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1. Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of the Study 
Entec were commissioned to undertake a robust qualitative assessment of the Green Belt in the vicinity of 
Manchester Airport (MA) focusing particularly on the existing and proposed extensions to the Operational Area of 
the Airport.  The purpose of this work is to examine the proposed extensions to the operation area, as identified in 
the Airport Master Plan, published in 2007, and to consider whether the land in question is serving a Green Belt 
function as defined in Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 (PPG2).   We have also assessed the existing operational 
area to identify whether this land serves a Green Belt purpose.  

The Study also examines whether there are any exceptional circumstances which, despite the land serving a Green 
Belt purpose, would warrant the removal of the land from the Green Belt. 

This Study sets out the findings of that assessment and makes recommendations on whether the existing Green Belt 
boundary should be amended.  It will ultimately comprise part of a suite of evidence base documents that are 
intended to inform policies within the emerging Manchester City Council (MCC) Local Development Framework 
(LDF) Core Strategy.   

1.2 Background 
MA is a major economic driver for both the Manchester City Region and the North of England.  The Airport 
handles in excess of 22 million passengers per annum (mppa) travelling on around 226,000 aircraft movements and 
employs approximately 19,000 people on-site.  It is estimated that a further 23,000 jobs in the North West are also 
related to the Airport and that by 2015, 60,000 jobs will be directly or indirectly related to its operation1.  The 
Airport also has an important role to play in relieving congestion at airports in the South East and is the only UK 
airport, other than Heathrow, to have two full-length runways. 

In recognising the important strategic and economic function of MA, the Government's Airport White Paper, The 
Future of Air Transport (Department for Transport, 2003) concludes that the Airport capacity “should in principle 
continue to grow to accommodate additional demand up to around 50mppa by 2030”.  In 2007, MAG published 
the Manchester Airport Master Plan to 2030 in response to the White Paper’s recommendations, setting out how 
these targets are to be met including identifying proposed extensions to the Operational Area of the Airport. 

 

1 MAG (2007a) 
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The Airport’s Operational Area was first defined in 1974.  Comprising 505ha, it was intended to safeguard land to 
enable development to support around 10 million passengers per annum (mppa) by 1995.  The Development 
Strategy to 2005 published in 1993, proposed extending the Operational Area to 710ha in order to accommodate an 
airport handling 30mppa and included land for the Second Runway (R2) together with extensions at three locations 
namely, Land between the Airport’s western boundary and the A538 (Cloughbank Farm), Land to the North of 
Ringway Road and Land within the M56 Junction 5.  However, as a result of uncertainties in relation to a second 
runway, the proposed extensions were not taken forward within Manchester City Council’s Unitary Development 
Plan (UDP).   

The Airport’s current Operational Area is shown in Figure 1.1 and extends to 625ha, the majority of which is 
developed. For its passenger throughput, Manchester is one of the most land efficient airports in Europe.  

To support a throughput of 50mppa in accordance with the White Paper, a detailed appraisal of the environmental 
effects, land demands and business needs was undertaken as part of the preparation of the Master Plan in order to 
define a revised Operational Area.  The Airport’s Master Plan provides the context to guide the development of the 
site up to 2030 in line with the Air Transport White Paper.  It identifies a number of essential uses and facilities that 
are required for the Airport’s operation and need to be located within the Operational Area. It also sets out the 
locations where extensions are required to the Operational Area (Areas A to F).  See Figure 1.2. 
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Figure 1.1 Existing Operational Area 

 

Source MAG (2007b:99) 

The main principle of development at the Airport is one of land use efficiency and technological improvement. 
Limits have been placed on the physical spread of the site. The Airport Company’s approach is for redevelopment 
of land within the existing boundary as far as possible and activities that do not need direct connection to the 
airfield moved to the site periphery, or offsite altogether. 

To deliver the growth outlined in the Air Transport White Paper, the Airport will require a minimum of 175 ha of 
additional land to accommodate an expanded Operational Area in 2030. Further information on how this figure is 
divided across the airport estate can be found in the Need for Land document prepared by Manchester Airport. 

The Master Plan proposes a total of six extensions to the existing Operational Area which have been prioritised for 
the use of airfield, apron, maintenance, car parking and commercial/office facilities.  These are shown in Figure 
1.2 and comprise the following sites: 

• A - Land to the east of the A538 (Cloughbank Farm);  
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• B - Land to the north of Ringway Road;  

• C - Land within Junction 5 of the M56;  

• D - Land to the south of Ringway Road, between Tedder Drive and Styal Road;  

• E - Land to the west of the A538 (Oak Farm);  

• F – Parallel Taxiway Area. 

Figure 1.2 Proposed Operational Area Extensions 

 

Source MAG (2007:67) 

1.3 Green Belt Constraint to Growth  
The majority of the existing Operational Area of the Airport is located within the Green Belt where national 
planning policy, in the form of Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 (PPG2) asserts a presumption against 
inappropriate development.  The Airport’s designation as a Major Developed Site (MDS) in the (Greater 
Manchester) Green Belt has enabled some limited growth to take place whilst in other cases it has been argued that 
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‘very special circumstances’ exist to justify development.  However, the Green Belt designation introduces 
uncertainty, requiring many developments to be assessed from ‘first principles’.  This significantly impeeds the 
ability of MA to plan strategically and to fulfil the role set out for the Airport in the Air Transport White Paper.   

In response to this impediment, the Master Plan contains an action to seek to remove parts of the existing and 
extended Operational Area from the Green Belt through the development plan system and in particular the North 
West of England Plan: Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (NW RSS) and Local Development Frameworks (LDF).   

Following the change of Government, in July 2010 the RSS was abolished by the Secretary of State.  
Notwithstanding this, it is considered that the evidence (and debate at the EiP), which fed into the RSS, remains a 
sound basis for Policy.  The RSS was published in September 2008 and confers agreement for detailed changes to 
the Green Belt to be made to meet operational requirements.  In accordance with the provisions made in the RSS, 
this Study seeks to examine the extent to which the proposed Operational Area shown in Figure 1.2 (above) meets 
the purposes of the Green Belt to help inform the policy approach taken forward with respect to MA.  As such, this 
review is not intended to be a strategic assessment of the wider Green Belt but is instead to be a local reassessment 
of the Green Belt in order to satisfy national policy objectives for airport growth. However we acknowledge that 
the removal of any land from the Green Belt has the potential to impact on the integrity of the wider Green Belt.  
We therefore propose to also undertake a high level review of the impact of removing land from the Green Belt at 
MA on the wider Green Belt.  

This report is part of a suite of documents which have been prepared and submitted to Manchester City Council 
(MCC) to provide an updated planning policy framework in line with national and regional policy.   

MA has provided evidence to MCC to justify the expansion of the airport and to identify the exact nature of the 
airport uses which are proposed.  Manchester Airport – The Need for Land’ which was submitted to MCC in 
December 2009 sets out the rational behind the MA plans for growth and a phasing programme for how and where 
it will be delivered. 

1.4 Structure of this Study 
This remainder of this Study is set out as follows: 

Section 2  Discusses the strategic and policy context and identifies the key drivers which underpin the 
need to undertake a localised assessment of the Green Belt in the vicinity of MA.    

Section 3  Sets out the approach to assessing the proposed Operational Area against the purposes of 
the Green Belt. 

Section 4  Contains the results of the assessment for the existing Operational Area and each extension 
in relation to the extent to which land meets the purposes of the Green Belt and the 
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potential impact of development. It also assesses the impact of an amended boundary of 
the integrity of the wider Green Belt. 

Section 5  Draws together the results of the assessment contained within Section 4 and proposes an 
alternative Green Belt boundary for further review and definition and discussion with local 
planning authorities.   
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2. Strategic and Policy Context 

2.1 Introduction 
This section of the Study sets out the context in which the review has been undertaken.  It begins by providing a 
brief description of the Green Belt in the vicinity of MA and the controls over development within it, before 
examining those factors which necessitate a localised review of the Green Belt to facilitate the growth of MA.   

2.2 Existing Green Belt 

2.2.1 Green Belt Origins 

The Green Belt in the vicinity of the MA was established in 1961 as part of an amendment2 to the Cheshire County 
Development Plan which considered the Green Belt in the north of the County.  The Written Statement sets out the 
following reason for its designation: 

“It is considered essential to prevent the further major spread of that part of the South-East Lancashire 
conurbation lying in Cheshire and to preserve as far as possible the undeveloped breaks between existing 
towns and settlements”.   

However, like other areas in the region, the Green Belt was not formally approved.  This was a consequence of 
first, rapid population growth and outward migration that characterised urban development in the 1960s and 1970s 
and resulted in uncertainty surrounding the quantities of land required to accommodate change, second, the 
introduction of a new Development Plan system and, third, local government re-organisation (the creation of the 
Greater Manchester Council and the 10 metropolitan District Councils).  By the late 1970s there was considered to 
be a need for a more consistent and rationalised approach to Green Belt policy which culminated in the Greater 
Manchester Structure Plan.  Adopted in 1981, the Plan sought to define a Green Belt boundary for the conurbation 
as a whole in accordance with the following Green Belt purposes set out in national policy3: 

i. to check the further growth of a built-up area; 

                                                      

2 County Palatine of Cheshire (1961) Development Plan Amendment: Green Belts – Written Statement, North Cheshire Green 
Belt 

3 Circular 42/55 of the former Ministry of Housing and Local Government  
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ii. to prevent neighbouring towns from merging; and  

iii. to preserve the special character of a town. 

The Greater Manchester Green Belt Local Plan was prepared and adopted in 1984 following a Planning Inquiry and 
sought to take forward the policy approach contained within the Structure Plan and define, in detail, the boundaries 
of the Green Belt.  Extracts from the relevant policies is produced in Appendix B.  

2.2.2 Existing Green Belt 

Today, the Greater Manchester Green Belt forms part of the wider North West Green Belt covering land in 
Merseyside, Cheshire and Lancashire and comprising some 241,700ha4.  More locally, this includes 1,710ha of 
land in Manchester, 34,080ha in (former) Macclesfield Borough, 3,980ha in Trafford Borough and 5,860ha in 
Stockport5.  The extent of the Green Belt in the vicinity of MA is shown in Figure 2.1.     

