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1. Introduction

11 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 operation'. 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.

! 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
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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:

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

e C - Land within Junction 5 of the M56;

e D - Land to the south of Ringway Road, between Tedder Drive and Styal Road;
e E - Land to the west of the A538 (Oak Farm);

e F —Parallel Taxiway Area.

Figure 1.2  Proposed Operational Area Extensions
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13 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.

14 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

21 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

221 Green Belt Origins

The Green Belt in the vicinity of the MA was established in 1961 as part of an amendment? 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 policy?:

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

® 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.

222 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 241,700ha*. 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
Stockport®. 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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23 Control of Development in the Green Belt

231 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).

e To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas.
e To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.
e 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:

e 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;

®> Communities and Local Government (2009) Local Planning Authority Green Belt Statistic 2008/09
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o 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;

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

e 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;

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

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

e 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 manner®”. 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.

® DfT (2003:84)
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232 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:

e the need for additional aviation capacity in the North West;
e achievement of aviation policy objectives;
e Jlack of a viable alternative;

e economic benefits; and
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e 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.

233 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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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
e 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”.®

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:

o the scope for intensification and rationalisation of activities and facilities within the existing boundary;
e the scope for relocating existing activities or facilities off-site; and

o 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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234 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:

e |t lies in the middle of an important tract of open land that performs, overall, a Green Belt function;

e 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

e |tisimportant 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 accommaodate 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.

» 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;

o 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;

e 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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e Roads, footways and public transport infrastructure;
e Sewage and other waste disposal facilities;
e Landscaping works, including strategic tree planting and earth mounding; and

e 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 2027°. 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 Option®®. 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

° 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?filelD=3872

19 See http://www.manchester.gov.uk/downloads/file/12003/core_strategy proposed_option
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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;

e 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.

24 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)

B - Land to the north of Ringway Road (33ha)

C - Land within, and adjacent to, Junction 5

of the M56 (17ha)

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

E - Land to the west of the A538 (59ha)

Agriculture and non-agricultural including the
Aviation Viewing Park, public house, Church
and residential properties.

Largely undeveloped with some residential.

Largely undeveloped with some residential
properties and the airport créche.

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

Largely agricultural with a small number of
residential dwellings, highways depot.

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

Airport car parking displaced as a result of
operational uses which require direct access
to the apron.

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

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

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.

25 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.

251 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.
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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, | 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 | 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.

252 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.

26 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

31 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.

33 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:

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

e Stage 2: Assessment of the existing and proposed Operational Area;
e Stage 3: Identification of revised Green Belt boundary;

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

These stages are described in-turn below.

33.1 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.

332 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:

e Existing land use;
e Proximity to the built-up area and relationship to the existing built up areas of the Airport;

e Degree of enclosure;
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e Size of the area and its contribution to the openness;
e Relationship to countryside or urban area; and
e 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.

333 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.

e Motorways

e 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

e Other development with strong established boundaries

Page 24
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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.

s34  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.

Page 25
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4. Appraisal

41 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.

42 Exceptional Circumstances which Justify Green Belt
Amendment

221 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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o Establishes the requirement and exactly which parcels will be used for what purpose and how they
relate to existing operations;

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

o Gives effect to ATWP and RSS strategic policies.

422  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 manner”.

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

1 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, | 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.

423 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

a24  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;

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

o 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.

43 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

Entec

Creating the environment for business

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. Itis
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
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Historic Towns

Assist in Urban Regeneration

Area B — land north of
Ringway Road

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.

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.

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.

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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Area C — land within
Junction 5 of M56

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.

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.

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. ltis
therefore considered that
the land can be removed
from the Green Belt with
only moderate harm.

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.

It is therefore considered
that the site could be
developed with limited
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

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.

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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Historic Towns

Assist in Urban Regeneration

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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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 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.

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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Area E — Land west of
A358.

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.

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.

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.

