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OFFICIAL

TRU Stalybridge to Diggle (Saddleworth) – Canal & River Trust Meeting

	Meeting name
	TRU Stalybridge to Diggle (Saddleworth) – Canal & River Trust Meeting

	Date
	09.03.2026

	Time
	13:00-14:00

	Venue
	Microsoft Teams



Attendees
	 Name
	Role

	Katie Hallam (KH)
	Canal & River Trust - Estates Surveyor

	Sophie Summers (SS)
	Canal & River Trust – Planning Solicitor

	Martin Teague (MT)
	Canal & River Trust – Engineer 

	Tim Bettany-Simmons (TBS)
	Canal & River Trust – Senior Planner

	Samantha Morris (SM)
	Network Rail – Scheme Programme Manager (TWAO)

	Juliet Clark (JC)
	Eversheds Sutherland – Legal Director

	Laurie Barbour (LB)
	Tony Gee – Civil Engineer

	Garath McSharry (GM)
	Tony Gee – Design Engineer

	Adam Blenkarn (AB)
	Bruton Knowles - Senior Land Referencing Manager

	Chris Renshaw (CR)
	Bruton Knowles - Property

	Emma Clarke (EC)
	Network Rail – LDO Integration Manager

	Nigel Billingsley (NB)
	Bruton Knowles - Property

	Claudia Fletcher (CF)
	AtkinsRéalis - Stakeholder Engagement



Agenda
	No.
	Subject

	1
	The Trusts objection/ NR response/ queries 

	2
	Clarification on an outstanding query from C&RT re route drawing sheet 19 discrepancy



Matters agreed or noted 
	No.
	Matter noted

	1
	Everyone introduces themselves on the call
Acquisition of rights and voluntary agreements
KH - raised concerns that no negotiations have begun regarding acquisition of rights over CRT estate. She requested clarity on process and expectations.
NB - confirmed rights required are set out in the Order and that NR are happy to discuss  voluntary agreements. Effectively, there could be a joint legal agreement regarding powers in the Order. 
KH - requested more detail on how acquiring permanent vs temporary land rights would look as the Order is quite generic.
NB - you can see this in the provided schedule of rights sought, though the detail of works and how they are delivered on plot‑specific detail is limited, for example, due to the fact a contractor is not appointed yet.
JC - explained protective provisions ensure NR only exercises powers where absolutely necessary. NR would seek an agreement similar to the Huddersfield scheme, using reasonable endeavours to limit acquisition.
SS - emphasised compulsory acquisition should be a last resort and noted no approach has been made regarding temporary rights. There could be voluntary agreements with principles established now and details that come later.  Additionally, it is not known what NR actually need ie in a certain air space, only x meters of space above the canal is actually needed. Requested timeframe for Heads of Terms by end of week.
NB - agreed to provide Heads of Terms by the end of the week
ACTION: NB to provide the Trust with Heads of Terms by the end of the week
Post the meeting note: Damain Arundale spoke direct to KH to explain that no such terms were agreed on W3 and expressed the view that these are not needed in this case.  KH confirmed she would need to take instructions on this view. 
KH – queried that the spreadsheet did not cover all of the plots from the Book of Reference
AB – confirmed that this is because the plots provided were free holder only ones. He can provide a spreadsheet with both freehold and non-freehold plots. 
ACTION: AB to provide the Trust with a spreadsheet of all the plots in the BoR
Post meeting note: AB has sent this to the Trust 09/03
Plot 16‑068A / Bridge 70
KH - noted no notice had been served for plot 16‑068A.
TBS – This is what we call Bridge 70. It is referenced as public highway in the Book of Reference, but not sure that it actually is.
EC – Confirmed this is just for access only 
AB - Confirmed the plot is unregistered but treated as adopted highway boundary. 
TBS – I assume no impact anticipated on the canal or towpath.
EC - Yes

