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______________________________ 

 
LETTER OF OBJECTION 

______________________________ 
 
 
 

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners of Plots 1/4, 1/4A, 1/4B, 1/4C, 1/4D, 1/4E, 1/4F, 1/4G, 1/4H, 

1/4I, 1/4J, 1/4K, 2/9, 2/9A, 2/9B, 2/9C, 2/9D, 2/9E, 2/9F, 2/9G, 2/9I, 2/9J, 

2/9K, 2/9L, 2/9M, 2/9N, 2/9O, 2/9P, 2/9Q, 2/9R, 2/9S, 2/9T, 2/9U, 2/9V, 

2/9W, 2/9X, 2/9Y, 2/9Z, 2/9AA, 2/9AB as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO 

("the Plots").  The Trustee owners are Michael E Simpson and Mrs K O 

Livesey. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on two substantial parts of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in 

green on the attached plans. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for 

the purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any 

compelling case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of 
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constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and 

embankments. 

  

2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 

required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only 

for temporary use. 

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.   

 



 

 

4 

5.  No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural 

and development purposes. 

 

6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future 

use of the said lands for agricultural and future development purposes 

(regular approaches have been made by national house builders/developers in 

connection with residential development on the land). 

 

7. The extension of the westerly footway/shared use facility/bridleway, 

on the land to the north of the A6, in particular exacerbates the impact of 

land take. 

 

8. There is no satisfactory access arrangement to the land to be retained, 

at the northern end of the land holding.  The proposed access arrangement 

involves excessive travel for farm machinery. 

 

9. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

10. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 
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Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Trustee Owners 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road Order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners of Plots 1/5, 1/5A, 1/5B, 1/5C, 1/5D, 1/5E                              

as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  The owners are United 

Utilities Plc. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on a substantial part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green 

on the attached plan. Accordingly such part as is not so required for the 

purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 

to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling 

case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing 

thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments. 

  

2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 
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required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the part of the Plots identified on the attached plan for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the part of the Plots required only for 

temporary use. 

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.  Nor should it be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice existing and future operational use.  

 

5. Acquisition and/or use of the land in the CPO will damage existing 

and planned operational assets unless there is a formal agreement with 

United Utilities detailing appropriate protective measures including 

easements and/or protective corridors. 
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6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works is excessive, compromising the future uses 

of the land. 

 

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owners 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Tenant/Occupier of 1/4, 1/4H, 1/4I, 1/4J, 2/5, 2/5A, 2/5B, 2/9, 2/9A, 

2/9B, 2/9C, 2/9D, 2/9E, 2/9F, 2/9G, 2/9H, 2/9I, 2/9J, 2/9K, 2/9L, 2/9N, 

2/9AA, 2/9AB as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  The 

Tenant/Occupier is Mrs Janet Shirt. 

 

She makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green on the 

attached plan. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for the purpose 

of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the 

CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing thereon a 

highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments.  Mrs Shirt is 

the occupier of this land and its loss, even on a temporary basis, combined 
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with the extent of land take on the other land she rents will severely prejudice 

the functioning and viability of her equestrian business. 

  

2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 

required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objector believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only 

for temporary use. 

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.   
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5.  No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for equestrian, 

agricultural and development purposes. 

 

6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future 

use of the said lands for equestrian, agricultural and future development 

purposes. 

 

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Tenant/Occupier 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners and Occupier of Plots 3/4, 3/4A, 3/4B, 3/4C, 3/4D, 3/4E, 3/4F, 

3/4G, 3/4H, 3/4I, 3/4J, 3/4K, 3/4L, 3/4M, 3/4N, 3/4O, 3/4P, 3/4Q, 3/4R, 

3/4S, 3/4T, 3/4U as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  The 

owners are Janet Elsie Bourne, Jill Elizabeth Zeiss, Anne Elizabeth Lomas, 

Hazel Margaret Mort.  The occupier is Mr David Ralph Hall. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on a part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green on the 

attached plan. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for the purpose 

of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the 

CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing thereon a 

highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments. 
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2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 

required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only 

for temporary use. 

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.   

 

5.  No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural 

and development purposes. 
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6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental and ecological mitigation works is excessive, severely 

prejudicing the future use of the said lands for agricultural and development 

purposes. 

 

7.1 In connection with the proposed new accommodation bridge (structure 

reference BOO6), a detailed submission has already been put to the 

Acquiring Authorities containing the Objectors’ proposal to relocate the 

accommodation bridge to the line taken by the existing Poynton – with – 

Worth Footpath No.37, and for the reasons set out in the attached letter dated 

the 28th June 2013 to the SEMMMS Project Team.  No detailed response has 

been made by the Acquiring Authorities to this submission, or assessment of 

impact on the land holding by an agricultural consultant.  The agricultural 

impact assessment that has been carried out by Mouchel classes the impact of 

the road scheme on this land holding as “major” (Agricultural Data Sheet – 

Farm ID 20) during and after construction, and in terms of residual effect. 

 

7.2 It is clear from the description of the function of the proposed bridge 

BOO6 that farming does not feature highly in terms of priorities “the purpose 

of the accommodation bridge is to divert Footpath FP31 over the proposed 

Relief Road and provide access for pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians and 

farm vehicles”.  Quite clearly farm vehicles are an existing user, whereas 

cyclists and equestrians will be introduced to the land. 

 

7.3 It appears that the conflict between farm traffic and other users of the 

bridge has not been fully considered, and we consider that the potential for 

harm is significant, given the need for large agricultural machinery to 

accelerate up the incline, and the sharp turning circles involved.  This 
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potential safety hazard is contrary to one of SEMMMS key objectives, which 

is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and cyclists. 

 

7.4 It is not clear as to whether the bridge design is adequate for the 

weight and dimensions of modern farm machinery, or the increases in weight 

and size that will inevitably arise in the future. 

 

7.5 The Acquiring Authorities have not carried out any proper 

consultation with the affected landowners and occupiers as to the siting of 

the accommodation bridge.  The location appears to respond to concerns 

about impact on residential interests. 

 

7.6 The proposed route of the accommodation bridge is unacceptable to 

the Objectors, but this part of the objection would be withdrawn if the 

alternative route proposed by the Objectors is incorporated into the scheme.  

 

8. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

9. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 
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Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owners and Occupiers 
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Secretary of State for Transport,  

Department of Transport, 

National Transport Casework Team, 

Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road, 

Newcastle Business Park, 

Newcastle Upon Tyne NE4 7AR     30th January 2014  

 

Dear Sirs, 

THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT                               
(HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) 

COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 2013 

and 

The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport                                                           
(Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road)                    

(Side Roads) Order 2013 

I, Michael Kingsley of Woodleigh Chester Road Poynton Cheshire, make these 
representations on my own behalf and on behalf of the Estate of Marques 
Kingsley Dec’d, of which I am the Personal Representative. 

We own substantial land in the scheme area which is affected as well as land, 
referred to by Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council in their recent letter as 
SMBC References 117, 113, 115, 506 and 511 respectively which they seek to 
acquire for the scheme and as such, believe that we have a qualifying interest. 

I have been in consultations with various design teams in respect of the 
proposed scheme for a period of over 15 years and more recently in particular in 
the last few years, with the design team at Stockport, headed by Mr Jim 
McMahon. 

I have attended meeting after meeting with that team to fully identify our 
requirements in respect of the scheme, but despite assurances that our 
requirements would be accommodated, that has not proved to be the case. 



With regard to land acquisition and compensation, I was told that the acquiring 
authority wished to commence acquisition of the land needed for the scheme by 
agreement in early 2012 and was referred to Mr Ian Keyte of the NPS Group who 
was to negotiate acquisition on their behalf. 

