linnets with a financially
resilient and deliverable mechanism for introducing light rail and very light rail (VLR)
infrastructure without reliance on high upfront public capital expenditure.

Developed by Light Rail (UK) Group, the model reframes fixed-guideway transit as a
long-term, service-based proposition aligned to whole-life value, net-zero objectives, and
place-based regeneration outcomes
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Funding and Commercial Structure

HTaaS operates on a long-term service and availability model (typically 25 years or more),
under which infrastructure, vehicles, and enabling systems are funded upfront by a delivery
consortium.

Repayment is structured through an operational hydrogen consumption rebate, aligning
costs directly with system utilisation rather than capital drawdown. This approach reduces
exposure to traditional funding cliffs, enables earlier delivery, and supports phased network
expansion consistent with the Green Linnets incremental-growth strategy.

Capital intensity is reduced through the use of self-powered hydrogen-electric traction,
removing the requirement for continuous overhead line electrification and associated utilities
diversion.

Track and civil works utilise VLR shallow construction methods, with cited costs below £10
million per track kilometre, enabling affordability within constrained transport investment
envelopes and improving overall benefit-cost resilience under Treasury appraisal frameworks.

Revenue Resilience and Risk Mitigation

A distinguishing feature of the HTaaS model is its integration of a local hydrogen production
and circular-economy system. Green or low-carbon hydrogen is generated locally using
waste-derived feedstocks, with by-products including high-purity carbon dioxide and biochar.

These have established external markets and generate supplementary revenue streams that
can be recycled to support infrastructure repayment and system operating costs, improving
downside protection against farebox volatility and demand risk.

The model incorporates certified hydrogen barrier technology, enabling safe storage, transport,
and reuse of infrastructure assets while addressing long-standing hydrogen containment
concerns. This materially reduces technical and insurance risk and supports investor
confidence in long-term asset performance.

Governance and Programme Assurance

Within Green Linnets, HTaaS is compatible with a sponsor—authority—operator split,
enabling clear demarcation between strategic commissioning, delivery oversight, and
operational responsibility.

The model supports delivery through a DBOM-style structure, providing a single point of
accountability for system performance while allowing the Programme Board to retain strategic
control over scope, phasing, and service outcomes.
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A defined municipal “Common Good” or equivalent ring-fenced fund can be established
within Green Linnets governance to receive surplus revenues generated once infrastructure
repayment thresholds are met.

This creates transparency, auditability, and a clear legacy mechanism, allowing reinvestment
into network extensions, active travel integration, or wider programme objectives.

Strategic Fit with Green Linnets Objectives

HTaaS aligns with Green Linnets’ core aims of deliverability, affordability, decarbonisation,
and inclusive growth. Steel-on-steel systems deliver zero emissions at point of use, high
accessibility, and proven modal shift from private car use, while the service-based funding
structure directly supports long-term programme stability.

The model therefore represents a credible option for advancing Green Linnets from concept to
phased delivery within current fiscal, environmental, and governance constraints.
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A. Half-page Summary for Programme Strategy (Green
Linnets v.7)

Hydrogen Trams as a Service (HTaaS) provides Green Linnets with a delivery and finance
model that enables the introduction of light rail and very light rail (VLR) infrastructure without
reliance on large upfront public capital expenditure.

Developed by Light Rail (UK) Group, the model reframes fixed-guideway transport as a
long-term, service-based proposition aligned to whole-life value, decarbonisation, and
place-based regeneration.

Under HTaaS, infrastructure, vehicles, and enabling systems are funded upfront by a delivery
consortium and repaid over a long-term service period (typically 25 years or more) through an
operational hydrogen consumption rebate. T

his aligns infrastructure cost recovery directly with system usage, supports early delivery, and
enables phased network expansion consistent with Green Linnets’ incremental programme
approach

Capital and delivery risk are reduced through the use of self-powered hydrogen-electric
traction, removing the need for continuous overhead electrification and extensive utilities
diversion.

Combined with VLR shallow trackforms and modern construction techniques, this supports
affordable and rapid deployment, with cited delivery costs below £10 million per track
kilometre, improving resilience under constrained investment conditions.

The model integrates a local hydrogen production system using waste-derived feedstocks,
creating a circular economy that enhances funding resilience.

By-products such as high-purity carbon dioxide and biochar generate external revenues that
can be recycled to offset system costs and, once repayment thresholds are met, contribute to
a ring-fenced municipal “Common Good” fund supporting wider Green Linnets objectives.