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

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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Existing built up area of
airport

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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

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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Existing airfield,
taxiways, runways and
aprons

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 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 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 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

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.

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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431 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.

432 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.

44 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:

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

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

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

e The extension areas are required to implement national policy;

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

e A number of the identified uses require direct runway access and can not be located elsewhere;
e There is long standing policy support of the Airport being a special case within the Green Belt;

e There is a precedent of previous decisions at Manchester Airport and at other regional airports for
amendments to the Green Belt;

Doc Reg No. rp005i10 July 2010



Entec

Creating the environment for business

o 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

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

45 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.

Doc Reg No. rp005i10 July 2010



Entec

Creating the environment for business

Doc Reg No. rp005i10 July 2010



Entec

Creating the environment for business

5. Conclusions

51 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, | 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 | 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.

s21  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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1 Background to the Plan

History of the Gresn Bell

The idea of Green Belts goos back a long way-—osmainly s rocas can be
soen in much of the thinkineg aboat the furune of our towns and cities from the
1530's onwards, In the event, the lmpetus bo do sametbing aboul
uncontrolled urban “spraw]”, and 1o prevent towms and villages kom
aboui the rapid expansion of Londen betwaen the World Wars.

In a statemerd in 1985, Duncan Sandys, then Minister of Housing and Local
CGovarnment, produced the fre clear polley on te need for Green Balis—a
wiids zana of land ancand the larger arban arsas of the cottrtry wenbd b
declared effectively “out-al-bounds™ far building, with the only exceptions
beaing granted for fanming, or other acthvities which would be acceptable in
the countrysids. Local autharitss were irvited 1o propars plars {or Green
Balts as scon as possible,

Almost bnemediately, the good sense of this polley was undsrsosd by thae
public af large and becama ars ol he most anduring and universally
suppored town and couniry planning abjectives. Achisving i&, however,
was nol quite so straighiiorwrd,

The country was entering a period of rapid physical changs, The population
was growing, the econcmmy expanding. a massive programme of sham
cloarance and redevelopmant had becun inthe big cities (with mmich “new™
land being requined as a result of lower neplaoement denaftiss); houss
prices were rsing, giving a sharp stiradus to boilding activiey. Moreover,
the projections during the 1960s about liealy population kevels iowards the
and of the cenury potnted 1o continuing, sven accalarated, growth. The
later dramatic drop in birth-rates (and, n aneas o Grester Manchaster, the
high levels of ourward migranon) were not anticipated, Although proposals
far Green Balts were baing made, the assimed continbng nesd for large,
but unquantifable, areas af building land netarally affected progress.

There was a further area of uncertainty. The planning system (tself waa
undergoing radical change, with (from 1968) a new Develepmaent Flan
sysiam to replace that established andar the Planning Acts of 1847 and 1862,
To add to the diffculty planning sutharites faeed, the laie '60's armwards saw
increasing pressurs o re-organise the whals local government strueHing—
culminaiing, in this area, in the creation of the Graatar Manchaster Council
and the 10 metropalitan district councils in 1874,

Progreas Since 1574

The new autharities inherted an unsats{aciory “patchwork-quili® of green.
beli policies. Thare were some defached areas of approved Gresn Bel
within the [ormer Oldham and Sieckpon County Boroughs (and alo ina
gmall part of the old West Riding of Torkshize which passed to the new
Metropalitan County . There weare much more extensine aneas sobmitted o
the Governrmant by Lancashie { 1080) and Cheshive { 1961) Connty Councils,
bist never approved: thess wers the Mersoyside and Bouth-East Lancashire
and the Morth Cheshire “pubmisted” Green Balts. Although without formal
gtatug, they sarved the ares woll during the "80's and early T0's. There were
ciher draft proposaks in the Saddiswonh area, and & “provisional” Groen
Bakt in what ane now the northern and wesiemn parts of Creater Manchesier,
prapared by Lancashire County Council but nover submitted for approval

There wiks an urgent need for some ratonalisstion and & consistency of
approach

The Greater Manchester County Stractars Plan appeared as a dralt in
1478 and was approved by the Secretary of State hor the Envirormment in
March 1881 For the Ersttime, a plan kad bean produced which afempted to
look af planming policies for the comurbation as a whele— snd the need fora
coherant Grean Bell natarally featured prosminsatly.