I have indicated that I am a willing seller in respect of all of the land needed for 
the implementation of the scheme, but despite meeting with Mr Keyte on many 
occasions throughout the period and providing him with all of the information 
which he requested, there has been no attempt at all from their side to initiate or 
progress any meaningful negotiations. 

No suggestions have been made in respect of values, no offers have been 
made, nor have there been any heads of terms. At the same time, I have 
checked with a number of other affected parties and/or their agents and am able 
to confirm that to date, nobody can say that meaningful negotiations have been 
commenced, or that any land has in fact been acquired, even though everyone is 
willing to sell.        

It would therefore appear that it has never been the intention of the acquiring 
authority to acquire land by agreement, since it has not done so to date. If it can 
obtain these Orders, it will instead use compulsory powers to enter or vest the 
land in its ownership and carry on with its scheme, leaving claimants to contest 
adequate compensation through a difficult process, at their own expense, in 
circumstances where there is currently no interest being paid and contrary to the 
advice in Circular 06/2004 and the claimant’s rights and legitimate expectations.  

We must therefore object to the above Orders being made and ask that you 
kindly accept this letter as our formal objections to the above Orders on inter alia 
the following grounds:-         

1. Confirmation of the Orders should in any event be denied since the 
acquiring authority has failed to demonstrate that it has sought to acquire 
all or any of the land by negotiation but that those negotiations have failed, 
nor have they demonstrated that any such negotiations as it may have had 
were likely to fail, or that the Orders are necessary as a last resort. 
  

2. The proposed scheme has in any event not been adequately designed to 
fulfil its intended function, which is to relieve congestion within the area and 
provide a safe and satisfactory alternative east/west route to Manchester 
Airport, Airport City, the M56 and on to the M6.    
   



3. In the absence of the contemporaneous addition of the proposed Poynton 
Bypass link road, the scheme will in fact add to the congestion in Poynton, 
contrary to its intended function and/or the recommendations of SEMMMS.
         

4. The scheme has not been adequately designed to be future proof in that its 
design does not make allowances for or take into account traffic which will 
be generated from anticipated development within the area.  
  

5. Its design does not adequately integrate transport with development,        
as recommended, but is instead designed to inhibit future development.
  

6. There is limited capacity allowed for in the scheme’s design, such that even 
without any allowance for further development, it will be up to or over its 
designed capacity upon its opening.      
  

7. The western and eastern sections of the scheme will not integrate with the 
existing central section, since they are intended to be restricted to 50 mph 
and have traffic light controlled junctions, whilst the central section is grade 
separated and has a speed limit of 70 mph instead.    
             

8. The scheme also fails to take into account the proposed extension of the 
road from the A6 to the M56 at Bredbury or the potential impact thereof and 
will, in its present form, be unable to accommodate that extension. 
  

9. The design provides for traffic light controlled junctions instead of 
roundabouts, thereby impeding the free flow of traffic and fails to include 
slip roads to the east at its junction at Woodford Road Bramhall, thereby 
necessitating adverse traffic flows within the area as a whole.  
        

10. The design is unsafe in that it provides for toucan pedestrian crossings at 
junctions, instead of overhead walkway bridges and so impedes traffic flow.
      

11. The design also fails to allow for the addition of the Poynton Bypass and 
the Order does not include the land within Stockport which is required for it.
           

12. The design of the proposed junction to Chester Road should not be by a 
traffic light controlled junction, but should have a roundabout, which would 
require less land and enable a more free traffic flow.    
          



13. The proposal to have a bridge over Woodford Road Poynton instead of 
connecting Woodford Road into the scheme, adds unnecessarily to the 
land take and leaves our land without access and completely land-locked.
        

14. The design of the crossing for Poynton with Worth footpath 31 fails to 
adequately accommodate existing rights and thereby takes more land than 
is necessary as a result of its inadequate and inappropriate design. 
     

15. The Order wrongly seeks to acquire rights of drainage from the scheme to 
a pool to the south of the scheme [3/2L on Plan 3], when the drainage goes 
from that pool to the north. At the same time, whilst the scheme severs our 
drainage to the north, no provision is being made for any alternative drain.
       

16.  The order incorrectly describes Clay Lane as a restricted byway [no 87 on 
Plan 8] when the first 100 metres (or thereabouts) of Clay Lane are in fact 
adopted. As such, we enjoy unrestricted rights of access along it to the 
southern leg of the double dumbbell roundabout on the B5358, in common 
with all others.          
   

17. In addition, our land fronts up to Clay Lane along that full length and we 
have absolute rights along it, granted in our title to Grange Farm. We also 
were given undertakings that Clay Lane would be kept open for our benefit, 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Inspector in respect of the 
central part of the scheme, [paragraph 22 (v) of his report of the 3rd 
December 1992 refers along with the Secretary of State’s views expressed 
in paragraph 26 (b) (vi) thereof] and as a result, Clay Lane was kept open 
and remains open, to date.         
    

18. Contrary to those undertakings, Clay Lane is proposed to be closed,        
without providing us with a commensurate access into the scheme. 
  

19. At the same time, the manner in which the slip roads and junction of Clay 
Lane and the access of adjoining occupiers is proposed to be 
accommodated is both inadequate within design terms and unsafe. 
  

20. The currently proposed land take is therefore potentially insufficient for a 
safe and proper design but excessive for its current design since it takes 
more land than is necessary for the scheme, thereby severing our access.
  



21. The land takes proposed at 4/10 on Plan 4 and 8/4L on Plan 8 fail to 
include all of our land, leaving areas severed, unusable and land locked.
  

22. At the same time, there is no provision made within the scheme (or 
Orders) for amended drainage from our land, at Clay Lane or elsewhere. 

In summary therefore, we object to the granting of the Orders because the 
scheme as currently proposed is neither safe nor fit for purpose, not in line with 
guidance, takes more (or less) land than necessary, has an unacceptable impact 
on the environment and specifically on the current and future use of our land. 

Further, there are alternatives which could result in greater or lesser land takes, 
which would require amendments to the Orders and the scheme. 

The Orders intend to acquire all interests in the Order Land, including all rights 
etc otherwise than expressly stated [par 2.7 of the Statement of Reasons refers] 
but at the same time does not list or expressly state any. There is accordingly no 
provision for the protection of our current rights within the scheme. 

These defects cannot be satisfied by the payment of compensation and it is 
accordingly for all of the above reasons that we ask the Secretary of State to 
decide that the Orders should not be confirmed. 

In the alternative, we ask that the Secretary of State have these matters dealt 
with by way of an Inquiry and ask for confirmation that these objections have 
been accepted as validly made, that we are now statutory objectors and that we 
will be given the opportunity of being heard at any future Inquiry. 

We will elaborate at any Inquiry but if you require any further information or 
elaboration of our grounds of objection at present, do please let us know. 

Yours faithfully, 

(by e-mail) 

Michael Kingsley 

Woodleigh  

Chester Road 

Poynton 

Cheshire SK12 1HG      Mobile 07836 354343 
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LETTER OF OBJECTION 

______________________________ 
 
 
 

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners of Plots 3/3, 3/3A, 3/3B, 3/3C, 3/3D, 3/3E as listed in 

Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  The Owners are David Ralph Hall, 

Roger Graham Hall, Susan Wendy Allan and Douglas Charles Hall. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on a substantial part of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green 

on the attached plan. Accordingly such part as is not so required for the 

purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 

to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling 

case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing 

thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments. 
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2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 

required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only 

for temporary use. 

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.   

 

5.  No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural 

and development purposes. 
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6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future 

use of the said lands for agricultural and development purposes.  