In the vicinity of the Airport, the existing Green Belt boundary extends around the eastern edge of Hale Barns.  
This narrow part of the Green Belt is enclosed and dominated by existing built form and dense vegetation 
associated with the M56.   The Green Belt to the west of the M56 extends as a relatively narrow belt (1.8km width 
at most) in a westerly direction to meet with the eastern edge of Altrincham; and is comprised of golf courses, 
agricultural land, residential and farm related properties, lanes and tracks.   

From Altrincham, the Green Belt boundary extends in an easterly direction along the southern edge of 
Wythenshawe and Woodhouse Park (crossing the M56 to the north of Junction 5); the southern edge of the M56; 
and the northern edge of airport related built form.  To the south of this boundary the Green Belt comprises a large 
expanse of built form and infrastructure related to the main operational area of the Airport.   

Continuing from the northern edge of the Airport, the Green Belt boundary extends in an easterly direction along 
the southern edge of Ringway Road; a small section of the B5166; and then heads in a northerly direction.  The 
area of Green Belt narrows dramatically as it heads northwards and is dominated by urban infrastructure and 
residential, commercial and industrial built development (both adjacent to and within the Green Belt itself).  The 
Green Belt forms part of the Gatley Brook Valley and reflects the emphasis placed on existing river valleys in the 
Greater Manchester Structure Plan.    

 

 

                                                      

4 PPG2 
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2.3 Control of Development in the Green Belt 

2.3.1 National Policy 

Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 

Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts (PPG2) sets out the national policy framework in relation to extent, 
purpose and designation of Green Belts and identifies five key purposes of including land within them (these are set 
out in Box 1).   

Box 1: Five purposes of the Green Belt 

• To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. 

• To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. 

• To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 

• To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. 

• To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict land and other urban land. 

 

Source  PPG2 (para 1.5) 

Paragraph 2.6 establishes that the general extent of a Green Belt should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, and if an alteration is proposed, the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that opportunities for 
development within urban areas have been considered.  Paragraph 2.7 continues that where a local plan is being 
revised, existing Green Belt boundaries should not be changed unless alterations to the structure plan have been 
approved, or other exceptional circumstances exist which necessitate such a revision.  

Air Transport White Paper 

The Government’s White Paper, ‘The Future of Air Transport’, was published in December 2003 and sets out a 
strategic framework for the development of airport capacity over the next 30 years.  It promotes a measured and 
balanced approach to development which: 

• recognises the importance of air travel to our national and regional economic prosperity, and that not 
providing additional capacity where it is needed would significantly damage the economy and national 
prosperity; 

                                                                                                                                                                                          

5 Communities and Local Government (2009) Local Planning Authority Green Belt Statistic 2008/09 



  

C r e a t i n g  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  f o r  b u s i n e s s  

 
  

Doc Reg No.  rp005i10 
Page 10 

July 2010 
 

• reflects people’s desire to travel further and more often by air, and to take advantage of the affordability 
of air travel and the opportunities this brings; 

• seeks to reduce and minimise the impacts of airports on those who live nearby, and on the natural 
environment; 

• ensures that, over time, aviation pays the external costs its activities impose on society at large – in 
other words, that the price of air travel reflects its environmental and social impacts; 

• minimises the need for airport development in new locations by making best use of existing capacity 
where possible; 

• respects the rights and interests of those affected by airport development; and 

• provides greater certainty for all concerned in the planning of future airport capacity, but at the same 
time is sufficiently flexible to recognise and adapt to the uncertainties inherent in long-term planning. 

The White Paper encourages, subject to environmental constraints, the growth of regional airports and identifies 
MA as offering the main potential for growth in the North of England stating that “as a major international 
gateway, it provides an important alternative to the congested airports in the South East and is the only UK airport 
other than Heathrow to have two full-length runways. Consequently it potentially has significant spare runway 
capacity, especially if new operating procedures allowing more intensive use to be made of the existing runways in 
segregated mode were to be introduced. This would enable Manchester to cater for demand of at least 50mppa, 
provided this could be delivered in an environmentally acceptable manner6”.  The White Paper places an emphasis 
on development of terminal capacity to serve up to 55mppa and states that the Government “supports in principle 
the growth of terminal capacity to make maximum use of the existing runways operated in segregated mode, 
subject to meeting environmental concerns”.  

In December 2006, a Progress Report was issued which assessed progress on the policies and proposals set out in 
the White Paper.  This report confirmed continued support for the expansion of regional airports such as MA as a 
way of relieving congestion at south east airports and supporting the growth of regional economies.  

In 2007 as part of the wide ranging agenda for the reform of the UK Planning System, the Labour Government 
announced its intention to produce National Policy Statements (NPS) in respect of national infrastructure.  The 
Coalition Government have confirmed their intention to continue with this, and an NPS covering aviation is 
expected in the near future.  

 

                                                      

6 DfT (2003:84) 
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2.3.2 National Policy Conflict   

Whilst there is strong policy support for airport growth, it is widely considered that PPG2 provides an inadequate 
policy framework for dealing with development at those airports situated in Green Belts which may impede the 
delivery of national objectives for aviation as set out in The White Paper.  This can be attributed to the fact that 
PPG2 fails to recognise the unique nature of airport development.  For example, Annex C of PPG2 which sets out 
the criteria in relation to the development of MDSs does not explicitly cover airports, which differ in their built 
form from the vast majority of MDSs which tend to comprise a large central core of buildings such as hospitals set 
within large grounds.  MDSs were originally devised to deal with the re-development of former hospitals and 
institutions.   

Runways and airfields, on the other hand, are by their very nature ‘open’ with built development restricted for 
operational and safety reasons in accordance with the Airport's Civil Aviation Authority license.  As such, it could 
be argued that they play a significant Green Belt function by prohibiting development and providing a long-term, 
strongly defensible boundary.   

However, PPG2 does make provision for development that would normally be considered inappropriate provided 
very special circumstances exist to justify it.  The very special circumstances that exist in relation to MA have been 
used as basis to support its development since 1985, particularly its role in facilitating regional and local economic 
growth as highlighted in the supporting text to Policy EW21 of the Manchester UDP, which states that the growth 
of the Airport “has always been regarded in a special way. The Airport is playing an increasingly important role in 
the economy and life both of the City and the wider region, particularly as it expands its range of services and 
facilities. It is a major employer in its own right as well as being a major public transport facility. It supports many 
more jobs away from the Airport and is an important part of initiatives to attract investment and tourism”.   

Indeed, this argument was successful in relation to the development of the Second Runway.  With specific regard to 
openness, the Inspector in 26.6.21 concluded: 

Would the development maintain the most important attribute of Green Belts, openness?  Undoubtedly yes.  
Indeed, MBC, describe the runway as a huge, almost featureless void. 

Whilst the Inspector was of the opinion that the runway would constitute inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt, he concluded that the benefits associated with the proposed development would outweigh the impact on the 
Green Belt.  Those benefits identified in the Report included:  

• the need for additional aviation capacity in the North West; 

• achievement of aviation policy objectives; 

• lack of a viable alternative; 

• economic benefits; and 
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• retention of the openness of the Green Belt. 

Nevertheless, the current policy framework does not provide sufficient certainty with which to plan for the strategic 
growth of MA and this ultimately undermines the ability of the airport to achieve national policy goals.   

This issue is recognised within the White Paper (paragraph 12.10) which highlights that a number of major airports, 
including Heathrow, Manchester and Edinburgh, are situated in Green Belts and that a conflict exists between the 
need to plan for growth and Green Belt policy.  Revised national planning policy in relation to Green Belts was due 
to be released in 2004. That was expected to reflect the Government’s aspirations for airport growth but has not yet 
been published and the White Paper Progress Report did not provide any further advice on how both policy 
objectives should be reconciled.   

2.3.3 Regional Policy 

In the absence of up-to-date national Green Belt policy which reflects and is consistent with national aviation 
policy, the need to reassess how airport expansion in the Green Belt is accommodated falls to regional and local 
policy. However recent announcements from the Coalition Government have confirmed that the RSS is to be 
revoked.  Whilst the RSS may therefore not now form part of the development plan, it is important to reference the 
discussions which took place as part of the preparation of the RSS, which we believe are an important element of 
the case for a Green Belt review.  It is considered that the evidence (and debate at the EiP) which fed into the RSS, 
remains a sound basis for Policy. 

This issue of the Green Belt was considered during the North West RSS Examination in Public following which the 
Panel Report, published in May 2007 (paragraph 7.53), stated that, where airport expansion was considered 
necessary, local planning authorities would be faced with a difficult decision.  On the one hand, they would be 
unable to allocate land to accommodate for such growth in light of paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 which stipulates that 
Green Belt boundaries should not be changed unless exceptional circumstances exist, whilst on the other failure to 
make provision for expansion would impede national air transport policy.   

In examining potential solutions, the Panel concluded (7.56) “we cannot see why the relevant local planning 
authority should not be able to come to a view on whether local adjustments to a Green Belt boundary should be 
made to facilitate proposals in an Airport Master Plan, that are made pursuant to the objectives of the Air 
Transport White Paper”.   

Thus the RSS published in September 2008, sets out that, whilst a major review of the Green Belt is unlikely to be 
required to accommodate future development within Cheshire or Greater Manchester before 2011, more location-
specific and detailed boundary changes may be required to meet exceptional purposes.  The RSS stipulates that any 
such changes should be dealt with through the LDF process and be subject to the agreement of the Regional 
Planning Body.  Policy RDF4 confers that agreement in respect of changes to the Green Belt to meet operational 
infrastructure requirements at MA (see Box 2).   
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Box 2: North West RSS Policy RDF4: Green Belts 

Overall the general extent of the Region’s Green Belt will be maintained. 

There is no need for any exceptional substantial strategic change to Green Belt and its boundaries in the North West within the timescales set 
out below: 

• within Cheshire, Greater Manchester, Lancashire or Merseyside before 2011; and 

• within Warrington before 2021. 

After 2011 the presumption will be against exceptional substantial strategic change to the Green Belt in Cheshire, Greater Manchester, 
Lancashire or Merseyside. Strategic studies, undertaken by The Regional Planning Body, together with relevant stakeholders should investigate 
both the need for change and options for implementation. The findings will inform future reviews of RSS and subsequent reviews of plans and 
strategies.   

Local Development Frameworks may provide for detailed changes in Green Belt boundaries to accommodate the expansion of Manchester 
Airport and Liverpool John Lennon Airport; and to provide for an inter-modal freight terminal at Newton-Le-Willows. Subject to the agreement of 
The Regional Planning Body, any other local detailed boundary changes should be examined through the LDF process. 

