	[image: ]
	OBJECTION TO THE STOCKPORT LOCAL PLAN
Regulation 19 consultation  |  Allocation HOM 2.18 Sandown Road (Sandown Fields)
DEADLINE: SUNDAY 8 NOVEMBER 2026
POSTING IT? Send 1st class by Tuesday 3 November, or 2nd class by Friday 30 October.



	How to use this form: print it, fill in your details, tick the reasons that apply to you, add your own comments in Section 4, then sign and send it to the Council (see the back page). It must arrive by Sunday 8 November 2026.
Your own words matter: the Inspector looks at the strength of the arguments, not the number of identical forms, so please add something personal in Section 4.



	1  YOUR DETAILS



Responses can't be anonymous. Please write clearly in BLOCK CAPITALS.
	Full name
	

	Home address
Including postcode
	

	Email
If you have one
	



	2  WHICH PART OF THE PLAN YOU ARE OBJECTING TO



	Part of the Plan
	Site allocation HOM 2.18 Sandown Road, Hazel Grove (Sandown Fields)

	Do you support or object?
	I OBJECT

	Do you think the Plan is legally compliant?
	☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Don't know     

	Do you think the Plan is sound?
	☐ Yes     ☐ No     

	If not sound, which tests does it fail?
Tick all that apply
	☐ Positively prepared     ☐ Justified     
☐ Effective     ☐ Consistent with national policy     




	3  MY REASONS FOR OBJECTING



Tick every reason you agree with. You don't need to tick them all: choose the ones that matter most to you.
	Tick
	Reason for objecting
	Reference (NPPF Dec 2024)

	Flood risk

	☐
	Flood risk location: Sandown Fields includes land at significant flood risk. National policy requires development to be directed to lower-risk locations wherever reasonably available, rather than placing housing in a constrained flood-risk location such as Sandown Fields.
	NPPF 2024 paras 170, 172(a), 174-175

	☐
	Flood risk must include the future: The Council must consider current and future flood risk, including climate change and cumulative impacts. Sandown Fields should not be allocated unless evidence shows the site remains suitable throughout the lifetime of the proposed housing.
	NPPF 2024 paras 162, 171, 173

	☐
	Floodplain should be protected: National policy requires land needed for flood management, like Sandown Fields, to be safeguarded rather than treated as available housing land, as it provides a crucial flood-management function.
	NPPF 2024 paras 125(b), 172(b)

	☐
	Must not increase flooding elsewhere: Development must not increase flood risk elsewhere. Loss of this open floodplain, and changes to ground levels and drainage, could be catastrophic for the surrounding area, including homes on the Racecourse Estate.
	NPPF 2024 paras 170, 178(b), 181

	☐
	Climate change resilience: No compelling evidence has been provided to show the site's long-term flood resilience, as required by national policy. Without it, this allocation is unsound.
	NPPF 2024 paras 161-164

	Conflict with the safeguarded SEMMMs route (Hazel Grove Bypass)

	☐
	SEMMMs safeguarding: Sandown Fields sits within the safeguarded route for the SEMMMs strategic transport scheme (the planned Hazel Grove Bypass). Council policy requires this route to be protected from development that would obstruct or compromise it.
	Stockport Policy INF16; NPPF 2024 para 111(c)

	☐
	Land requirement must be established first: The full land needed for the route, including the embankment, drainage and construction areas, has not been published. Until it is, the true amount of land available for housing on HOM 2.18 cannot be determined.
	Policy INF16; NPPF 2024 paras 32, 36(b)-(c)

	☐
	Embankment versus housing conflict: Early engineering estimates suggest significant areas of land could be needed for the SEMMMs embankment and associated works alone, materially reducing the land available for homes, roads, open space, drainage and biodiversity.
	Policy INF16; NPPF 2024 paras 32, 36(c)

	☐
	Premature housing before infrastructure: Building homes before the route is finalised risks permanently blocking or complicating a route Hazel Grove has waited decades to see delivered.
	Policy INF16; NPPF 2024 paras 109(d), 111(c)

	☐
	Future compulsory purchase: When SEMMMs goes ahead, any homes built on the safeguarded route could face compulsory purchase at public expense. Allocating the site for housing is therefore not justified.
	Policy INF16; NPPF 2024 paras 36(b), 111(c)

	Access and transport

	☐
	Sustainable location: Development generating significant movement must be in locations that are, or can be made, sustainable, limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport. The Council has not shown that Sandown Fields meets this.
	NPPF 2024 paras 109-110