 

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owners 
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LETTER OF OBJECTION 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road Order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the owners of Plots 4/3, 4/3A, 4/3B, 4/3C, 4/3D, 4/3E, 4/3F, 4/3G, 5/8, 

5/8A, 5/8B, 5/8C, 5/8D, 5/8E, 5/8F as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the 

Plots").  The owners are (1) Marcus John Quiligotti, (2) Simon Angelo 

Quiligotti, (3) Bruno Ricardo Quiligotti and (4) Lisa Gabriela Ward. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on two substantial parts of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in 

green on the attached plans. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for 

the purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any 

compelling case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of 

constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and 

embankments. 
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2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 

required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after spoil tipping, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required for 

spoil tipping only. 

 

4.   If, which is not accepted, the CPO contains powers to take parts of the 

Plots temporarily for the purpose of the deposit of surplus spoil from the 

carrying out of the road works then the Acquiring Authorities will not have 

power to permanently change by such deposit and profiling any land which is 

taken temporarily.  

 

5.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take two 

parts of the Plots identified above temporarily, then using the same for 
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permanent tipping of spoil is inconsistent with the use of a temporary power 

of possession. 

 

6.   No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural 

and future development purposes (representations have been made to 

Stockport MBC Allocations DPD in this connection in March 2012 and 

December 2013). 

 

7. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works and new foot/cycle/equestrian routes is 

excessive, compromising the future uses of the land. 

 

8. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

9. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owners 
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The Secretary of State for Transport 
Department of Transport 
National Transport Casework Team 
Tyneside House 
Skinnerburn Road 
Newcastle Business Park 
Newcastle Upon Tyne 
NE4 7AR 

 
 
 
 
            Our ref:                     MG0536 
                  
                                        
         Please reply to:       Manchester 

 
Via Post and Email: natinoalcasework@dft.gsi.gov.uk 

 
 
30 January 2014 

 
Dear Sirs 
 
Re: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport 
A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Compulsory Purchase Order 2013 
Claimants: Mr P. R. Holmes, Moorend Farm, Woodford. Plot 39, Moorend Farm. Plot 38 
Woodford Road. 
Mrs B. E. Holmes, Moorend Farm, Woodford. 
 
We act on behalf of the above Claimants in respect to the aforementioned Compulsory 
Purchase Order being promoted by The Metropolitan Borough Council of Stockport under 
Section 8, 239, 240, 246, 250 and 260 of the Highways Act 1980. 
 
We can confirm that our clients wish to oppose The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport 
(Hazel Grove (A6) to Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Compulsory 
Purchase Order 2013. We would be grateful if you could accept this letter as an objection on 
their behalf. 
 
In preparing this objection we have been mindful of the Statement of Reasons set out by The 
Metropolitan Borough Council of Stockport as justification for the making of the proposed 
Order. In summary, the grounds of objection are as follows: 
 
1. The Justification for the Scheme 
 

i. Congestion 
 
The Statement of Reasons continually refers to the congestion which is currently 
experienced within the SEMMMS area. The Statement of Reasons states in Section 
3: Need for the Relief Road that “there is no direct east-west transport link through 
South East Greater Manchester and East Cheshire”, which is contributing “to 
congestion on a number of major and minor roads” resulting in an “overwhelming case 
to reduce congestion” (Paragraph 3.2 - 3.4). 
 
It is stated in paragraph 19.1 that a “robust, detailed and extensive traffic modelling of 
the scheme” has been undertaken which “has identified a reduction in the level of 
traffic in almost all areas”. No further information is provided to quantify this traffic 
reduction. As reducing congestion is one of the key justifications of the scheme, this is 
a critical point. In addition, we request further information as to the areas which will 
not benefit from traffic reduction as a result of the scheme and confirmation that these 

mailto:natinoalcasework@dft.gsi.gov.uk
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areas will not be adversely affected. It is also noted in paragraph 21.8 that in some 
instances “driver stress would increase along certain sections of the strategic network 
due to high traffic flow and reduced speeds resulting in delays”. This increase in traffic 
conflicts with one of the overarching objectives of the scheme to “reduce congestion” 
(Paragraph 4). Paragraph 21.8 also states that local traffic in some areas would 
experience an increase in driver stress. Our clients are greatly concerned that this 
could lead to an increase in road traffic accidents. Information is requested to 
demonstrate the Council have given this due consideration including measures which 
will be put in place to prevent accidents.  
 

ii. Generation of Economic Growth 
 
In Section 4: Relief Road Objectives of the Statement of Reasons it is stated that an 
objective of the relief road is to “increase employment and generate economic growth” 
through “improved connectivity from and between Manchester Airport, local, town and 
district centres, and key areas of development and regeneration (e.g. Manchester 
Airport Enterprise Zone)”.  
 
Our concern relates to the widespread criticisms which Enterprise Zones have 
attracted including them being “ineffective at stimulating sustainable economic growth 
in depressed areas” (The Work Foundation, February 2011). One of the key 
weaknesses of Enterprise Zones is that they do “very little to promote lasting 
economic prosperity” (The Work Foundation, February 2011). 
 
One of the key issues relating to the successful long term economic growth of this 
area is the challenge of both attracting and retaining new businesses. Enterprise 
Zones can stimulate rapid short term investment but there is evidence to suggest this 
is followed by “a long term reversal back into depression” (The Work Foundation, 
February 2011). 
 
We would request further information from the Local Authority demonstrating how 
they intend to ensure the economic growth of the wider area, with due consideration 
having been given to the general criticisms which Enterprise Zones in particular have 
attracted.  The Local Authority should also demonstrate what else they intend to do to 
both attract and, of critical importance, retain, new businesses within this area.  
Without further comprehensive evidence detailing how new businesses will be 
attracted and retained within the area, it is difficult to accept the justification for the 
subject Scheme.   
 

iii. Job Creation 
 
The road relief scheme also has the objective to “promote fairness through job 
creation and the regeneration of local communities” by “reducing severance and 
improving accessibility to, from and between key centres of economic and social 
activity” (Paragraph 4).  
 
With regards Enterprise Zone’s specifically, it has been criticised that most jobs they 
create are displaced from other areas – “evidence from previous Enterprise Zones 
suggest that up to 80% of the jobs they create are taken from other places” (The Work 
Foundation, February 2011).  In order to successfully regenerate the area as a whole, 
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it is of paramount importance that the Local Authority take steps to ensure this does 
not happen.  
 
As a wider point, and irrespective of the Enterprise Zone status, it is important for the 
Local Authority to also have measures in place to ensure that jobs created are not 
simply absorbed by non-locals. 
 

2. Impacts of the Scheme 
 

i. Increased Traffic Noise 
 
It is noted that “the Environmental Impact (EIA) has demonstrated that there would be 
an increase in traffic related noise at the majority of sensitive receptors” (Paragraph 
22.1). Paragraph 22.3 states that there are 55 residential properties that would 
potentially need insulation in accordance with the Noise Insulation Regulations 1975. 
Further information is requested regarding those properties that will be affected by an 
increase in traffic related noise and confirmation that there is a scheme in place to 
provide any additional insulation required.  

 
ii. Emission and Air Quality  

 
Paragraph 3.2 of the Statement of Reasons states that the lack of direct East-West 
transport link through South East Greater Manchester and East Cheshire is 
contributing to congestion on a number of major and minor roads which in turn affects 
air quality. Despite the aim of the relief road to decrease these emissions paragraph 
23.2 states that an assessment has demonstrated that the relief road is expected to 
result in a small increase in regional emissions. In fact in paragraph 23.3 states that 
“overall the relief road impact on air quality is significant”. 
 