 

The need to plan strategically and with certainty to meet anticipated growth has resulted in the proposed 
realignment of Green Belt boundaries in the vicinity of airports through the development plan process.  For 
example, the John Lennon Airport Master Plan to 2030 published in November 2007 contains plans to release land 
from the Green Belt through the LDF process to accommodate the expansion of cargo facilities stating that “the 
social and economic benefits arising from the expansion of cargo facilities, and the cost of failing to realise them, 
comprise exceptional circumstances which justify the Airport’s proposal for longer term development in the Green 
Belt7”.  

Liverpool’s Core Strategy in turn reflects the Airport’s Masterplan. Proposed Policy Approach 6 states “A local 
change to the Green Belt boundary south of the existing operational airport, to facilitate expansion as set out in the 
Airport Masterplan in the latter part of the Core Strategy period, will be considered”.8   

Reflecting the White Paper, the RSS places considerable emphasis on aviation as a regional and local economic 
asset.  In this context, Policy RT5 stipulates that plans and strategies should support the economic activity 
generated and sustained by the region’s airports and in particular the importance of MA as a key economic driver 
for the North of England.  In determining requirements for the expansion of an airport beyond its existing 
boundary, the policy requires that account be taken of: 

• the scope for intensification and rationalisation of activities and facilities within the existing boundary; 

• the scope for relocating existing activities or facilities off-site; and 

• the scope for developing proposed activities or facilities off-site. 

                                                      

7 John Lennon Airport Masterplan 2007 (Paragraph 7.6) 

8 Liverpool Core Strategy Proposed Option 2010 (Paragraph 271) 
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2.3.4 Local Policy 

There has also been continuing policy support for the development of MA in successive development plans. 
Proposal 4 of the Greater Manchester Green Belt Local Plan 1984 defined the airport operational area and 
supported development within it that was directly related to the operational efficiency and amenity of the airport.  It 
identified the airport as a unique case and outlined 3 reasons why development would not be incompatible with the 
purposes of the Green Belt: 

• It lies in the middle of an important tract of open land that performs, overall, a Green Belt function; 

• The airport’s proportion of building land, in relation to its total area, is so low that it does serves as an 
open break; and 

• It is important to prevent inappropriate development on open land surrounding the Airport. 

The Manchester UDP maintained support for the continuing expansion of MA stating that the “Airport is important 
in its own right as an employment provider and because of the travel opportunities which it brings to the region. It 
also has important indirect economic benefits for the region as a whole”.  Policy T4.1 stipulates that expansion of 
the Airport will be managed in accordance with the former Ringway Local Plan and that land will be safeguarded 
which may be needed to accommodate expansion until plans are put in place that set out the future growth of the 
Airport.   

Policies EW20 to EW35 of the UDP support the principle for future expansion of the Airport within the 
Operational Area subject to high standards of design and landscaping, noise and other environmental 
considerations.  Policy EW21 of the UDP designates the Airport as a major developed site in the Green Belt, 
allowing infilling or re-development which is in accordance with the provisions contained within Annex C of PPG2 
and those uses set highlighted in Box 3.  Other development must be subject to the test of very special 
circumstances and be demonstrated to be essential to the operational efficiency and amenity of the Airport and as 
contributing to regional economic growth.  

Box 3: Appropriate development within the Airport Operational Area  

• Essential operational facilities on or adjacent to the airfield which include runways, taxiways and associated navigational aids, passenger 
and cargo handling facilities, paved aircraft stands, aircraft maintenance hangars, fuelling facilities, storage of aircraft fuel, aircraft washing 
plant, aircraft engine testing plant, general aviation facilities (for air taxi, helicopter and private use), vehicle washing, repair and 
maintenance facilities, facilities for the repair and maintenance of specialised plant and equipment, flight catering units, apron services 
buildings, emergency services buildings, essential staff car parking, security facilities, specialised staff training accommodation and 
operational accommodation; 

• Cargo terminal facilities, which include warehouses for the storage of goods and livestock for distribution by air, bonded warehouses, 
associated accommodation for airline agencies, freight forwarders and Government agencies, administrative accommodation, staff catering, 
lorry parks, and vehicle refuelling and servicing facilities; 

• Passenger terminal building and related facilities, which include public car parks, public transport facilities, administrative accommodation 
for airlines, handling agencies, tour operators and Government agencies, petrol filling and service stations, car rental facilities, staff and air 
passenger shopping facilities, and ancillary public viewing facilities; 

• Airport ancillary facilities, which include car rental, maintenance and storage facilities, hotel accommodation, and staff training and 
recreational facilities; 
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• Roads, footways and public transport infrastructure; 

• Sewage and other waste disposal facilities; 

• Landscaping works, including strategic tree planting and earth mounding; and 

• Staff car parking, within a policy context of reducing car trips to and from the Airport, where the intention is to relocate staff car parking to 
appropriate sites so that a time penalty is introduced for such journeys. 

 

Source  MCC (1995) 

Regarding the Green Belt, Policy E.21 sets out that permission for development in Green Belt locations will only 
be granted in very special circumstances and for proposals relating to agriculture, forestry, outdoor sport and 
outdoor recreation and cemeteries as well as for other uses of land which preserve the openness of the Green Belt 
and which do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. 

MCC is currently preparing the Core Strategy component of the LDF which will set out the long-term spatial vision 
and development strategy for the City up to 20279.  The Council commenced work on the Core Strategy in 2005, 
consulting on its Issues and Options from December 2007 to February 2008.  Building on the responses received, a 
series of ‘refined’ policy approaches have been developed which, together with associated strategic objectives, 
formed the ‘Refining Options for the Core Strategy’ document which underwent consultation between April 2009 
and May 2009.  The issues were developed into policy approaches for each of the options outlined at the Issues and 
Options stage.  A set of background Issues Papers were prepared to support the document.  In November 2009, the 
Council issued, for consultation Manchester's Core Strategy Proposed Option10. It contains the proposed approach 
to the issues that have been identified as being important to the City in previous stages of the Core Strategy's 
preparation. 

With regard to MA, Policy MA1 supports the growth of the Airport in-line with the White Paper and identifies it as 
a strategic site due to its role as an international gateway to the North West and an economic driver of the region. 
The document presented three growth options for MA: 

• Retain the existing areas of Manchester Airport within the Green Belt and the existing Major Developed 
Site boundary and manage expansion in line with the Future of Air Transport White Paper as proposals 
come forward; 

• Review the Green Belt boundary in the current operational area against the tests in PPG2 to determine 
which areas meet PPG2 requirements. Remove any areas which have been identified as no longer 

                                                      

9 Full details of the Local Development Documents to be prepared by MCC is set out in the Council’s Local Development 
Scheme available from http://www.manchester.gov.uk/site/scripts/download_info.php?fileID=3872  

10 See http://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/file/12003/core_strategy_proposed_option 

http://www.manchester.gov.uk/site/scripts/download_info.php?fileID=3872
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serving a Green Belt function. Prepare an Area Action Plan to consider proposals for further expansion 
to meet the capacity targets of the Future of Air Transport White Paper; 

• Review the Green Belt boundary in the current operational area and proposed extensions set out in the 
Manchester Airport Masterplan and Land Use Plan 2007. Remove those areas which will no longer 
serve a Green Belt function during the lifetime of the Core Strategy on the basis of proposed airport 
expansion. 

2.4 Airport Master Plan 
The Manchester Airport Master Plan was published in 2007 following public consultation on a draft version in 
2006, in response to the White Paper. Together with four action plans (covering Land Use, Transport, Environment 
and Community), it sets out the strategic framework for the development and growth of the Airport to 2030.  The 
Master Plan’s strategy comprises 7 key strands which include providing an appropriate reservoir of land to support 
growth and in this regard, identifies operational area requirements in the region of 800ha in order to support a 
throughput of 50mppa.  By their very nature, Airports are a fixed location which cannot be accommodated 
elsewhere.  Many operational uses require direct access to the existing airfield therefore a number of the proposed 
uses must be located on land directly adjoining the airfield.    

In the absence of suitable non-Green Belt sites immediately adjacent to the Airport, the Master Plan proposes 5 
extensions to the Operational Area within the Green Belt, totalling 175ha.  These are shown in Figure 1.3 (see 
Section 1) and described in Table 2.1.   

Table 2.1 Proposed Operational Area Extensions 

Proposed Extension Current Uses Proposed Uses 

A - Land to the East of the A538 (39ha) Agriculture and non-agricultural including the 
Aviation Viewing Park, public house, Church 
and residential properties. 

Apron and aircraft parking, aircraft 
maintenance, cargo and other ancillary 
operational uses.  

B - Land to the north of Ringway Road (33ha) Largely undeveloped with some residential. Airport car parking displaced as a result of 
operational uses which require direct access 
to the apron. 

C - Land within, and adjacent to, Junction 5 
of the M56 (17ha) 

Largely undeveloped with some residential 
properties and the airport crèche.  

Airport commercial uses within Junction 5 
such as offices or hotels which are required 
to be on site. 

D - Land to the south of Ringway Road (9ha) 

 

Mixture of existing and redundant commercial 
uses with two residential dwellings to the 
west and agricultural land to the south 

Commercial and operational uses along with 
a major road scheme (SEMMMS) 

E - Land to the west of the A538 (59ha) Largely agricultural with a small number of 
residential dwellings, highways depot. 

Uses displaced from the central terminal 
complex including. cargo, flight catering, 
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Proposed Extension Current Uses Proposed Uses 

realigned Junction 6 of M56 and A538,  and  
car parking). 

F – Parallel Taxiway (18ha) Agricultural land to the north of Runway Two.  Additional taxiway/airfield. 

 

Although the Green Belt designation of the Airport and the proposed extensions does not necessarily preclude 
future growth, it does impinge on the ability to plan development in a strategic manner.  It is widely recognised that 
PPG2 provides an inadequate policy framework for dealing with development at airports situated in Green Belts 
and this conflict does not just affect Manchester; other UK airports are faced with a similar constraint. This is 
explored in the following section. 

2.5 Other Airports within Green Belts 
Similar issues to those discussed at the NW RSS, were also debated at the South West RSS, with particular focus 
on Bristol and Bournemouth Airports, both of which are in the Green Belt, and both identified in the ATWP for 
significant passenger growth throughout the RSS plan period.   