Protective Provisions – Paragraph 39
SS - requested removal of the phrase “as may be carried out during the period of 12 months from the completion of the work” from para 39(2)(b)  so the protective provisions apply to maintenance into the future, not just construction and a 12-month snagging period.
JC - agreed to review and take this action away.
ACTION: JC to review para 39(2)(b) and confirm whether the phrase “as may be carried out during the period of 12 months from the completion of the work” can be removed
Post meeting note: JC and SS had a conversation regarding this point.  NR’s position is that the PPs only address construction period and the proposed amendment would leave uncertainty.  Agreed to see what was in the Side Agreement (to be produced by WS) before furthering conversation. 
Viaduct Works – Land Acquisition & Safety
MT - challenged NR’s indication that land down to the canal could be acquired “in case something falls”. This is unacceptable and protective measures (e.g., netting) should be used instead of closing towpaths/locks.
EC - clarified intention is to ensure no trespass and safe working, not routine closures.
JC - reiterated compulsory acquisition would only occur where necessary. 
NB – NR’s contractors will adopt Safety measures which will be developed through risk assessments to the trust when the time is right.
KH – Highlighted that the difficulty is that CRT feel as though they have to object as the agreements are not in place to address this and provide this comfort. CRT have no protection regarding land acquisition.  Queried at what stage was the Huddersfield scheme agreement reached?
JC – Negotiations in the case of the Huddersfield Order took place at this pre-inquiry stage, and the agreement was settled in advance of the close of the Inquiry. It is NR’s intention to enter into a similar agreement in this Application, and that agreement will focus on named interfaces and set out detail where possible as to the methodology and extent of the implementation of the powers – reducing the full extent where possible.  The agreement will also establish an open line of communication for on going cooperation as the plans become more refined.  The agreement will limit the impact of the TWAO on CRT interests where possible and provide for compensation where appropriate.
SS – noted that despite intentions, NR has issued GVDs on Huddersfield scheme without voluntary agreements. She asked Penny Carter at the end of November whether NR intended to enter a side agreement with the Trust. The current conversation is positive but SS is disappointed with how late in the day this is. We are a little in the dark about NR heads of terms and agreements NR envisages entering.SS requested prioritisation from the team to reach a position where objections can be withdrawn.
TBS – Confirmed that he will prepare draft interface details for Winckworth Sherwood (approx. 4–5 interfaces).
ACTION: TBS to prepare draft interface details, which will be shared within the draft SA from Winckworth Sherwoods (approx. 4–5 interfaces)

Objection letter - Article 23
TBS – Queried how long closures will be?
LB – Estimated closures would be weeks not months
SM – Added that we want to do viaduct works on rail closure periods. We could also use blockades. The details are still being decided. 
SS – Queried the length of a blockade
SM – Confirmed this can vary – a weekend, 3 months etc. but we will work with yourselves to arrange the best possible time. We could try align it with a closure period but this  may not always be possible.
SS – We could be more relaxed about nighttime closures as less impact on users

Objection Letter - Lock 25 to lock 29
TBS – Query regarding how transporting materials 
EC – Materials likely to be carried in by hand or delivered by rail as area is too small for vehicle. No intention to transport materials by water.

Objection Letter – compound near bridge 66
TBS – Requesting clarification on the compound next to bridge 66, it appears the Trust may have rights over this land and have used this land in the past
SM – NR would not share compound with CRT in the area. In terms of size, we will know more closer to the time and these are subject to planning conditions etc.
Possible version control/ error spotted in objection letter 
ACTION: CF to re-issue correct version of objection letter to the Trust

Objection Letter - Station Road Overbridge Culvert Clarification
TBS – Queried what the new culvert is being referred to within NR’s objection letter rebuttal. As not sure if it is the culverted Diggle Feeder, which is in proximity to the Station Road Overbridge, that is being referred to.  
LB – MVL3/39B is Bywash underbridge.
LB confirms which one by showing on screen.
LB - the over pumping is in relation to the recon of 39B into the Brunclough feeder immediately down stream.
LB to share past presentation which shows the designs 
ACTION: Share past design presentation addressing Station Road Overbridge Culvert Clarification (N.B post meeting - the presentation shared appears to only relate to Standedge Tunnel concrete relieving slab – please clarify)
JC – Queries does this address the concerns?
TBS – Confirms the clarifications helps but we may need something in side agreements about this 
SM – Adds that the details in the planning drawings may also help with this.

Crane Pad Query
KH – (shows on screen) the section outside the red line on the plans which has not been accounted for. Raised concerns that works outside the Order Limits affect the Trusts’ land (overlapping freehold above tunnel).
EC - acknowledged possible boundary assumptions and will review depth/extent of NR title.
ACTION: TRU to check the land boundary where the Trusts’ land and NR land boundary meet
KH – highlighted that this is an issue as there may be assets outside Order Limits which are not protected by the Order.

Costs 
KH – Requested agreement on recovery of time costs.
NB – Confirmed that BK will seek instruction from NR regrading fees. 
Objection letter 
TBS – Confirmed that once a clean version of the letter is provided, he can provide a response



[bookmark: _Hlk201049897]Actions 
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	Action
	Action owner
	Deadline

	1
	NB to provide the Trust with Heads of Terms by the end of the week
	Nigel B
	13/03/2206

	2
	AB to provide the Trust with a spreadsheet of all the plots in the BoR
	Adam B
	Post meeting note: AB has sent this to the Trust 09/03

	3
	JC to review para 39(2)(b) and confirm whether the phrase “as may be carried out during the period of 12 months from the completion of the work” can be removed
	Juliet C
	Complete: meeting with SS on 16/03/26

	4
	TBS to prepare draft interface details which will be shared within the draft SA from Winckworth Sherwoods (approx. 4–5 interfaces)
	C&RT
	

	5
	CF to re-issue correct version of objection letter to the Trust
	Claudia F
	Post meeting note: CF has issued this 11/03

	6
	Share past design presentation addressing Station Road Overbridge Culvert Clarification
	TRU
	Issued to CRT

	7
	TRU to check the land boundary where the Trusts’ land and NR land boundary meet
	TRU
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