This decrease in air quality across certain areas of the scheme is a concern as it will 
be damaging to the local environment and the residents located in these areas. 
Please could you provide details of which sensitive receptors will experience 
“significant adverse air quality impacts” (Paragraph 23.3). 
 

iii. Loss of Open Space, Recreational areas and Agricultural Land 
 
“The Relief Road corridor comprises open space and broader countryside. The land 
use pattern is mainly agricultural land, with recreational and sports areas, institutional 
grounds, residential, and industrial and commercial land uses” (Paragraph 20.5). It is 
a concern that the Relief Road will have a great impact upon Open Space within the 
area. This decrease in countryside and increase in emissions will be damaging to the 
local environment. It is also a concern that the Relief Road affects a number of 
recreational grounds, such as Moorend Golf Course, Styal Golf Course and Woodford 
Recreation Ground. Our client feels that it is not in the public’s interest to decrease the 
amount of open space and recreational amenities within the area. 
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3. Extent of Land Take 
 

Our client considers that an excessive land take has been proposed by the local 
authority over and above their requirement for the scheme. If the Compulsory 
Purchase Order is confirmed we would request that the land take is altered to remove 
land to the north and south of the road line. By amending the land take my client has 
a better prospect of presenting his golf course albeit a significantly reduced course. 

 
4. The Funding for the Scheme 

 
The Statement of Reasons summarised breakdown of costs and funding for the relief 
road in paragraph 24.1 is outdated. The cost analysis that has been undertaken is 
based on Q2 2010 prices which are nearly four years out of date. They also exclude 
allowances for inflation and risk. This is a concern as newer research has not been 
undertaken to quantify costs taking into account present day pricing. Further details 
are required to provide comfort that the Local Authority has factored in present day 
pricing and has sufficient funding in place in order to deliver the proposed Scheme. 
 

5. CPO – The Last Resort 
 

As referred to in Paragraph 28.22, the ODPM Circular 06/2004 advises that a 
Compulsory Purchase Order should only be made where there is a compelling case in 
the Public interest to do so. We would question whether it is actually in the public’s 
interest for this scheme to be authorised. 
 
We would also argue that approaches to date have been insufficient to justify the 
makings of the Compulsory Purchase Order. The use of Compulsory Purchase Order 
powers in all cases should be a position of last resort. This has not been 
demonstrates in respect to our clients interest.  

 
In conclusion, there is “no compelling case in the public interest” as required by National 
Policy to acquire the objectors’ land. 
 
The above represents our Clients’ objection to the aforementioned Compulsory Purchase 
Order. We reserve the right to add to or expand our Clients’ case upon sight of further 
evidence and information being made by the Acquiring Authority. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 
Simon Cook BSc (Hons) MRICS 
Director 
 
Direct Line: 0161 817 3390 
E-mail:  simoncook@roger-hannah.co.uk 

mailto:simoncook@roger-hannah.co.uk


1

Hughes, Emma

From: Louise.Allan@TSB.co.uk
Sent: 31 January 2014 13:24
To: SEMMMS Relief.Road
Subject: GM151925 Moorend Far, Woodford

Dear Sir / Madam,  
  
Thank you for your letter dated 15th January 2014 regarding the Compulsory Purchase Order on this property.  
  
As stated TSB hold a registered charge over this property. We are aware a letter was sent to Lloyds Bank initially on 
10th December 2013 and therefore there was some delays in the Order reaching TSB. Therefore, due to the lack of 
time TSB have had to assess the documentation, we would wish to register an objection against this Order.  
  
Would you at all be able to advise on the impact that the new relief road will have on this property / land?  
  
Kind Regards 
  

Louise Allan | Relationship Manager | Business Banking | TSB 

  1st Floor, Excel House, 30 Semple Street, Edinburgh, EH3 8BL  
  Telephone: 0845 835 3858 (Network: 1344039) 

  Email: louise.allan@tsb.co.uk 

 
TSB Bank plc. Registered Office: Henry Duncan House, 120 George Street, Edinburgh EH2 4LH. 
Registered in Scotland, number SC95237. Telephone: 0131 225 4555.  
 
Authorised by the Prudential Regulation Authority and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority 
and  the Prudential Regulation Authority under registration number 191240. 
 
This e-mail (including any attachments) is private and confidential and may contain privileged material. If 
you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and delete it (including any attachments) 
immediately. You must not copy, distribute, disclose or use any of the information in it or any attachments. 
Telephone calls may be monitored or recorded. 
TSB Bank plc is covered by the Financial Services Compensation Scheme and the Financial Ombudsman 
Service 
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______________________________ 
 
 
 

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owner of Plots 5/11, 5/11A as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the 

Plots").  The Owner is Lisa Michelle Lawson 

 

She makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on a part of the Plot shown edged/coloured in green on the attached 

plan. Accordingly such part is not so required for the purpose of the 

construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. 

The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to take 

land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing thereon a 

highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments. 

  

2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 
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required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objector believes that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only 

for temporary use. 

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.   

 

5.  No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for equestrian,  

agricultural and development purposes. 

 

6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future 

use of the said lands for equestrian, agricultural and development purposes.  
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The land area available to service the existing equestrian unit on the property 

is already at a minimum, and accordingly any reduction in the land area 

through land take will have critical consequences in terms of the number of 

horses the property will service.  In turn the consequences of the land take 

area for the value of the property as a whole, in a competitive equestrian 

property market will also be critical, and this issue cannot be resolved 

through compensation only for the land to be taken. 

 

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owner 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners of Plots 5/24, 5/24A, 5/24B as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO 

("the Plots").  The owners are Mr M and Mrs C Freedman. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1  The ownership of the Plots is incorrectly described in the CPO; the 

land is owned by the Mr and Mrs Freedman, and not Fairhold (Briardene) 

Ltd.  Accordingly the CPO is defective. 

 

2. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO.  Accordingly such 

parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway 

should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities 

have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are 
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not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and 

its cuttings and embankments. 

 

3. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

4. The Plot cannot be used for additional pedestrian, cycling or 

equestrian use for the following reasons: 

 Mr and Mrs Freedman’s property stands at the end of an existing cul-

de-sac, and there is currently no route through the highway onto the 

land to the south for pedestrians, cyclists and equestrian users. 

 It appears that the proposed new shared use footway/cycle way (and 

possible bridleway) takes the line immediately in front of their 

existing vehicular access from the highway, which gives rise to 

potential safety hazards. 

 There is an existing access available to the land immediately to the 

east of the proposed access, which could be used for the proposed new 

route.  The proposal to create an additional access in the Plot appears 

wholly irrational and unreasonable. 

 

5. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 
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Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owners 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners of Plots 6/4. 6/4A, 6/4B, 6/4C, 6/4D as listed in Schedule 1 to 

the CPO ("the Plots").  The owners are Paul Gavin Darnell and Melanie Jane 

Darnell. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

1. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO.  Accordingly such 

parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway 

should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities 

have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are 

not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and 

its cuttings and embankments. 

 

2. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 
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these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

3. There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and 

unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing paths 

into private land. 

 

4 The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owners 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owner of Plots 6/3, 6/3A, 6/3B, 6/3C as listed in Schedule 1 to the 

CPO ("the Plots").  The owner is Mrs Angela Mary Rowland. 

 

She makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

1. That part of the Objector’s land holding affected by the permanent 

land take is a section which was severed from Moorfield Farm, Hall Moss 

Lane, by the construction of the existing A555 Road.  The permanent land 

take removes the only vehicular access to the Objector’s land, and there is no 

provision in the CPO to maintain the existing right of way along the track to 

the west of the land holding to Hall Moss Lane.  In these circumstances, the 

Objector’s land is landlocked. 

 

2. In the event that it is intended that existing rights of way down the 

access track are maintained, the Plot cannot be used for additional equestrian, 

cycling or pedestrian use for the following reasons: 
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 The access way in question is the only access to the Objectors’ land 

and this private means of access was created as a result of the 

construction of the existing A555 Road through the Objectors’ land 

holding. 

 

 The existing access way is already too narrow for modern farm 

machinery; the land served by the existing access way is mown.  

There is insufficient space for other users to pass by farm machinery. 

 The proposal therefore works against one of the key objectives of the 

scheme, which is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and 

cyclists. 