In both instances the Panel proposed that land around the airports should be removed from the Green Belt, on the 
basis that the ATWP provides exceptional circumstances to justify an alteration.  As with the NW Panel, the SW 
Panel did not identify the specific boundary but required that the identified boundary should be established through 
the Local Development Framework process, having regard to the development needs of the airport.   

2.5.1 Bristol Airport 

The Replacement North Somerset Local Plan identifies that land on the northern side of Bristol Airport effectively 
lies outside of the Green Belt (being within the Green Belt Inset) however land to the south of the existing terminal 
building, including the runway and the existing Silver Zone long stay car parking area, are within the Green Belt.  
The Green Belt Inset was recommended by the Inspector at the Replacement Local Plan Inquiry. 

In this instance and following the consideration of detailed evidence, the Inspector recommended that a Green Belt 
‘inset’ should be created around the northern part of the Airport to allow for development to come forward within 
the plan period:   

It is expected that the greater part if not all of the development that will require express planning 
permission to raise the capacity of the Airport to 9 million passengers per year (9mppa) and which is 
governed by Policy T/12 will be located within this inset. 



  

C r e a t i n g  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  f o r  b u s i n e s s  

However, the Inspector was also of the view that regardless of the evidence before him, the presence of the White 
Paper as current Government guidance was on its own exceptional circumstances to warrant amending the Green 
Belt.  In paragraph 46.8 he states: 

Consequently, I consider that the test of PPG2 concerning a strategic basis for a change to the Green Belt 
boundary at BIA is met.  Even were this not so, then I consider that the publication of the Airport’s White 
Paper as a statement of government policy constitutes an ‘exceptional circumstance’ to warrant such 
action. 

Importantly the Inspector arrived at this conclusion without any regional policy that advocated a change to the 
boundary. 

The Inspector also considered the issue of conflict between the support given for the expansion of BIA in the 
ATWP and the presumption against development contained in PPG2.  He concluded (para 46.3): 

…having presumptions in favour (White Paper) and against (Green Belt) must foster a climate of 
uncertainty that the White Paper was meant to dispel.  It may be that the Green Belt status of the land did 
not prevent planning permission being obtained for the existing terminal but that was only after a Public 
Inquiry and passage of a considerable length of time, a process that the production of the White Paper 
was intended to streamline. 

2.5.2 Newcastle Airport 

Most of the Newcastle International Airport (NIA) site has been removed from the Green Belt and re-designated 
for airport related development.  In it’s 1994 Master Plan, the case was made for the removal of part of the Airport 
site from the Tyne and Wear Green Belt.  The approach was adopted by all relevant local planning authorities and 
the main part of the Airport site was duly removed from the Green Belt and allocated for Airport related 
development.   NIA’s most recent Master Plan confirms that the main benefit of this approach has been to enable 
the Airport to grow with certainty.  The expansion of the terminal, car parking and freight facilities are seen to be 
of overriding importance to the economy of the North East region and to meet passenger demand, and allocation 
within the Green Belt was seen to be inappropriate for this level of growth.  

2.6 Summary 
National aviation policy and regional and local planning policies support the growth of MA as a key regional and 
local economic driver and as a means to tackle congestion at airports in the south east.  The MA Master Plan has 
identified the land required to meet these growth objectives.  Like other airports, however, in the absence of up-to-
date or emerging revised Green Belt policy which more adequately addresses the special characteristics of airport 
development, it is increasingly considered necessary to look to revise Green Belt boundaries at airport locations 
through the LDF process in order to plan, with certainty, for future growth to fulfill the requirements of national 
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policy.  Therefore in accordance with the provisions made in the RSS, this review is not intended to be a strategic 
assessment of the Green Belt but is instead a local reassessment of the Green Belt in order to achieve national 
policy objectives for airport growth. 

Having identified the relevant national, regional and local planning policies, the following chapter provides the 
methodology for the Green Belt assessment.   
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3. Assessment Approach 

3.1 Introduction 
This section details the approach to the review.  It begins by presenting the results of an examination of best 
practice that was used to inform the approach before outlining the methodology employed by Entec. 

3.2 Review of Best Practice 
In developing Entec’s approach to this study, a review of methodologies employed in some of the more recent 
Green Belt studies was undertaken in order to identify best practice.  This review included studies undertaken in 
Nottingham – Derby, Purbeck, Cheltenham and Coventry (it should be noted that only the Nottingham-Derby 
Green Belt study had been the subject of consideration at Examination in Public (EiP)).  .   

Cheltenham Green Belt Review 

The Cheltenham Green Belt Review was undertaken in March 2007 and seeks to assist Cheltenham Borough 
Council in re-designating areas of Green Belt.  The methodology comprised an initial identification of sub areas for 
assessment across the existing Green Belt and between the Green Belt and the built-up area.  The assessment 
approach utilised a scoring system comprising a set of defined measurable criteria relating to each Green Belt 
purpose (for example, distance from the built-up area, nature conservation value and agricultural land quality).  
Once each score was determined, a ranking multiplier was added to derive an overall score enabling each sub-area 
to be classified as either ‘high’, ‘average’ or ‘low’ in relation to the extent to which they met the proposes of Green 
Belts.   

To support the sub-area analysis, an assessment of development constraints in relation to Green Belt boundaries 
was undertaken.  This focused on mapping ‘hard’ constraints (i.e. those constraints which preclude development) 
and ‘soft’ constraints (i.e. those constraints which may act as a barrier to development but which are not 
insurmountable) to assist in the identification of the most suitable development locations.  Finally, the Review 
undertook an analysis of the existing Green Belt boundary in terms of its defensibility, identifying ‘strong’ and 
‘weak’ sections to highlight those areas in need of strengthening and to identify new potential Green Belt 
boundaries. 
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Nottingham-Derby Green Belt Review 

The Nottingham-Derby Green Belt Review was published in 2006 and adopted a more qualitative-based approach 
to scoring sub-areas, including potential urban extensions.  This focused predominantly on the extent to which each 
met the five purposes of Green Belts but also included an assessment of the importance of each area in providing 
green infrastructure.  Nevertheless, the outcome of the approach was broadly similar to that of the Cheltenham 
Green Belt Review with each area scored and classified (high, medium and low) in relation to the extent to which it 
met the purposes of the Green Belts.    

Coventry Green Belt Review 

The Coventry Green Belt Review, completed in December 2007, combined Green Belt and sustainability criteria 
relating to nature conservation value, flood risk, transport and accessibility (see Box 1 – page 10).  The assessment 
sought to determine whether any Green Belt land within Coventry’s boundaries could make a significant 
contribution to meeting long term development land supply needs and focused on two areas of search for expansion 
of the urban area, identifying those parts suitable for removal from the Green Belt.  

Purbeck Green Belt Review 

This study built upon the work of the South East Dorset Joint Study Area sub-regional Green Belt Review, 
undertaking a more localised and detailed review around the urban fringes of the District’s main settlements and 
the outer boundaries of the Green Belt.  The assessment utilised aerial photography together with the analysis of 
photographs taken from site visits to determine the extent to which each sub-area met the purposes Green Belts.  
The results were presented using a traffic light-based system to identify potential areas for further review.  

3.3 Entec’s Approach 
The examination of Green Belt reviews undertaken elsewhere indicates that all have focused predominantly on 
assessing land against the five purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in paragraph 1.5 of PPG2, with the majority 
utilising a scoring/grading system to indicate the relative Green Belt ‘value’ of land.  However, there was no 
consistent approach used to assign grades/scores to Green Belt areas that could be taken forward as the basis for a 
review of the Green Belt in the vicinity of MA.  Some reviews adopted a commentary-based approach (e.g. 
Purbeck and Nottingham-Derby) whilst others have drawn together Green Belt and sustainability criteria (e.g. 
Coventry) leading towards to the use of weighted criteria (Cheltenham).  Such a criteria-based approach was not 
considered appropriate in the context of MA given the unique nature of the study area and the careful consideration 
that has already been given to the location of the Operational Area extensions in terms of their sustainability as part 
of the Master Plan preparation process.  Moreover, the studies identified above were generally undertaken at a 
broader, more strategic spatial scale than is necessary for this review, focusing on identifying areas where boundary 
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review may be appropriate rather than detailed boundary changes to accommodate growth.  In effect this stage has 
already been completed with the RSS process and publication of the Master Plan. 

In light of the above, it was therefore considered necessary to develop a tailored approach which, where possible, 
incorporated the findings of the best practice review.  This involved the following key stages:   

• Stage 1: Review of the role and purpose of the Green Belt; 

• Stage 2: Assessment of the existing and proposed Operational Area; 

• Stage 3: Identification of revised Green Belt boundary; 

• Stage 4: Impact of a revised boundary on the wider GB. 

These stages are described in-turn below. 

3.3.1 Stage 1: Role and Purpose of the Green Belt 

Prior to undertaking a review of the Green Belt in the vicinity of the Airport, it was necessary to determine the 
reasons for its designation and how development at the Airport had been considered in relation to Green Belt policy 
in order to inform the assessment process.  The role the Green Belt performs was established through a review of 
planning policy (both current and historic) and examination of the growth of the Airport.  In essence this is work 
presented in the previous chapter. 

3.3.2 Stage 2: Assessment of the Existing and Proposed Operational Area 

Stage 2 comprised an assessment of both the existing Operational Area and the proposed extensions identified in 
the Master Plan against the Green Belt ‘purposes’ set out PPG2 (as highlighted in Box 1 – page 10).   

The assessment primarily involved an analysis through a combination of desk and field study focusing on Green 
Belt purposes (Paragraph 1.5 of PPG2) which reflects paragraph 1.4 of PPG2 which states that the “fundamental 
aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the most important 
attribute of Green Belts is their openness”, and examined, amongst other, aspects: 

• Existing land use; 

• Proximity to the built-up area and relationship to the existing built up areas of the Airport; 

• Degree of enclosure; 

 
  

Doc Reg No.  rp005i10 
Page 23 

July 2010 
 



  

C r e a t i n g  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  f o r  b u s i n e s s  

• Size of the area and its contribution to the openness; 

• Relationship to countryside or urban area; and 

• Boundary definition. 