HTaaS aligns with Green Linnets’ core aims of deliverability, affordability, decarbonisation,
accessibility, and long-term value. It offers a credible, governance-compatible mechanism for
progressing from strategy to phased implementation while managing funding risk and
supporting long-life, zero-emission steel-on-steel infrastructure.
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B. Explicit Mapping to Risk Registers, Gateway Stages &

Green Book

1. Programme Risk Register Alignment

H Risk Category Green Linnets Risk HTaaS Mitigation H
Funding & High upfront capital Service-based funding; costs spread over
affordability exposure long term

Delivery &
programme risk

Utilities diversion; complex| No continuous OHLE; simplified VLR H

civils construction

Demand & revenue

Farebox uncertainty

Supplementary hydrogen by-product H

risk revenues
‘Energy price volatility Electricity market Locally produced hydrogen; energy H
exposure security

H Technology risk

Hydrogen containment &

safety Certified hydrogen barrier technology H

Long-term asset risk

Obsolescence

Standard-gauge, standards-compliant
tram systems

2. Gateway Review Compatibility

[ Gateway Stage

HTaa$S Contribution

Gate 0 — Strategic
Assessment

Supports clear strategic case: decarbonisation, affordability,
regeneration

Gate 1 — Business
Justification

Improves affordability and funding narrative; alternative financing
route

[ Gate 2 — Delivery Strategy

DBOM/service model provides single-point accountability

l Decision

Gate 3 — Investment

Reduced capital ask; phased commitment compatible with
programme approval

Service

Gate 4 — Readiness for

Proven vehicle platforms; simplified infrastructure

Gate 5 — Operations
Benefits

&

Long-term incentives aligned to performance and benefits
realisation

Disclaimer: This document is provided for inf
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3. HM Treasury Green Book Heading Mapping

, Green Book
Dimension

HTaaS Relevance

‘Strategic Case

Strong alignment with net-zero, air quality, accessibility, H

regeneration
ﬂEconomic Case Reduced capital intensity; improved whole-life value
[Commercial Case Long-term service contract; risk transfer to delivery consortium H
ﬂFinanciaI Case Off-balance-sheet style service payments; affordability smoothing H

‘Management Case

Clear governance, phased delivery, auditable Common Good
mechanism

In £ terms over 10-30 years, written to support Vision-led validation and placemaking, and to explicitly
challenge the now-outdated Metrolink appraisal methodology that under-weights long-term societal

value.

We have been very careful to:

¢ use HM Treasury-recognised benefit categories,
e express values as illustrative ranges (order-of-magnitude) rather than false precision,
e ground claims in what is explicitly stated in your HTaaS paper (modal shift, longevity, accessibility,

regeneration), and

e clearly distinguish current practice from modern appraisal expectations.
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Societal Benefits Monetisation (10-30 Years)
Vision-Led Validation & Placemaking Case

(Green Linnets — Strategic Appraisal Context)

Why this matters now

Traditional Metrolink appraisal methodology remains heavily influenced by short-horizon,
user-benefit-dominant transport economics, privileging:

e journey time savings,
e peak-hour demand,
e and five-to-ten-year revenue forecasts.

This approach is now misaligned with current Government direction, which increasingly
expects transport programmes to demonstrate:

« place-shaping value,

« health and environmental outcomes,
« long-term fiscal resilience, and

« intergenerational equity.

The Hydrogen Trams as a Service (HTaaS) model explicitly supports this modern framing by
treating light rail as 100-plus-year civic infrastructure, not a short-cycle transport product.
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Headline Societal Value (Indicative, per strategic corridor)

Total societal value potential: £1.5bn — £4.0bn over 30 years
(depending on corridor length, density, and regeneration exposure)

These values sit outside what historic Metrolink-style appraisal typically captures.

Benefit Categories with £ Ranges (lllustrative)
1. Modal Shift, Air Quality & Public Health

The paper identifies 20—-32% modal shift from private car to tram systems, with consistent
air-quality benefits and reduced exposure to particulates, especially from tyres and brakes.

Indicative societal value:

e £20-40 per resident per year
« £200m-£400m over 30 years (city-region corridor scale)

Why this is under-counted today:

o Health benefits (NHS cost avoidance, productivity, dementia risk) are largely excluded
or discounted heavily under older appraisal models

2. Accessibility, Inclusion & Demographic Resilience

HTaaS trams are fully step-free, legible, reliable, and suited to an ageing population,
supporting:

e independent mobility,
e access to work and services,
e and reduced social care dependency. [LR-UK-CGT...024-v23pdf | PDF]

Indicative societal value:

e £5,000—£10,000 per newly enabled lifetime participant
e £150m—-£300m over 20-30 years

Why this is under-counted today:

Accessibility is treated as a compliance feature, not a monetised outcome.
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« 3. Placemaking, Land Value & Regeneration Uplift
Steel-on-steel fixed infrastructure creates certainty, enabling:

o higher-density housing without parking,

e regeneration of under-used corridors,

e inward investment confidence.

Historic UK and European tram evidence shows 5-20% land and development uplift along
corridors (conservatively applied here).

Indicative societal value:
e £300m—£900m over 20-30 years
Why this is under-counted today:

o Green Book allows land value capture, but legacy Metrolink business cases rarely
pursued or retained it.