 Insufficient consideration has been given to the needs of existing 

users. 

 There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and 

unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing 

paths into private land. 

3. No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO.  Accordingly such 

parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway 

should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities 

have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are 

not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and 

its cuttings and embankments. 
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4.  The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future 

use of the said lands for agricultural and future development purposes. 

 

5. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

6. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owner 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners of Plot 6/2 as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  

The Owners are David Charles Jones and Richard Anthony Jones. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO.  Accordingly such 

parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway 

should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities 

have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are 

not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and 

its cuttings and embankments. 

  

2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land, or an 

interest in land for a proposed CPO easement as shown in blue on the 
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attached plan, and accordingly such parts of the Plot as are not required for 

permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the 

CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ proposed taking 

the Plot identified on the attached plan for an easement only and contend that 

there is no power under the CPO to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plot, that only an 

easement is required.  If the intention of the Acquiring Authorities is to take 

the Plot permanently, but then give a written undertaking to return the Plot 

subject to an easement, then this is a misuse of powers for it shows that the 

Acquiring Authorities cannot show a compelling case to acquire permanently 

the parts of the Plots required only for an easement.  

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take the Plot  

identified above for an easement,  then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.   

 

5. The Plot cannot be used for additional equestrian, cycling or 

pedestrian use for the following reasons: 

 

 The access way in question is the only access to the Objectors’ land 

and this private means of access was created as a result of the 

construction of the existing A555 Road through the Objectors’ land 

holding. 
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 The existing access way is already too narrow for modern farm 

machinery; the land served by the existing access way is mown.  

There is insufficient space for other users to pass by farm machinery. 

 The proposal therefore works against one of the key objectives of the 

scheme, which is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and 

cyclists. 

 Insufficient consideration has been given to the needs of existing 

users. 

 There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and 

unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing 

paths into private land. 

6. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

7. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owners 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owner of Plot 6/5C as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  

The owner is James Fielding 

 

He makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

1. The ownership of the Plot is incorrectly described in the CPO; the 

land is owned by the Objector, and not Cheshire East Borough Council.  

Accordingly the CPO is defective. 

 

2.  No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on the land listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO.  Accordingly such 

parts as are not so required for the purpose of the construction of a highway 

should be deleted from Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities 

have failed to show any compelling case to take land for purposes that are 

not for the purpose of constructing thereon a highway, namely the Road, and 

its cuttings and embankments. 
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3.  No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 

required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO.  

 

4.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plot, that only an 

easement is required.  If the intention of the Acquiring Authorities is to take 

the Plot permanently, but then give a written undertaking to return the Plot 

subject to an easement, then this is a misuse of powers for it shows that the 

Acquiring Authorities cannot show a compelling case to acquire permanently 

the parts of the Plots required only for an easement. 

 

5.  If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above for an easement, then the land in question should 

not be acquired permanently.  

 

6. The Plot cannot be used for additional equestrian, cycling or 

pedestrian use for the following reasons: 

 

 The access way in question is the only access to the Objectors’ land 

and this private means of access was created as a result of the 

construction of the existing A555 Road through the Objectors’ land 

holding. 
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 The existing access way is already too narrow for modern farm 

machinery; the land served by the existing access way is mown.  

There is insufficient space for other users to pass by farm machinery. 

 The proposal therefore works against one of the key objectives of the 

scheme, which is to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and 

cyclists. 

 Insufficient consideration has been given to the needs of existing 

users. 

 There is a significant network of existing footpaths in the locality, and 

unfortunately too many people are walking off the line of the existing 

paths into private land. 

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

8. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Owner 
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Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Tenant of Plots 7/4, 7/4A, 7/4B, 7/4C, 7/4D, 7/4E, 7/4F, 7/4G, 7/4H as 

listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  The Tenant is Christopher W 

Shenton 

 

He makes the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

 

1.   No part of the proposed Road, cuttings or embankments is intended to 

be placed on substantial parts of the Plots as shown edged/coloured in green 

on the attached plans. Accordingly such parts as are not so required for the 

purpose of the construction of a highway should be deleted from Schedule 1 

to the CPO. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling 

case to take land for purposes that are not for the purpose of constructing 

thereon a highway, namely the Road, and its cuttings and embankments. 
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2.   No provisions of the CPO authorise the taking of any land for 

temporary purposes and accordingly such parts of the Plots as are not 

required for permanent compulsory acquisition should be deleted from 

Schedule 1 to the CPO. The Objectors believe that the Acquiring Authorities’ 

proposed taking the two parts of the Plots identified on the attached plans for 

temporary purposes only and contend that there is no power under the CPO 

to do so.  

 

3.  By paragraph 1 the CPO will authorise the acquisition of "land" 

described in paragraph 2. Paragraph 2 describes the "land" only by reference 

to the "land" described in Schedule 1 shown coloured pink on the CPO map. 

Neither Schedule 1 nor the map describe, in relation to the Plots, that only a 

temporary possession is required in part of those Plots. If the intention of the 

Acquiring Authorities is take all parts of the Plots permanently, but then give 

a written undertaking to return the parts after temporary use, then this is a 

misuse of powers for it shows that the Acquiring Authorities cannot show a 

compelling case to acquire permanently the parts of the Plots required only 

for temporary use. 

 

4.   If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, then the land in question should not be 

acquired permanently.   

 

5.  No part of the Plots should be used for tipping of permanent spoil 

which will severely prejudice the future use of the said lands for agricultural 

purposes. 
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6. The extent of permanent land take to provide for bunding and 

environmental mitigation works is excessive, severely prejudicing the future 

use of the said lands for agricultural purposes.  

  

7. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

8. If, contrary to the above, the CPO does contain powers to take part of 

the Plots identified above temporarily, and to take land for the purpose of 

pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways, the following issues must be 

resolved: 

 The loss of the field for a compound (Plots 7/4A and 7/4B) will have a 

serious impact on what is a substantial farm business in the locality, as 

that field is used as an isolation field for cattle under a high health 

scheme.  Insufficient consideration has been given to the impact of the 

scheme on existing agricultural users. 

 The current proposals close off the existing access to Plots 7/4A and 

7/4B.  

 There will be conflict between existing agricultural traffic with 

proposed bridleway/cycle way traffic on the existing accommodation 

bridge over the A555.  A tractor coming over the bridge from the 

northern side will have to accelerate to get up the bank, without 

having sight of who or what might be on the bridge.  This safety 

hazard is in conflict with one of the schemes key objectives, which is 

to improve the safety of road users, pedestrians and cyclists.   



 

 

5 

 There is an existing problem of gates to footpaths being left open and 

consequential stock escape, quite often on to the A555 and/or the A34. 

 It is essential that the junction of the southerly end of Spath Lane (to 

south of A555 bridge) with the new pedestrian/cycle route coming in 

from the east is properly gated to prevent stock running on to the new 

access way. 

 Additional land take as a result of the new footpath to the north of 

Beech Farm (Plots 7/4C and 7/4D) can be avoided by relocating the 

footpath into the existing land take area.  A better route for FP No.81 

would be along the western perimeter of the field, obviating the need 

for stile/kissing gates etc.  This would help to mitigate some of the 

effects of the permanent land take. 

 The connection between Wilmslow FP No. 81 and Cheadle and Gatley 

FP No. 38 involves crossing the A555/A34 junction at seven places 

which is unsafe.  Consequently FP No. 81 should be extinguished. 

 

9. Existing drainage problems with the ditches adjoining and under the 

existing A555 have yet to be resolved, causing the land drainage of much of 

the adjoining land to fail. 