The assessment did not take into account the use or value of land other than in specific relation to the above Green 
Belt purposes.  This reflects the scope of the study and the guidance contained within PPG2 which states that, 
whilst the use of land within Green Belts has a positive role to play in fulfilling a range of objectives for example, 
in relation to nature conservation, agriculture and recreation, “the extent to which the use of land fulfils these 
objectives is however not in itself a material factor in the inclusion of land within a Green Belt, or in its continued 
protection”. 

Having assessed the various areas, we then consider whether there are any exceptional circumstances which justify 
an amendment to the existing Green Belt boundary. 

3.3.3 Stage 3: Identification of Revised Green Belt Boundary 

Taking forward the outputs of Stage 2, together with an appraisal of the existing Green Belt boundary, 
consideration was given to the potential location of an alternative boundary in accordance with Policy RDF4 of the 
RSS which makes provision for detailed changes to the Green Belt boundary to accommodate expansion of the 
Airport.  This was undertaken in the context of the guidance contained within PPG2 which states that, in defining 
Green Belts boundaries, it is necessary to ensure that they endure, using clearly defined boundaries with 
recognisable features.  To assist in identifying the boundary, a list of strong boundaries was developed based on the 
outcomes of the best practice review and taking into account the guidance contained within PPG2 (see Box 4) in 
order to ensure that a clear, defensible and robust boundary was defined.  

Box 4:  Strong boundaries  

• Motorways 

• Mainline (in use) railway line 

• District Distributor Roads forming boundary (not bisecting Green Belt) 

• Rivers, watercourses and significant drainage features 

• Prominent physical features (i.e. ridgeline, non-intermittent waterways) 

• Woodland edges and tree belts  

• Residential development with strong rear boundaries 

• Other development with strong established boundaries 
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Reference has also been made to the Need for Land document prepared by MA which provides more detail on the 
extent of development likely to be required within the extension areas. 

It should be noted that the proposed revised Green Belt boundary may require more detailed review of its ‘edges’ in 
order to more accurately define its location, especially at those areas which do not comprise part of the proposed 
extensions or existing Operational Area. 

3.3.4 Stage 4 - Impact of a Revised Boundary on the Wider GB  

We acknowledge that the removal of any land from the Green Belt has the potential to impact on the integrity of 
the wider Green Belt.  Therefore having reviewed the proposed operational area extension, we undertook a high 
level review of the impact of removing land from the Green Belt at MA on the wider Green Belt.  

Having set out our methodology for undertaking the assessment, the next section of the report undertakes the 
assessments and presents the results of this exercise. 
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4. Appraisal 

4.1 Introduction 
This chapter begins by assessing whether there are any strategic exceptional circumstances which exist that justify 
an amendment to the Green Belt boundary.  Having examined these, we then assess, in turn, the proposed extension 
areas and the existing operational areas to understand whether they are currently serving a Green Belt purpose, as 
defined in PPG2. Finally we then examine whether there are further, more site specific exceptional circumstances 
which justify removal of land from the Green Belt. 

4.2 Exceptional Circumstances which Justify Green Belt 
Amendment 

4.2.1 Manchester Airport Masterplan to 2030  

In 2007, and following public consultation, MA published their Master Plan which responded to the proposals for 
growth as identified in ATWP and outlined how the projected growth forecasts would be delivered. The Masterplan 
flagged the issue of the Green Belt around the Airport. Alongside the ATWP, guidance was published on the 
preparation of airport master plans which recommended that Master Plans should be integrated into LDF process.  
The submission of The Need for Land to MCC in December 2009 was part of the ever more detailed evidence base 
to inform a revised policy framework.  

The Need for Land provides Manchester Airport Company’s response to Manchester City Council’s Local 
Development Framework (LDF) Proposed Option stage. Details of this have been explained in Section 2.3.  It 
provides a framework to guide the physical development of the Airport up to 2030 in association with the Airport’s 
Master Plan and associated Land Use Plan. All these documents frame the future development of Manchester 
Airport, and align future land-use requirements with national policy. 

The document identifies that the main principle of development at the Airport is one of land use efficiency and 
technological improvement. The Airport Company’s approach is for redevelopment of land within the existing 
boundary as far as possible and activities that do not need direct connection to the airfield moved to the site 
periphery, or offsite altogether. 

The Need for Land provides more detail on the development requirements and in principle it: 
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• Establishes the requirement and exactly which parcels will be used for what purpose and how they 
relate to existing operations;   

• Demonstrates when land will be developed and how the impacts of development will be mitigated; 
and 

• Gives effect to ATWP and RSS strategic policies. 

4.2.2 Air Transport White Paper 

The National Policy on Aviation is set out in the Government’s White Paper, ‘The Future of Air Transport’ 
(ATWP), published in December 2003, which sets out a strategic framework for the development of airport 
capacity over the next 30 years, against the background of wider developments in air transport.  The White Paper 
itself does not authorise development, but its purpose is to set out policies which will inform and guide the 
consideration of specific planning applications. 

With regard to Manchester, it identifies MA as offering the main potential for growth in the North of England 
stating that “as a major international gateway, it provides an important alternative to the congested airports in the 
South East and is the only UK airport other than Heathrow to have two full-length runways. Consequently it 
potentially has significant spare runway capacity, especially if new operating procedures allowing more intensive 
use to be made of the existing runways in segregated mode were to be introduced. This would enable Manchester to 
cater for demand of at least 50mppa, provided this could be delivered in an environmentally acceptable manner11”.   

Status of the Air Transport White Paper 

In May 2007, the Labour Government published its Planning White Paper: Planning for a sustainable Future. The 
Planning White Paper establishes a wide ranging agenda for reform of the UK Planning System, including 
identifying the Government’s intention to produce National Policy Statements in respect of national infrastructure. 
The Coalition Government has confirmed their intention to publish an NPS.  The purpose of such statements is to 
bring greater certainty and to avoid the situation, for instance, where extended periods of time have to be spent at 
inquiries (such as Heathrow Terminal 5) into major infrastructure projects debating issues such as need. 

Paragraph 3.1 of the Planning White Paper states: 

A key problem with the current system of planning for major infrastructure is that national policy and, in 
particular, the national need for infrastructure, is not in all cases clearly set out. This can cause significant 
delays at the public inquiry stage, because national policy has to be clarified and the need for the 

                                                      

11 DfT (2003:84) 
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infrastructure has to be established through the inquiry process and for each individual application. For 
instance, the absence of a clear policy framework for airports development was identified by the inquiry 
secretary in his report on the planning inquiry as one of the key factors in the very long process for securing 
planning approval for Heathrow Terminal 5. Considerable time had to be taken at the inquiry debating 
whether there was a need for additional capacity. The Government has since responded by publishing the 
Air Transport White Paper to provide a framework for airport development. This identifies airport 
development which the Government considers to be in the national interest, for reference at future planning 
inquiries. But for many other infrastructure sectors, national policy is still not explicitly set out, or is still in 
the process of being developed. 

The Planning White Paper emphasises that nationally important infrastructure is "vital" to the UK economy 
(paragraph 1.49). In terms of the status of the Air Transport White Paper, paragraph 3.31 is important: 

National policy statements would need to be regularly reviewed or updated to ensure that they take account 
of significant developments. The Air Transport White Paper, for example, had a commitment to monitor and 
evaluate the effectiveness and impact of the policies with a progress report after three years, and the 
Government is now committed to a full review in a further three to five years. 

The Planning White Paper therefore confirms that the Air Transport White Paper and its Progress Report remains 
the up-to date statement of national policy and it can be argued that it is an exceptional circumstance to justify an 
amendment to the Green Belt boundary to ensure its delivery. 

This conclusion is backed up by the decision of the Inspector when considering the Green Belt around Bristol 
Airport at the Inquiry into the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan, where he concluded in paragraph 46.8: 

Consequently, I consider that the test of PPG2 concerning a strategic basis for a change to the Green Belt 
boundary at BIA is met.  Even were this not so, then I consider that the publication of the Airport’s White 
Paper as a statement of government policy constitutes an ‘exceptional circumstance’ to warrant such 
action. 

4.2.3 Regional Spatial Strategy Policy  

The adopted RSS (Policy RDF4) sets out that, whilst a major review of the Green Belt is unlikely to be required to 
accommodate future development within Cheshire or Greater Manchester before 2011, more location-specific and 
detailed boundary changes may be required to meet exceptional purposes.  The RSS stipulates that any such 
changes should be dealt with through the LDF process and be subject to the agreement of the Regional Planning 
Body.  Policy RDF4 confers that agreement in respect of changes to the Green Belt to meet operational 
infrastructure requirements at MA and states: 
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Local Development Frameworks may provide for detailed changes in Green Belt boundaries to accommodate the 
expansion of Manchester Airport and Liverpool John Lennon Airport; and to provide for an inter-modal freight 
terminal at Newton-Le-Willows. 

However recent announcements from the Coalition Government have confirmed that the RSS is to be revoked.  
Whilst the RSS may therefore not now form part of the development plan, it is important to reference the 
discussions which took place as part of the preparation of the RSS, which we believe are an important element of 
the case for a Green Belt review.  It is considered that the evidence (and debate at the EiP), which fed into the RSS, 
remains a sound basis for Policy 

4.2.4 Summary of Exceptional Circumstances 

Overall it is considered that there are a number of key, strategic exceptional circumstances which support the 
principle of amending the Green Belt boundary around MA.  In summary they are: 

• National policy support for the growth of MA up to the capacity of its existing runways; 

• Evidence and debate as part of the preparation of the North West RSS supports local Green Belt 
boundary change to accommodate the growth; and 

• Detailed evidence has been prepared by MA, in the form of the Need for Land document, December 
2009, which sets out the rational behind the MA plans for growth and a phasing programme for how 
and where it will be delivered. 

4.3 Area Assessments 
Having established that there are exceptional circumstances which support an amendment to the Green Belt around 
MA, we propose, in this next section to assess the extent to which each of the proposed extension areas and the 
existing operational area serves the five purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in paragraph 1.5 of PPG2.  The 
results are presented in the assessment matrix over the following pages.   

Figure 4.1 shows the locations of the areas. 
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Table 4.1 Assessment Matrix 

 Prevent Unrestricted Sprawl Prevent Neighbouring 
Towns Merging 

Safeguard Countryside from 
Encroachment 

Preserve the Setting 
and Special 
Character of 
Historic Towns 

Assist in Urban Regeneration 

Area A  - Land east of 
A538 

Currently the site plays a role in 
checking urban sprawl due to the well 
enclosed and contained nature of the 
majority of the site.  The eastern edge 
of the site (associated with the Aviation 
Viewing Park) is enclosed on the 
northern, western and southern 
boundaries but there are open views 
across the runway to the wider 
countryside.  The site is generally not 
seen in the context of the wider 
countryside and where visible, it is 
seen in context of existing substantial 
airport related development.  