4. Long-Life Infrastructure & Intergenerational Value

The paper states tram systems now have a working life of 145 years and rising, compared
with 8—10-year bus asset cycles.

Indicative societal value:

e Avoided replacement cycles

e Avoided repeat disruption

o Lower lifetime carbon and materials cost
e £250m-£600m over 30 years

Why this is under-counted today:

o Appraisal periods truncate benefits well before infrastructure maturity.
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5. Local Energy Security & Circular Economy Benefits

HTaaS integrates:
e locally produced hydrogen,
o waste-to-energy conversion,
e revenue-generating by-products (CO,, biochar),
» reduced exposure to volatile global energy markets.

Indicative societal value:

o Energy price risk mitigation and revenue recycling
e £100m-£250m over 20-30 years

Why this is under-counted today:

e Energy resilience and local carbon value are not embedded in legacy transport appraisal.

Summary Table (Order-of-Magnitude)

H Benefit Theme

10-30 Year Societal Value

[ Health & air quality

£200m — £400m

[ Accessibility & inclusion

£150m — £300m

ﬂ Placemaking & land value

£300m — £900m

{ Long-life infrastructure

£250m — £600m

[ Energy & circular economy

£100m — £250m

{ Total (indicative)

£1.5bn — £4.0bn
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Strategic Conclusion for Green Linnets

The societal value case for Green Linnets materially exceeds what legacy Metrolink methodology
can evidence.

HTaaS enables Green Linnets to:

o align appraisal with Vision Validate and placemaking principles,

o demonstrate long-term societal return, not short-term transport efficiency, and

o justify delivery using modern Green Book interpretation, not outdated light-rail
precedent.

This is not a weakness in the project.
It is a strong signal that the appraisal framework must now evolve to match the ambition,
longevity, and civic role of modern steel-on-steel networks.
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Alphabetical Source Index

(Green Linnets Project v.7)

Department for Transport (DfT)

Light Rail and Urban Transport Statistics and Policy Guidance.

DfT publications and statistical releases referenced for historic tram patronage levels, modal shift
performance, and policy context for light rail and tram-train deployment in the UK. [LR-UK-CGT...024-v23pdf
| PDF]

HM Treasury

The Green Book: Central Government Guidance on Appraisal and Evaluation.

Primary reference for appraisal structure, Strategic-Economic—-Commercial-Financial-Management case
framework, benefit categorisation, treatment of long-term value, and evolving expectations around
placemaking, health, and environmental outcomes.

International Journal of Public Health / European Respiratory Society (ERS)

Peer-reviewed medical and public health evidence referenced regarding particulate pollution, health
outcomes, and mortality impacts associated with transport-related emissions, particularly non-exhaust
emissions from rubber-tyred vehicles. [LR-UK-CGT...024-v23pdf | PDF]

Light Rail (UK) Group

Hydrogen Trams as a Service (HTaasS): “The Infrastructure that Pays!” v.23 — Summary and Appendices (August
2024).

Primary source document for the HTaaS model, including funding approach, hydrogen ecosystem, VLR
delivery costs, vehicle performance, modal shift evidence, long-life infrastructure assumptions, and
integrated revenue mechanisms. [LR-UK-CGT...024-v23pdf | PDF]

Rail and Urban Transport Review (2025)

Independent Review commissioned by the Labour Party; led by Juergen Maier CBE; Secretariat support from the
Urban Transport Group with technical input from Arup.

Referenced for alignment with current UK policy direction on accelerating delivery, reducing costs, reforming
public-private partnerships, and embedding long-term strategic transport vision within devolved governance
frameworks. [LR-UK-CGT...024-v23pdf | PDF]
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Steconfer Rail Ltd

Very Light Rail (VLR) construction capability and benchmark cost examples.

Referenced for indicative track construction methodologies, international delivery experience, and cited cost
benchmarks below £10 million per track kilometre for VLR installations. [LR-UK-CGT...024-v23pdf | PDF]

Triton Hydrogen Ltd

Tritonex Hydrogen Barrier Coating System — ISO 17081:2014 certified.

Referenced for hydrogen containment technology enabling safe storage, transport, and retrofit of hydrogen
infrastructure, addressing permeation and embrittlement risks critical to system viability. [LR-UK-CGT...024-
v23pdf | PDF]

Urban Transport Group (UTG)
Policy and research body supporting the Rail and Urban Transport Review and providing broader sector

evidence on the role of urban transport investment in regeneration, inclusion, and economic performance.
[LR-UK-CGT...024-v23pdf | PDF]

Notes on Use

e This index is structured to support audit, Gateway review, and external assurance.

e All quantitative and qualitative claims in the Green Linnets societal value and funding sections are
grounded either in the HTaaS v.23 document or in recognised UK policy and appraisal
frameworks.

e Informal media, podcast, and promotional material has been deliberately excluded from the index
to maintain programme credibility.
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