 

10. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 
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Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the Tenant 

 



 

 

IN THE MATTER OF 
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH 
OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE 
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A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) 
COMPULSORY PURCHASE  

ORDER 2013 
 

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE 
METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF 

STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) 
TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555 
CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) 

ORDER 2013  
 

AND IN THE MATTER OF  
PLOTS 7/4, 7/4A-7/4H  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
______________________________ 

 
LETTER OF OBJECTION 

______________________________ 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BROWN RURAL PARTNERSHIP 
29 CHURCH STREET 
MACCLESFIELD 
CHASHIRE 
SK11 6LB 
 
REF  John Seed 









































UKEJH003
Rectangle



UKEJH003
Rectangle



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our Ref: JRS/lg 
 
Date:  29th January 2014 
 
 
Secretary of State for Transport 
Department of Transport 
National Transport Casework Team 
Tyneside House 
Skinnerburn Road 
Newcastle Business Park 
Newcastle Upon Tyne      NE4 7AR 
 

 
 
 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF 
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AND IN THE MATTER OF 
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A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 2013 
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______________________________ 

 
LETTER OF OBJECTION 

______________________________ 
 
 
 

Ref: The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) Compulsory Purchase Order 

2013 
 

And The Metropolitan Borough of Stockport (Hazel Grove (A6) to 
Manchester Airport A555 Classified Road) (Side Roads) Order 2013 

 
 
We are instructed to make the objections to the above Compulsory Purchase 

Order (“CPO”) and Side Road order (“SRO”) as set out hereafter on behalf 

of the Owners of Plot 8/8 as listed in Schedule 1 to the CPO ("the Plots").  

The owners are Alan Walker and Veronica Ann Walker. 

 

They make the following objections to the CPO and SRO: 

 

1. The permanent land take involves the loss of part of the playing 

fields/area at Little Acorns Day Nursery, which is critical to the functioning 

and viability of the Nursery business, which employs 57 staff.  There is no 

alternative land available on the property to replace the part of the playing 

fields/area in question, and this loss cannot be dealt with by compensation 

alone. 

 

2. The extent of land take is exacerbated by the provision of a new 

footway/cycle way, which could be relocated elsewhere. 
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3. The Acquiring Authorities have failed to show any compelling case to 

take land for the purposes of pedestrian and cycle routes and bridleways; 

these routes are not required for, or critical to, the purpose of constructing the 

Relief Road and its cuttings and embankments.  The land required for these 

routes should be deleted from Schedule 1 of the CPO. 

 

4. The stopping up or removal of any private means of access is 

unacceptable and irrational where it is not replaced with an alternative and 

viable means of access. 

 

Signed 

J R Seed MA (Oxon) FRICS FAAV 

For and on behalf of the Brown Rural Partnership 

Agents for the  Owners 

 



 

 

IN THE MATTER OF 
THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH 
OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE 
(A6) TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT 

A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD) 
COMPULSORY PURCHASE  

ORDER 2013 
 

AND IN THE MATTER OF THE 
METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF 

STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) 
TO MANCHESTER AIRPORT A555 
CLASSIFIED ROAD) (SIDE ROADS) 

ORDER 2013  
 

AND IN THE MATTER OF  
PLOTS 8/8   

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
______________________________ 

 
LETTER OF OBJECTION 

______________________________ 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BROWN RURAL PARTNERSHIP 
29 CHURCH STREET 
MACCLESFIELD 
CHASHIRE 
SK11 6LB 
 
REF  John Seed 





























































































































































































































From: Greg Willman [mailto:gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk]  
Sent: 08 March 2014 14:16 
To: Kelly Schrocksnadel 
Subject: THE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF STOCKPORT (HAZEL GROVE (A6) TO MANCHESTER 
AIRPORT A555 CLASSIFIED ROAD SCHEME 2013 
  
 
Dear Ms Schrocksnadel, 
  
As you can see from the enclosed email correspondence with regard to the above applicant, 
concerning Application ref; DC/053678, I have challenged the applicant to provide important 
information, integral to this application, that has neither been disclosed to the Councillors that 
voted on this application or the public despite my written requests to the applicant going back 
to 2013 and I would be obliged if my objection to the application be registered with regard to 
my request that this matter be referred to Public Inquiry. 
  
Regrettably, despite consulting my MP, Sir Andrew Stunell, personally, who is in favour of 
this application, I was not advised of the need to contact you and I would wish to make the 
below request for the below referred to traffic modelling data which will show that the 
application, and Scheme deriving from it, is not fit for purpose and should not proceed 
without consideration by a Public Inquiry, especially, as the applicant is refusing to respond 
to the below referred to correspondence in order clarify my reasonable request on a matter 
that will cost millions of pounds of public money and will, in my opinion, if built,  destroy 
the south of Manchester through which it will travel as well as the Peak District National 
Park through which commercial traffic from the continent will be sucked as a short cut to 
Manchester airport as opposed to using the present motorways presently facilitated for 
commercial traffic of such volume. 
  
This application is not for the benefit of the public it is a duplicitous fraud that will destroy an 
area of outstanding natural beauty if allowed to proceed without consideration by Public 
Inquiry. 
  
I look forward to hearing from you in due course. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  
G Willman 
  
36 Cromley Road  
High Lane 
Stockport SK6 8BP. 
  
  
 

 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Greg Willman 
To: Eamonn 
Boylan ; lisa@lisasmart.org.uk ; enquiries@andrewstunell.org.uk ; eric.pickles@communities.gsi.gov.
uk ; SUTTON, Tracy ; Jacqueline Lowe 



Cc: paula555@googlegroups.com ; andrew.stunell.2nd@parliament.uk ; sarah.marsh@guardian.co.u
k ; andrew.gwynne.mp@parliament.uk ; jess.fitch@bettertransport.org.uk 
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2014 12:30 PM 
Subject: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF THE CEO, MR 
E BOYLAN, SMBC. 
  
Dear Lynn, 
  
I am grateful for your time. 
  
The submission document that was presented to the Area Committees refers to the software that 
is used for traffic modelling on the entirety of the Scheme as being; SATURN ( Simulation and 
Assignment of Traffic to urban Road Networks ) which is allegedly an industry approved tool and 
a "steady-state Wardrop equilibrium assignment model".  
  
The document goes onto state that LinSig and ARCADY Industry accepted software was used 
for assessing the operational assessment of junctions along the A6/MARR corridor.  
  
Whilst this is all double-dutch to me the document goes onto detail with traffic figures the effect in 
vehicle numbers presented as a percentage increase that will occur if the Scheme proceeds and 
then presents further figures as a result of the “enhanced mitigation measures”. 
  
AKA the “30%” to "11% to 16%” , also, referred to, although, I assume these are rounded 
percentages as the figures without mitigation vary depending on the point on the A6 from a 24% 
to 34% increase without mitigation to a 10% to 16% with mitigation. Similarly, for other roads on 
the Scheme. 
  
Whilst Mr McMahon, specifically, referred when he spoke with me to a 30mph limit from HG to 
NM Newtown as a mitigation    measure the document refers only obliquely to a “combination of 
gateway treatments and reduced speed limits” to achieve such spectacular reductions by way of 
mitigation. 
  
You will no doubt be aware that there are tabulated boxes showing the % increase at points on 
the A6 which are presented    in terms of numbers of vehicles as is also the case for other roads 
affected by the Scheme. 
  
As we all know there are lies, damned lies and statistics. 
  
I am sure you will agree that it should not be a problem, at all, for Mr Boylan to present a cd to 
me showing with reference to the above software how the numbers of vehicles indicated thereon 
have been ascertained first as a base figure in 2009 and then how they have been estimated as 
a 2017 figure ( when the Scheme will be completed ) and how such “Mitigation Measures” will 
reduce the initial figures by half. 
  
This is a classic example of how a computer is only as good as the programming and to suggest, 
for example, that introducing a 30mph limit from Hazel Grove on the A6 to New Mills Newtown 
will, magically, reduce the anticipated increase in traffic as a result of the Scheme by half is plain 
daft! 
  