Within the site there is a degree of 
openness however this is limited due to 
existing landscaping and the Cotteril 
Clough Brook which runs through the 
middle of the site and breaks it up. 

The location of the site adjacent to the 
runway and associated taxiways 
means that any development in the 
area will need to be relatively low rise 
to comply with CAA requirements and 
avoid infringement of the airports 

The site is a relatively large 
area 0.9km from the 
eastern edge of Hale Barns, 
and is separated from this 
settlement by the M56 and 
a large area of agricultural 
fields and woodland belts.  

Surrounding development is 
located a considerable 
distance from the site and is 
separated by very 
substantial areas of land 
predominantly developed 
for airport related uses 
(buildings, infrastructure, 
runways, hard standing and 
grassed areas), woodland 
belts and agricultural land.  
Importantly the airfield to 
the east is open and for 
operational reasons will 
remain open. The removal 
of the site would therefore 
not be perceived as 
resulting in coalescence 
due to the presence of large 

The majority of the site is well 
contained and enclosed by woodland 
belts and tree cover along site 
boundaries and within the site.  For the 
most part, the site cannot be viewed 
from the wider countryside due to 
intervening screening, although the 
area associated with the Aviation 
Viewing Park is open, but is dominated 
by the car park, hangars and related 
facilities. The proximity of the existing 
built form associated with the Airport 
also reduces the sense of openness.  

Whilst it is accepted that further 
development on the site would result 
in the loss of countryside and 
represent encroachment, the fact that 
parts of the site are already developed 
means that the land is not open 
countryside and that the removal of 
this site from the Green Belt would not 
reduce openness of the wider Green 
Belt. 

The nearest historic 
town is Styal, which is 
separated from the site 
by the existing 
operational airfield.  It is 
therefore considered 
that the site could be 
developed with limited 
harm to this purpose. 

The protection of the land helps to 
push development towards the 
surrounding urban areas.  However 
given the proximity of the land to the 
operational airfield, there are 
restrictions on the type of 
development which can be 
accommodated.   

The developments which are 
proposed on the land are specifically 
airport related and therefore will only 
locate at the Airport and cannot be in 
the surrounding urban area.    
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 Prevent Unrestricted Sprawl Prevent Neighbouring 
Towns Merging 

Safeguard Countryside from 
Encroachment 

Preserve the Setting 
and Special 
Character of 
Historic Towns 

Assist in Urban Regeneration 

 runways.  The presence of the Cotteril 
Clough Brook, which is protected from 
development, will also ensure that the 
enclosed nature of the site is 
maintained. On balance it is therefore 
considered that the site could be 
released from the Green Belt harm to 
this purpose. 

areas of open countryside 
between the site and 
surrounding developments.   

Whilst development within 
the Aviation Viewing Park 
would be visible to users of 
a public right of way on the 
eastern edge of the airport, 
any views are seen in the 
urban context of the 
existing airfield. 

   

Area B – land north of 
Ringway Road 

The fact that the site is surrounded by 
development means that the site plays 
a limited role in checking urban sprawl.  
It is well contained by strong 
boundaries and is defined by existing 
built form which reduces the openness 
of the site.  

The site lies directly under the flight 
path of the runway therefore the only 
development that is likely to be 
permissible is car parking, which by its 
nature is open and will not include 
buildings.    

The site is located between 
the eastern edge of 
Woodhouse Park and 
Heald Green.  To the north 
is a large scale commercial 
and industrial development 
located between the B5166 
and the railway line and 
agricultural fields.  

The development of the site 
would result in the 
coalescence of Woodhouse 
Park and Heald Green. 

The site plays a limited role in 
safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment due to the visual 
dominance of urban form around the 
entire site and the lack of a 
relationship with the wider countryside.  

It is therefore considered that the site 
can be removed from the Green Belt 
without significant harm to this 
purpose. 

The nearest historic 
towns are Styal and 
Knutsford, both of which 
are a considerable 
distance away and 
separated from the site 
by the existing 
development 
(operational 
development) the 
railway line in the case 
of Styal, and open 
countryside in the case 
of Knutsford. 

The protection of the land helps to push 
development towards the surrounding 
urban areas.  However given the 
proximity of the land to the operational 
airfield, there are restrictions on the 
type of development which can be 
accommodated.   

It is likely that the land will be used for 
long stay car parking. Whilst it is 
accepted that this could be provided 
off-site it is considered that such a use 
will contribute little to urban 
regeneration aims. 
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 Whilst development on the land will 
undoubtedly remove the openness of 
the land, it is considered that given the 
area is already compromised by 
existing development it could be 
removed from the Green Belt with 
limited harm. 

However the site is 
currently a relatively small 
isolated area of Green Belt 
which is almost entirely 
surrounded by existing built 
development.  Its ability to 
fully satisfy this purpose 
has therefore already been 
compromised by other 
developments. 

Due to its location directly 
under the flight path of the 
runway the only 
development which is likely 
to be permissible is car 
park, which by its nature is 
open and will not introduce 
large urban buildings.  It is 
therefore considered that 
the land can be removed 
from the Green Belt with 
only moderate harm.  

 It is therefore considered 
that the site could be 
developed with limited 
harm to this purpose. 

Whilst it is accepted that this could 
be provided off-site it is considered 
that such a use will contribute little to 
urban regeneration aims.   

 

Area C – land within 
Junction 5 of M56 

The land to the north east of the 
existing motorway slip road, performs a 
role in preventing urban sprawl from 
the existing development to the north. 

The north eastern part of 
the site is a large area 
located immediately 
adjacent to the existing 
edge of Woodhouse Park. 

The site plays a limited role in 
safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment due to the visual 
dominance of urban form around the 
entire site and the lack of a 
relationship with the wider countryside. 

The nearest historic 
towns are Styal and 
Knutsford, both of which 
are a considerable 
distance away and 
separated from the site 
by the existing 
development 

The protection of the land helps to 
push development towards the 
surrounding urban areas.   The land 
is proposed to be used for the 
development of offices and hotels, 
which are uses that could be 
accommodated within the urban 
area.   
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 In contrast, due to its well-contained 
and enclosed nature, the area of land 
within Junction 5 of M56 plays a very 
limited role in checking urban sprawl. 
There is a significant amount of existing 
urban elements associated with the 
road junction (lighting, signage and 
other road bridges) and as a 
consequence it is considered that this 
area does not serve the Green Belt 
purposes. 

Overall therefore, it is considered that 
the northern part of Area C does fulfil a 
Green Belt purpose, where as the 
southern part does not. 

If the land within J5 is removed from 
the Green Belt, then this will leave only 
a thin sliver of Green Belt land, which 
considering the existing urban features 
around the site is already compromised 
and therefore on balance, the whole 
site can be removed with only limited 
harm. 

The site is located 2.0km to 
the north east of Hale Barns 
and is separated from the 
settlement by land 
predominantly developed 
for airport related uses 
(building and infrastructure). 
The removal of the site from 
the Green Belt would not 
cause the coalescence due 
to the limited relationship 
between the site and the 
surrounding area, the well 
contained and enclosed 
nature of the site and the 
presence of large areas of 
built form between the site 
and Woodhouse Park itself.  

The western part is located 
0.15km from the existing 
edge of Woodhouse Park.  
The site is located 1.8km to 
the north west of Hale 
Banks and is separated 
from the settlement by the 
M56, airport related 
development, a golf course 
and agricultural land. 

The parcel within the motorway 
junction is enclosed by dense tree and 
shrub cover around the boundaries of 
the site.  The site cannot be viewed 
from the wider countryside and is not 
perceived as being a part of the wider 
countryside. 

 

(operational 
development) the 
railway line in the case 
of Styal, and open 
countryside in the case 
of Knutsford.  It is 
therefore considered 
that the site could be 
developed with limited 
harm to this purpose. 

However these are uses specifically 
related to the level of airport demand 
and will be part of the necessary 
portfolio of facilities making up a 
successful international airport and 
therefore require a location which is 
easily accessible to the airport 
terminals.  Having such facilities at 
the airport is an important element in 
the economic benefits that the airport 
delivers.   
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  The removal of the site from 
the Green Belt would not 
cause the coalescence of 
the site with this settlement 
due to the limited 
relationship of the site with 
Hale Barns and the wholly 
enclosed and self-contained 
nature of the site.  

   

Area D – land south of 
Ringway Road between 
Tedder Drive and Styal 
Road 

The majority of the site plays a limited 
role in checking urban sprawl, as it is a 
relatively small area of land that is 
dissected by the railway line and is 
partly developed.  For the most part, 
the site is well contained and enclosed.  

Where the site is less well enclosed it is 
seen in the context of existing 
development within the site and the 
cutting of the railway line.  The removal 
of this site from the Green Belt would 
not reduce openness, would not cause 
visual intrusion and would not harm this 
purpose. 

 

The site is located 0.6km to 
the east of Woodhouse 
Park and immediately 
adjacent to a large area of 
urban development off the 
B5166 and the Ringway 
Trading Estate.  The site 
lies 0.7km from the western 
edge of Heald Green, and 
is separated from the 
settlement by existing built 
form, sub station, large 
scale commercial and 
industrial development 
located between the B5166 
and the railway line and 
agricultural fields.  

 

The northern and central parts of the 
site play a limited role in safeguarding 
the countryside from encroachment 
due to the visual presence of existing 
built form within the locality and the 
relatively well enclosed nature of these 
areas.  The removal of these parts 
from the Green Belt will not reduce 
openness, would not cause visual 
intrusion and would not harm this 
purpose.    

Despite the southern part of the site 
having some degree of enclosure, the 
lack of urban influence in this site 
means that the site is open. Any 
development would be seen to be 
encroaching beyond the existing 
railway line. 

The nearest historic 
towns are Styal and 
Knutsford, both of which 
are a considerable 
distance away and 
separated from the site 
by the existing 
development 
(operational 
development) the 
railway line in the case 
of Styal, and open 
countryside in the case 
of Knutsford. It is 
therefore considered 
that the site could be 
developed with limited 
harm to this purpose. 