	☐
	Transport impacts: A proportionate transport assessment is required, including construction traffic. Construction traffic would need to pass through the Racecourse Estate, where roads are not wide enough to meet legal requirements and carry a 7.5 tonne weight restriction.
	NPPF 2024 paras 109(c), 115(d), 116, 118

	☐
	Walking, cycling and connectivity: Development should provide safe, direct and practical walking, wheeling and cycling connections. National guidance (LTN 1/20) sets a maximum reasonable walk to a station with regular services of 10 minutes. Walking from the furthest point of the site to Hazel Grove station would take more than 25 minutes.
	NPPF 2024 paras 96(a), 110, 115(a), 117(a); LTN 1/20

	☐
	Access roads: The proposed access roads are unsuitable and do not meet the necessary highways standards – there is only one access/exit route on any suggested plan which wouldn’t satisfy requirements, so the allocation is not justified or effective.
	NPPF 2024 paras 115(b), 116

	Ecology and landscape

	☐
	Local ecological assets: The site adjoins the Threaphurst Clough and Ochreley Brook Site of Biological Importance (SBI). No evidence shows that construction, drainage, pollution, lighting or increased runoff would avoid unacceptable harm to this protected habitat.
	NPPF 2024 paras 187(a), 192(a), 193(a)

	☐
	Ecological harm: Proposals must consider the environmental qualities of land, including habitats and landscape character, and minimise biodiversity impacts.
	NPPF 2024 paras 187(d), 188, 192

	☐
	Biodiversity net gain doesn't make it acceptable: Biodiversity harm should be avoided through site selection wherever possible, not mitigated afterwards. A 10% biodiversity net gain does not make a harmful site acceptable when less damaging alternatives may exist.
	NPPF 2024 para 193(a)

	☐
	Landscape and countryside character: Development would permanently change the open, rural character of the landscape in a way that cannot simply be designed around.
	NPPF 2024 paras 187(a)-(b), 188

	Do the numbers add up?

	☐
	Cumulative impact: Once flood-risk land, ecological buffers, open space, drainage and the SEMMMs land are all accounted for, it is not clear that 250 homes are realistically deliverable on HOM 2.18. The Council should assess these constraints together, not one by one.
	NPPF 2024 paras 32-33, 116, 171

	☐
	Genuine plan-making evidence: Plans must be based on robust, up-to-date evidence. If the SEMMMs engineering requirement has materially changed the usable area of Sandown Fields, the housing capacity should be reassessed, as the allocation is not currently sound.
	NPPF 2024 paras 32, 36

	☐
	Combined land-use conflict: The site would have to accommodate housing, roads, open space, biodiversity, drainage, flood-risk measures and the SEMMMs route and embankment. Until a detailed, evidenced masterplan shows otherwise, the claimed capacity is not proven to be deliverable.
	NPPF 2024 paras 36(c), 72, 125(b), 172(b)

	☐
	Mitigation: The mitigation proposed to make development acceptable is not viable and would have a significant negative effect on the local area, so the allocation is not effective.
	NPPF 2024 paras 33, 115(d), 178-179, 193(a)

	Green Belt

	☐
	Exceptional circumstances: Green Belt land can only be released in "exceptional circumstances". The Council has not demonstrated that these exist for Sandown Fields, so the allocation is not consistent with national policy.
	NPPF 2024 paras 142-143, 145-148




	4  IN MY OWN WORDS



Explain how the allocation affects you, your home or your area, and why you think it is unsound. For example: flooding you've seen, traffic on your road, or how you use the fields. Continue on a separate sheet if you need to.
	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	5  THE CHANGE I AM ASKING FOR



	I ask that allocation HOM 2.18 Sandown Road (Sandown Fields) is removed from the Stockport Local Plan in full, and the site is retained as Green Belt.  If not, then my position is that no development on Sandown Fields is considered until after the final SEMMS link is completed and SMBC have been able to fully evaluate the remaining land as suitable or otherwise for any future potential development.



	6  EXAMINATION HEARINGS



Would you like to take part in the public examination hearings in person?
☐ No, I'm happy for my written objection to be considered     ☐ Yes     

	7  SIGNATURE



	Signature
	
	Date
	




	HOW TO SEND THIS FORM
By post: Planning Policy Team, 4th Floor, Stopford House, Piccadilly, Stockport, SK1 3XE. Please post 1st class by Tuesday 3 November, or 2nd class by Friday 30 October, before the last collection of the day.
By email: scan or photograph all pages and send them to local.plan@stockport.gov.uk
Online: copy your answers into the Council's form at forms.stockport.gov.uk/local-plan-regulation
It must reach the Council by Sunday 8 November 2026. Late responses can't be accepted. The Council may publish your name and comments as part of the examination.
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