Most of the A6 at this point is already a 30mph limit and even where it isn’t I’ll buy Mr Boylan a 
pint for every mile he can manage along that road in rush hour at any speed above 30mph. 
  
I am, understandably, concerned that as the Scheme cannot proceed unless such reduction is 
wholly substantiated that such figures be, immediately, re-assessed in the public interest so the 
Scheme can be re-considered if it is found that a fraud, inadvertently, I accept, is being 



perpetuated on both the public and those Councillors who voted for such Scheme based on the 
veracity of such figures. 
  
I can confirm that when I presented my challenge to this Scheme at Area Committee at Marple 
when this matter was voted on and raised the above matter as the raison d’être of my 
presentation despite Cllr Ingham then requesting of Mr McMahon that he provide an explanation 
of how such reduction was reached no explanation was forthcoming and when Cllr Alexander 
then requested details of how the Scheme would provide for mitigation finance after the Scheme 
was completed in order to ascertain that there was sufficient funds to respond, again, no 
response was forthcoming on a matter in which it is quite obvious those pursuing this Scheme 
have, absolutely, no idea what effect this Scheme will have in any manner, whatsoever, hence 
my request for full disclosure in order to ascertain what I believe will be clear evidence that in it’s 
present form this Scheme is not fit for purpose. 
  
I remain, as a result of the above, and with no disrespect to anyone involved that the Scheme is 
simply being rail-roaded through in the full knowledge that it is not first for purpose with 
the intention of worrying about the consequences after it has been built! 
  
I, personally, asked Mr McMahon that if the 30mph limit will deliver the spectacular reduction in 
the increased traffic flow that he alleges and which is the foundation upon which the Scheme 
stands and falls why not introduce it now, especially, as he accepts that the traffic on the A6 will 
increase whether the Scheme proceeds or not to which he replied that such 30mph limit 
would only be introduced if the Scheme was sanctioned which says more about Mr 
McMahon’s confidence in such measure, fundamental to the pursuance of this Scheme, than I 
could ever say and makes me all the more determined that there me a full accountability of this 
incompetent mess before it can do any more damage. 
  
I would like to make it clear that I, unreservedly, withdraw any comment I have made that may 
without my knowledge be accurate but whilst such confusion and doubt persists I will, persist, 
until the truth of all matters are before the public as only at such time in a democracy can the 
appropriate decision be made, and not before. 
  
I look forward to hearing from Mr Boylan as a matter of urgency. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  
G Willman  
  
On 6 Mar 2014, at 11:27, Eamonn Boylan <eamonn.boylan@stockport.gov.uk> wrote: 
 

Dear Mr Willman 
 
Unfortunately I cannot provide you with a specific date but I can assure you that this is being looked at as a 
matter of priority. 
 
I hope this is helpful but let me know if you require anything further. 
 
Thanks 
 
Regards 
  
Lynn 
  
Lynn Williams 
Chief Executive’s Office 
Tel: 0161 474 3001 
 
 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Greg Willman [mailto:gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk]  
Sent: 06 March 2014 11:19 
To: Eamonn Boylan 
Subject: RE: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF THE CEO, MR E 
BOYLAN, SMBC. 
 
Dear Lynn, 
 
I would be obliged if you would confirm within what timespan the reply will be  forthcoming? 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
G Willman 
 
On 6 Mar 2014 11:09, Eamonn Boylan <eamonn.boylan@stockport.gov.uk> wrote: 

 
Dear Mr Willman 
 
  
 
I am writing to acknowledge receipt of your email to the Chief Executive of 5th March 2014.  The issues you have 
raised will be looked into and you will receive a fuller response in due course. 
 
  
 
Thanks 
 
  
 
Regards 
 
  
 
Lynn 
 
  
 
Lynn Williams 
 
Chief Executive’s Office 
 
Tel: 0161 474 3001 
 
  
 
From: Greg Willman [mailto:gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk]  
Sent: 05 March 2014 15:34 
To: Eamonn Boylan; paula555@googlegroups.com 
Cc: enquiries@andrewstunell.org.uk 
Subject: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF THE CEO, MR E BOYLAN, 
SMBC. 
 
  
 
Dear Mr Boylan, 
 
  
 
I note that within the Public Questions website forum of SMBC there is provision for a response within 7 days to a 
question from the public and I would therefore ask why, in response to my unanswered annexed email of 16 
February 2014 and my correspondence extending back to November 2013; Ms Curle of SMBC won’t, simply, 
provide a cd or other method of transmission so I can have access to the traffic modelling data I have requested 
which is fundamental to whether the A6/MARR Scheme can proceed irrespective of any other issue. 
 
  



 
I look forward to your personal reply as a matter of urgency. 
 
  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
  
 
G Willman 
 
  
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
 
 
From: Greg Willman <gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk> 
 
Subject: DO NOT DESTROY MY VILLAGE - High Lane Residents' Association Meeting; 6 March 2014. 
 
Date: 5 March 2014 15:08:33 GMT 
 
To: Robert <robert.jean.taylor@tinyworld.co.uk>, Jacqueline Lowe 
<deannejlowe@yahoo.co.uk>, enquiries@andrewstunell.org.uk,lisa@lisasmart.org.uk, elaine.dunkley@bbc.co.uk
, jess.fitch@bettertransport.org.uk, paula555@googlegroups.com,tracey.sutton@parliament.uk, sarah.marsh@g
uardian.co.uk 
 
Cc: eamonn.boylan@stockport.gov.uk, andrew.gwynne.mp@parliament.uk, eric.pickles@communities.gsi.gov.uk 
 
  
 
Dear Treasurer, 
 
  
 
I write as a Resident of High Lane as I am lead to believe that Lisa Smart, the prospective Liberal Parliamentary 
Candidate for my constituency, will attend the Meeting this coming Thursday. 
 
  
 
I would, respectfully, ask that Ms Smart, whom I am lead to believe has a degree in Maths, explain simply to the 
Village, the sums, as to how a 30mph limit through my Village is going to reduce, by more than half, the 
anticipated increase in traffic the A6/MARR Scheme will generate? 
 
  
 
The Scheme accepts that if such increase is not reduced to the, alleged, “11/16%” from the “30%” increase, that 
it is accepted will be generated by the Scheme, then the road cannot be built whether it is a good idea or not. 
 
  
 
Sometimes in life, things happen, whether they are right or wrong, and it is often difficult to deal with the 
complexities of such matters but this is a simple premise and no doubt Ms Smart, faced with such a nonsensical 
foundation to the Scheme will be no less interested to see the, actual, data that supports it, as I do, in the 
interests of those she wishes to represent, and will no doubt treat with the same suspicion, as myself, the fact 
that Mr Boylan, the CEO of SMBC ( see below ) is refusing to disclose it to prove such is the case. 
 
  
 
This Scheme is not fit for purpose and will destroy not just my Village but also the Peak District. 
 
  
 
I have copied in Sir Andrew Stunell, as my MP, whom the Association stated was supposed to carry out surgeries 
explaining this Scheme, and has not, so that I can also receive an explanation from my MP and his support with 
regard to such request as referred to in the annexed email of 16 February 2014 which has been ignored by 



SMBC. 
 
  
 
I would, respectively, ask that this letter and the above specific question be placed on the Agenda of the 
Association, for this Meeting, as relating to the most important issue ever to face my Village.  
 
  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
  
 
G Willman 
 
  
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Greg Willman <gregwillman2001@yahoo.co.uk> 

 
Subject: COMPLAINT; A6/MARR SCHEME NOT TO PROCEED UNTIL DATA REQUEST COMPLIED WITH IN 
THE PUBLIC INTEREST; Formal Request for traffic modelling data; Application ref; DC/053678. 
 