The protection of the land helps to 
push development towards the 
surrounding urban areas.   The land 
is proposed to be used for the 
development of airport support 
activities, which are uses that could 
be accommodated within the urban 
area.  However these are uses 
specifically related to the airport and 
therefore require a location which is 
easily accessible to the airport.  
Having such facilities at the airport is 
an important element in the 
economic benefits that the airport 
delivers.   
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 The southern part of the site (beyond 
the railway cutting) is open and visible 
to both users and residents located 
along the B5166. Their view is of a 
large open field with little urban 
influence.  The removal of this part of 
the site (located to the south of the 
railway cutting) would reduce the 
perceived openness of the Green Belt 
and subsequently would introduce 
sprawl.   

 

Development on the 
northern and central parts 
of the site would not cause 
the coalescence of 
Woodhouse Park and 
Heald Green due to the 
existing urban features 
within the site which 
currently influence the 
character of the area.  
However the area of 
agricultural land to the 
south of the railway line 
serves to prevent 
coalescence. This part of 
Area D therefore fulfils a 
Green Belt purpose.  

The SEMMMS road 
scheme is proposed to run 
through part of this site, 
which will add a further 
urban feature. 

The removal of this part of the site 
from the Green Belt would result in 
encroachment into the Green Belt.  

 

  

Area E – Land west of 
A358. 

The southern part of the site plays an 
important role in checking urban 
sprawl. The site is bounded by the 
existing M56 and A358, both of which 
currently serve to keep the majority of 
Area E open. 

Views onto the site are 
limited to glimpsed views 
through occasional gaps in 
the roadside vegetation, 
and whilst these are seen in 
the context of urbanising 

The southern part of the site is a 
visually well contained and enclosed 
and due to the drop in levels.  Views 
are restricted to being from two public 
rights of way within the site.  

 

The nearest historic 
town is Styal, which is a 
considerable distance 
away and is separated 
from the site by the 

The protection of the land helps to 
push development towards the 
surrounding urban areas.   The land 
is proposed to be used for the 
relocation of the existing cargo 
facilities to enable the extension of 
the existing apron area. 
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 Should development be seen to spill 
across these roads, then it would have 
an adverse impact upon the openness 
of the site, with development 
introducing sprawl. 

The land is therefore considered to 
serve a Green Belt function of 
restricting urban sprawl.  

elements such as the M56 
(traffic, signage and 
infrastructure) and built 
form associated with Hale 
Barns and the Airport, these 
serve to reinforce the role 
the site plays in preventing 
coalescence between the 
existing cargo centre, the 
M56 corridor and the 
existing edge of the Hale 
Barns. 

Whilst the remainder of the site is 
visually separated from the wider 
countryside by the southern wooded 
belt and hedgerows, there are views 
into the site.  These are seen in 
context of the exiting urban influences 
of the airport buildings and the A538.  
However essentially these are views 
onto open land, with a backdrop of 
urban features (airport, M56 and 
associated infrastructure).  
Development on the land would 
therefore impact upon the openness 
and would be regarded as 
encroachment. 

existing development 
(operational 
development).  The land 
is therefore considered 
that the site could be 
developed with limited 
harm to this purpose. 

These are uses specifically related to 
the airport and therefore require a 
location which is easily accessible to 
the operational airfield. 

Existing built up area of 
airport 

Development within the area is limited 
by operational requirement, which 
severely restricts the location of 
development, with new built 
development happening around the 
boundaries, with the middle of the site 
being retained as open land for taxiway 
and aprons.   However, operational 
restrictions, rather than Green Belt 
policy prevent development from 
sprawling.  This will not change in the 
future. 

Development within the 
area is limited by 
operational requirement, 
which severely restricts the 
location of development, 
with new development 
happening around the 
boundaries, with the middle 
of the site being retained as 
open land for taxiway and 
aprons.    

 

The area plays a limited role in 
safeguarding the countryside as it 
already comprises large scale built 
form and urban infrastructure and is 
for the most part well contained and 
enclosed by strong boundaries (dense 
vegetation to the north, west and 
south).   

The Airport has been planned and 
developed in a controlled way as a 
unique land use with very particular 
needs and characteristics. 

The nearest historic 
town is Styal, which is a 
considerable distance 
away and is separated 
from the site by the 
existing development 
(operational 
development) and the 
railway line.  The land is 
therefore considered 
that the site could be 
developed with limited 
harm to this purpose. 

The protection of the land helps to 
push development towards the 
surrounding urban areas however 
any development which takes places 
with the area is operational 
development that can only be 
provided at the airport. 
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 The openness will be further reinforced 
should the existing cargo area be 
replaced with essentially ‘open’ apron 
areas.  

The area plays a limited role in 
checking urban sprawl as it is for the 
most part well contained with strong 
boundaries (the comprising dense 
screening vegetation to the north, west 
and south and the sharp definition 
between built form and runway to the 
east) and already comprises large 
scale built form and urban 
infrastructure.  Given the existing urban 
influence there is little ‘green’ land left 
to protect and it is considered that the 
land does not fulfil this Green Belt 
purpose.   

 

The openness of the 
taxiways does prevent 
surrounding developments 
from merging, however this 
is as a result of operational 
restrictions rather than 
Green Belt policy.  Should 
the land be removed from 
the Green belt, operational 
restrictions will still exist to 
prevent surrounding 
developments from 
merging.  

Given the existing urban 
influence it is considered 
that the land does not fulfil 
this Green Belt purpose 

The large areas of open land 
associated with the apron and taxi-
ways, and the tight restrictions on 
development have been very effective 
in preventing the encroachment of 
development within the countryside.  
Importantly however it is essentially 
operational restrictions rather than 
Green Belt policy which has influenced 
this. 

Given the existing urban influence it is 
considered that the land does not fulfil 
this Green Belt purpose.   

  

Existing airfield, 
taxiways, runways and 
aprons 

The presence of the airport, its two 
runways and their operational 
restrictions act as a barrier to prevent 
existing development to the north from 
spreading further  The area is large and 
visually open as a result of its scale, 
topography (largely flat) and lack of 
intervening features.  The land 
therefore fulfils this Green Belt 
purpose. 

The area is located on the 
existing southerly edge of 
Woodhouse Park and is 
separated from the 
settlement by Ringway 
Road and associated 
roadside vegetation. The 
village of Styal is located 
0.8km to the east of the 
area and is separated from 
the area by a number of 

In the R2 report, the Inspector was of 
the view that the development of the 
second runway would result in 
enormous encroachment into the 
countryside.  Now developed, it is 
considered that the area plays an 
important role in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment due to 
its openness and general lack of urban 
features.  The land therefore fulfils this  

The nearest historic 
towns are Styal and 
Knutsford.   

Knutsford is some 
distance away and 
separated from the site 
by the existing 
development 
(operational 
development). 

The protection of the land helps to 
push development towards the 
surrounding urban areas however 
any development which takes places 
with the area is operational 
development that can only be 
provided at the airport and requires 
large open areas. 
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 This was the view of the Inspector at 
the appeal on R2, where he concluded 
in paragraph 26.6.22 ‘the openness of 
the proposed R2 development, and the 
removal of a far larger area of buildings 
than is proposed, would assist rather 
than conflict with the Green Belt 
purpose to check unrestricted spiral of 
a built-up area’. 

agricultural fields (with 
associated hedgerows) and 
woodland blocks.  Hale 
Barnes is located 1.6km to 
the north-west and is 
separated from the area by 
large built-up areas 
associated with airport 
related uses that limit any 
visual relationship.  There is 
limited visual relationship 
between this area and the 
settlements of Styal, 
Woodhouse Park and Hale 
Barnes, therefore the area 
plays a significant role in 
reducing perceived 
coalescence between these 
settlements. The land 
therefore fulfils this Green 
Belt purpose. 

Green Belt purpose. Therefore in the case of 
Knutsford it is 
considered that the site 
could be developed with 
limited harm to this 
purpose.  

However in the case in 
the case of Styal, given 
the proximity, it is 
considered that the 
Green Belt currently 
fulfils this purpose. 
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4.3.1 Summary 

The above Section has explored whether there are any exceptional circumstances which support an amendment to 
the Green Belt and the subsequent tables have assessed both the existing operational parts of the airport within the 
Green Belt and the proposed areas of expansion to identify whether the land fulfils any of the five purposes of 
Green Belts as set out in paragraph 1.5 of PPG2.  

Having assessed whether the specific areas serve a Green Belt function this next section of the report examines 
whether there are further, site specific exceptional circumstances which support the removal of the land from the 
Green Belt.  We consider them in this section as a whole rather than on an individual site by site basis. 

4.3.2 Exceptional Circumstances 

National policy in the form of The Air Transport White Paper supports the growth of MA up to the capacity of its 
existing runways which would accommodate a passenger throughput of 50mppa by 2030.  Such a growth requires 
an expansion of the existing operational area and the Need for Land document outlines the detail of how this 
growth will be delivered. It is clear from this document that for MA to deliver national policy the existing 
operational area is too small to accommodate the scale of growth set out in national policy.  The main principle of 
development at the Airport is one of land use efficiency and technological improvement. Limits have been placed 
on the physical spread of the site. The Airport Company’s approach is for redevelopment of land within the 
existing boundary as far as possible and activities that do not need direct connection to the airfield moved to the site 
periphery, or offsite altogether. It is these displaced uses that are to be provided particularly in Areas A and E (See 
Figure 1.2 for areas).  Therefore whilst development in these areas would have an impact upon the openness of the 
Green Belt, this development is required to implement national policy, which supports the continued growth of 
MA.   

By their very nature, airports require large open spaces to deliver functioning runways, taxiways and apron space.  
As a consequence the open uses account for the largest percentage of land take with the airfield.  To support the 
growth there will need to be an expansion of existing uses which can only be provided at the Airport as they require 
direct runway access. These include uses such as aircraft maintenance facilities, cargo areas and new aircraft 
aprons.  As such there is no potential to locate such uses anywhere other than at the Airport. It is these arguments 
that have been used to put forward very special circumstances to support recent developments at MA.  The Need 
for Land proposes these uses in Areas A, E and within the existing airfield.  