Date: 16 February 2014 00:17:23 GMT 
 
To: Emma Curle <emma.curle@stockport.gov.uk>, democratic.services@stockport.gov.uk 
 
Cc: eric.pickles@communities.gsi.gov.uk, sarah.marsh@guardian.co.uk, paula555@googlegroups.com 
 
  
 
Dear Ms Curle, 
 
  
 
I, respectfully, require, immediate, disclosure of the traffic modelling data highlighted below in dark type, and any 
other pertaining data relevant thereto, and exhibited on page 142 of SMBC Application DC/053678 as presented 
to the Area Planning Committees who voted on this Scheme which as you are fully aware was requested of 
yourself and your Department in an email of 27 November 2013, by myself, and I would be obliged if you would, 
respectfully, take this email as a formal Complaint in respect of such failure to so disclose.  
 
  
 
I would be obliged to receive confirmation from SMBC in writing that the A6/MARR Scheme will not proceed, 
further, until this Complaint has been fully investigated and resolved as such failure to comply with my reasonable 
request not only questions the democratic assessment of this Scheme but also, with respect, casts doubt as to 
whether the computerate modelling you are refusing to disclose supports the contention that the Scheme should 
proceed at all. 
 
  
 
I was informed by your colleague Ms Broomhead when I met with her that no documentation would be 
considered in the planning process of this application that was not submitted to you before 5 December 2013 and 
I, therefore, accordingly made my application to you for disclosure on 27 November 2013 and further requested 
that the planning deadline of 5 December 2013 be extended to ensure that any written report emanating from 
such data might then be provided to the Councillors when they voted on the Scheme to ensure that they were 
fully informed in compliance with the democratic process. 
 
  
 
I would, respectfully, contend that your failure to disclose such data for independent assessment prior to the 
voting by the Area Committees has totally undermined the credibility of any democratic decision made by the 
Area Committees who quite clearly should not have voted without a clear itemisation of what they were voting on 
which was not before them.  
 



  
 
I refer to the document handed out by SMBC and partners at the Area Committee Meetings that voted on this 
matter and, in particular, page 141 ( continuing on page 142): 
 
  
 
“Traffic modelling of the A6MARR…predicted an increase in traffic of up to 30% on the A6 through High Lane, 
however taking account of the introduction of enhanced mitigation measures the impact markedly reduces this 
increased flow to between 11% and 16%. 
 
  
 
Much of the discussion from residents in High Lane is that they do not believe that the measure as proposed 
would reduce the potential impact to such a degree. Whilst there may be some scepticism from the public, the 
traffic modelling and impacts have been verified…”   
 
  
 
None of the highlighted data, annotated or otherwise, has been presented to the Area Committees for their 
consideration, totally, undermining their decision in voting on the Scheme. 
 
  
 
Who has verified such data as stated and what does such verification consist of? 
 
  
 
Mr McMahon informed me, personally, when I met with him that there was no automatic mandate to build the 
Scheme and that if the 30%, above, was not reduced to the level alleged such would prevent the Scheme being 
built at all. 
 
  
 
It is clearly, therefore, imperative that such data should have been disclosed and carefully and independently 
assessed prior to voting in order to ascertain whether the Scheme should be provided with consent. 
 
  
 
In short, according to the Scheme the 30% will be reduced to 11/16% by the introduction of a 30mph speed limit 
from Hazel Grove to New Mills along the length of the A6 corridor despite the fact that most of the road is already 
30mph and none of the traffic travels faster than 30mph, in any event, as a result of the present congestion. 
 
  
 
To contend, as SMBC does in their Scheme, that such reduction in traffic flow as a result of the 30mph would be 
in excess of 50% of the initial traffic modelling estimate is palpable nonsense and in my respectful opinion reflects 
a determination to build the road whether the Scheme is viable or not which is totally unacceptable and affront to 
democracy. 
 
  
 
I have yet to speak to anyone in favour or against the Scheme who believes the 30mph will provide the reduction 
required to allow the Scheme to be built.  
 
  
 
In the next paragraph on page 142, the application refers to an issue I actually raised with Mr McMahon, 
personally at his Office, when he put forward the above contention on traffic modelling which is that if this 30mph 
is going to work why not introduce it, immediately, to alleviate the, presently, escalating congestion that he 
indicates below he is already aware will continue whether the Scheme proceeds or not: 
 
  
 
“It has been cited by objectors that the applicant should introduce a 30mph limit on the A6 prior to the 
determination of the application to prove whether or not the mitigation would work. …(the 30mph) would only be 
required if the A6MARR were to be introduced…it should…be noted that without the A6MARR, growth on the A6 



would be expected on the corridor between the M60 and Disley.” 
 
  
 
The above paragraph you will note is contradictory in that, on the one hand, it alleges that the 30mph would only 
be “required” if the A6MARR were built and then in the same breath admits that “growth”  will occur, if it isn’t. 
 
  
 
The application in italics, above, referring to what was cited by objectors, clearly, indicates that the 30mph limit, if 
effective, is no less relevant as an introduction, now, and that the viability of the Scheme can be, immediately, 
ascertained without further expense by such, immediate, introduction. 
 
  
 
We will only know, as I am sure you will accept on reflection, when such above confusion on the part of SMBC is 
resolved by the disclosed data in the public interest. 
 
  
 
It is also, understandably, concerns me that and without any reflection, whatsoever, on the integrity of the 
Councillors, involved, that there is a serious and actual conflict of interest on the part of all the Councillors who 
have voted on this Scheme none of whom live anywhere near the spout of the funnel of this Scheme which is the 
A6 corridor leaving those that live there with no democratic representation at all. 
 
  
 
I put to you, respectfully, on notice as a public servant, that the data above referred to must be disclosed in order 
to show that it clearly, and if appropriate, arithmetically, corroborates the figures presented by SMBC in the 
Scheme which should be an easy matter to ascertain and will serve, simply, to confirm that the Scheme as stated 
is fit for purpose in which case I fail to see why disclosure should be challenged and I would view, quite rightly in 
my submission, any decision to challenge such disclosure as evidence that the data does not support the 
Scheme as why, otherwise, would SMBC refuse to disclose it for public and independent scrutiny in compliance 
with the democratic process, especially, bearing in mind the huge public expense that this Scheme is costing? 
 
  
 
I have copied in the Right Honourable Eric Pickles as Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 
who, as has is Government, championed self-determination by communities which I am sure you will agree can 
only take place when local government provides the disclosure I have referred to in order to ensure total 
transparency and honesty with a view to, at the very least, calling this matter in for a Public Inquiry if SMBC 
persist in refusing to disclose data to the public that is wholly integral to the fundamental viability of this Scheme 
and which may on disclosure show that this Scheme should not only not proceed but will destroy the area it is 
supposed to serve. 
 
  
 
This is a simple matter of disclosure to the public in respect of a publicly funded project. 
 
  
 
Provide the data and justify that the Scheme is fit for purpose which I submit it is not and that the data will confirm 
in the public interest that the Scheme is not fit for purpose and should not proceed.     
 
  
 
I put you on notice to copy this Complaint to the Chief Executive Office of SMBC whom I believe is Eamonn 
Boylan from whom I would request a response and not from your Complaints Department as this is a 
matter  which I am sure you will agree requires immediate attention before any more public money is expended in 
order to ensure that such money is not wasted and that the Scheme will respond as cited in the application to the 
area and environment upon which it will have an irrevocable and permanent effect. 
 
  
 
I have also copied in Sarah Marsh who writes for the Guardian on Local Government matters in order that the 
public be fully informed on a Scheme that will facilitate a goods train of lorries through the Peak District National 
Park en route from the east coast ferry ports and, potentially, destroy one of the most beautiful areas of our 



national heritage if allowed to proceed without proper public accountability as is presently the case. 
 
  
 
Kindly acknowledge receipt as a matter of urgency and confirm when such data, in toto, will be provided for my 
attention. 
 
  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
  
 
G WIllman 
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