To support the operation of MA, in the role set out in the ATWP, there is need to provide operational uses, such as 
car parking, office accommodation for airlines and airport maintenance, operational staff hotels and a range of 
ancillary uses.  Such uses are proposed in Areas B, C and D. The need for them has been demonstrated in the 
Master Plan and the Need for Land.  PPG 13(Transport) and the UDP identifies those uses that are considered to be 
necessary and appropriate to locate at an airport.  They are a key element of the operation and economic basis for 
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the Airport and, for the economic potential to be fully realised, then they cannot be located anywhere else.  Whilst 
such uses are ‘inappropriate development’ as they amount to development within the Green Belt, they are 
considered to be required to ensure the implementation of national policy and continued growth of MA and 
consequently help to deliver the associated benefits.  

Within a number of the expansion areas there are operational restrictions which limit the type and the overall height 
of development that will be allowed.  For example, Area B lies underneath the flight path and therefore buildings 
are not permitted in the interest of safety.  The same applies to those parts of Area A adjacent to the taxiway, where 
significant development could impede the safe operation of the runways.  As a consequence of the operational 
restrictions it is therefore likely that built development will be low key and some instances will allow the land to 
retain some of it open character.  For example Area B is proposed to be predominately surface car parking, which 
will allow the area to remain essentially open and Area F, whilst being developed will be used for taxiways and 
therefore, as with the existing airfield, will also remain open.  This openness will remain as the operational 
restrictions will also continue.  

4.4 Overall Conclusions  
The assessment has concluded that there are some parts of the proposed operational extensions which do currently 
serve a Green Belt function as defined in PPG2. The test for changing boundaries is whether there are exceptional 
circumstances which necessitate a revision. A further assessment has identified a number of exceptional 
circumstances which justify an amendment to the Green Belt to accommodate additional development at MA.  In 
summary the exceptional circumstances are: 

• National policy support in the Air Transport White Paper for the growth of MA; 

• The significant benefits arising from airport operations and its growth to the whole of the North-West 
of England; 

• Evidence and debate as part of the preparation of the North West RSS supports local Green Belt 
boundary change to accommodate the growth;  

• The extension areas are required to implement national policy; 

• The land required has been kept to the minimum following efficiency measures set out in the Airports 
Masterplan to 2030  

• A number of the identified uses require direct runway access and can not be located elsewhere; 

• There is long standing policy support of the Airport being a special case within the Green Belt; 

• There is a precedent of previous decisions at Manchester Airport and at other regional airports for 
amendments to the Green Belt;  
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• Whilst ancillary uses (e.g. hotels, offices and car parking) could be located outside of the Green Belt, 
these are uses which are specifically related to the airport and their provision at the airport is supported 
in PPG13, the RSS and the adopted UDP; and 

• Despite being developed, operational restrictions mean that essentially certain areas will remain open.   

4.5 Impact on the Integrity of the Wider Green Belt  
As part of any proposals to amend the Green Belt boundary around the Airport, there has to be a consideration of 
whether the changes substantially harm the integrity of the wider Green Belt.  Given the overall size of the Green 
Belt and the small scale, localised alterations that are being recommended, it is difficult to conclude that the 
proposed alterations will result in any strategic harm to the wider Green Belt. It is, however, appropriate to consider 
how the proposed amendments will impact on the Green Belt in the immediate surroundings of the Airport.  This 
section examines the overall impact of the recommendations of the report on the surrounding Green Belt and 
whether it can continue to fulfil its purpose. 

To the south, the Green Belt will remain intact. The Airport’s two runways are essentially a permanent feature 
within the Green Belt and will continue to provide a strong defensible boundary.  Due to operational restrictions 
this area must remain predominately open. 

To the north-west, there is currently a wedge of Green Belt which wraps around Hale Barns and then extends 
beyond Davenport Green (out of the Green Belt in the current UDP) towards Altrincham, on the western side of the 
M56 within Trafford Metropolitan Borough (known as the Timperley Wedge).  However, to a certain degree this 
area has already been affected by the M56, and new commercial development around Junction 6.  It is proposed 
that the amended southern boundary of the Green Belt will follow the realigned A538, which will provide a logical 
and clearly defined defensible boundary.  Following this line will help to maintain the overall integrity of the Green 
Belt and help it to continue to serve its purpose.  The provision of a landscape buffer along the proposed Airport 
extension will serve to provide further screening.  

Historically, it has been suggested that the Timperley Wedge has already become isolated on account of the 
existence of development at the Airport, the M56 and the fact that the 'neck' in Trafford was also developed out. 
However, the case for defending the Green Belt has always been upheld – it has been successfully defended 
through two iterations of the Trafford Unitary Development Plan and no change is currently proposed within the 
Borough’s Core Strategy.  Whilst it is accepted that the width of the Green Belt will be reduced, the amendments 
proposed to the Green Belt boundary do not cross the M56.  Overall, the impact upon all the Green Belt on the 
western side of the M56 will be not significant over and above the current situation. The Green Belt will therefore 
continue to meet its strategic purpose and prevent severance that could impact upon the Timperley Wedge and 
therefore there remains a sound basis on which to protect the land in the future.  

Directly to the north, should the land within Junction 5 (Area C) be removed from the Green Belt, a small area of 
land, outside airport ownership would remain as an isolated parcel of Green Belt land (Painswick Park).  If retained 
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within the Green Belt, it would serve no Green Belt function and its retention would be contrary to the guidance in 
PPG2.  On this basis, we would recommend that this area is removed from the Green Belt.  The land in question is 
used as playing fields and, importantly, is protected by other planning policies which carry significant weight.  
Therefore, despite its removal from the Green Belt the land will be retained as open and undeveloped, allowing it to 
continue to contribute to openness.  

To the east there is another wedge of Green Belt, which extends towards Cheedle Hulme along the Gatley Brook 
Valley.  There is already a significant amount of built development within the area including the Manchester 
International Office Centre however it is considered that the Green Belt plays an important role in preventing the 
coalescence of surrounding settlements.  The proposed amendments to the Green Belt boundary in Areas B and D, 
do reduce the overall amount of the Green Belt in this area, however because these two areas are currently heavily 
influenced by existing built development, it is not considered that the proposed amendments will impact on the 
integrity of the wider Green Belt and diminish its purpose of retaining an open gap between the existing 
settlements.   Importantly the uses proposed within these areas will essentially be ‘open’ and will include 
landscaping to soften any impacts.  

At a strategic level, the overall integrity of the Green Belt will remain unaltered along the southern edge of the 
conurbation, preventing the spread of Greater Manchester and protecting the freestanding towns to the south of the 
airport. 

Overall it is considered that the recommended changes are of such a small scale, compared to the size of the wider 
Green Belt, that they amount to only a local realignment of the boundary to allow for the implementation of 
national policy.  The exceptional circumstances put forward to support the amendments are unique to the Airport 
and cannot be used to support other, small scale, incremental changes at other locations. If this was the case, then 
the overall integrity of the Green Belt might be called into question. 

On this basis we believe the proposed updating of the boundary will not compromise overall integrity of the Green 
Belt. 
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5. Conclusions 

5.1 Introduction 
MA is a major economic driver for both the Manchester City Region and the North of England and also has an 
important role to play in relieving congestion at airports in the South East.  Recognising the important strategic and 
economic function of MA, the White Paper recommends that the Airport’s capacity should increase to 50mppa by 
2030 which will necessitate an increase in the Operational Area of the Airport to around 800ha.  

However, the Airport’s location within the Green Belt severely restricts the ability of its operators, MAG, to plan, 
with certainty for future development and therefore to deliver national and regional aviation and wider policy 
objectives.  Whilst paragraph 2.6 of PPG2 states Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances once consideration has been given to opportunities for development within urban areas, it is 
considered that the strategic economic importance of the Airport together with the policy support afforded by the 
White Paper are “exceptional circumstances” in Green Belt terms. The Airport is a fixed location and related 
development cannot take place on alternative urban sites. Moreover, there is a lack of suitable non-Green Belt 
alternatives to accommodate growth in close proximity to MA. 

Having recently examined this matter in detail the RSS has made provision for a local reassessment, through the 
LDF process, of the Green Belt in order to achieve national policy objectives for airport growth.  This study has 
sought to provide a robust evidence base on which to base this reassessment. 

5.2 Green Belt Boundary 
The results of the assessment of the Green Belt in the vicinity of MA, suggest that the existing airfield, runways 
and apron perform a significant Green Belt function in light of their open nature and permanence and should 
therefore remain within the Green Belt.  In contrast, as a consequence of the progressive development of the 
existing built up area of the airfield, it is considered that this area should be removed from the Green Belt. 

With regard to the proposed Operational Area extensions required to support growth of MA in accordance with 
national policy, the assessment has concluded that the majority of the areas should be considered for removal from 
the Green Belt as, when developed in line with the Masterplan and Need for Land they will fulfil only limited 
Green Belt purposes and where they do, there are a number of exceptional circumstances which justify an 
amendment to the boundary.  At present they do, to varying degrees fulfil Green Belt purposes.  

This approach is backed up by the conclusions of the Inspector on the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan, 
when considering Bristol Airport, where he concluded: 
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Consequently, I consider that the test of PPG2 concerning a strategic basis for a change to the Green Belt 
boundary at BIA is met.  Even were this not so, then I consider that the publication of the Airport’s White Paper as 
a statement of government policy constitutes an ‘exceptional circumstance’ to warrant such action. 

As a result of the above, the appraisal has identified the need for the redefinition of the Green Belt boundary in 
order to facilitate the proper planning of the Airport as it expands in line with national aviation policy.  

5.2.1 Alternative Green Belt Boundary for Consideration 

Subsequently, on the basis of both our appraisal and in response to the national support for growth, we propose that 
an alternative Green Belt boundary is considered for further review and definition, as follows and as identified on 
Figures 5.1 and 5.2.  The plans show the removal of an area of approximately 415ha of land from the Green Belt.  
The total area for the North West Green Belt is 241,700ha, therefore the proposed area for removal amounts to 
about 0.17% of the total Green Belt.  

The alternative boundary comprises readily recognisable features as recommended in PPG2 such as the M56, 
existing field boundaries and wooded valleys to the south, the well defined edge of built form to the north of the 
Airport and the railway line.  It is considered that these features play an important role in visual enclosure and 
separation of the six sites under review from the wider countryside.   

Whilst at present the proposed boundary follows physical features on the ground such as field boundaries and tree 
lines, we do however recognise that the A538 will need to be realigned in the future and that this would make a 
more appropriate long term boundary. 

Figure 5.2 shows the detailed boundary amendments around the airport. 
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