The Groater Manchester Council, whose task it vwas to prepars the Stocnms
Plan, had alveady begum o view the Greon Balt as part ol an overall strasegry
for the regeneration of the clder, arban parta of the County—as woll as
accapting its “traditional” role of separating the various towns from sach
other, and checking the continaing suburbanisstian of the seroanding
couniryside.

In 1978 werk began an dafining the boundary, taldng on board whesreves
poesible the "submitted” and other Green Behts wiieh had gone balore. The
Simsenare Plan Gsal coniained only very goneral guidances albois the srnie 1o
be inchided, and was not in fact accompanied by & map in the accepied
goanes, iz & resalt, original feldwork was sequired trongho the whoks of
the County area, and 76 maps were evenially prepared by the County
Flanning Departrmend, af a scals of 1:10,000

Thass maps (collectively known as the “Proposals Map)iorm the enocial
part of this Greaier Manchsster Green Bali Local Plan, widch was
adopted by GMC on 23th Jarmary 1864, A majar Public Inguiry was held in
Manchester berween Ooober 1981 and March 1983 to ook o objection
to the Plan, the Department of the Environment Inspector producing his
rapart in Oetober 1962
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a highly complex mamer, wyohilng many aspecs of ocalard raponal
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4 The relatiomship of the

Green Belt Local Plan to the

Greater Manchesior County Structure Plan
and to other Local Plans

The Town and Couniry Planning Acts of 1988 and 157] esiablishod a
rwo-scale system of development plans— structare plans and local plans.
Tha purpose of a structurs plan 1o malke a broad appraisal of the whele of
an erea, to decide what (he strategie planning ebjectives for that arsa shauld
ba, and to set ouf broad policies designed to afiain them. Structicre plans do
not express thalr palicies in precise geographical terms: indesd, they are
axprossly prolubiied from asing maps on an ordnance bass. It is the
funetion al local plans o sapply this greater dsgres of elarity and datadl: to
Edantily the aroas refermed fo broadly in the srategic policies; and o po
farerard mose detniled land use and development contrel proposals for
tham. A prime puanpese of local plans, theredors, is to imploment the policies
of the Smachure Plan. Smachre plans need 1o recaive the approval of the
Secrotary of State for the Envirormens. Local plans are adopted by the kocal
planreing stharing (in this cases the Grester Manehaeter Coaned),

Thia Grean Bk Local Plan s a local plan conearmed with the specilic sublecy
of green balt in Greater Manchester. It is therelons intended to reflect and
refine the green belt palicies of the Stnecture Plan by defining, onan
ordnance map base, the boundaries of the green balt areas described in
broad terms in policy OLl {see over page) and by stating how developmearm
oontrol will operate within them, thersby giving effect to policies OL3 and
O3 Any futane alerations 1o the Srscture Flan may hecassisis
appropriae changes i the Croen Belt Local Plan, and it would alss be
poasihle 1o aler the Plan formally aber adepaion, f changed circumstances
made it exsential

In addition, ciher local plars adoptod afer this Plan may have the afisct of

furthar refining the green belt boundaries. I is anticipated that & membar of

district-type local plans will make amerdments 1o the groen bol, the
majority of which are expected to be additions. These disrict plans will also
'bl prepared on & formal basis and the: public will have the epportanity 1o
their preparasion.

§ The Gresn Balt policiss of the
Greater Manchester County Stractur Plan

The Seructure Flan has four maln themes:
an emphasts upon urban conogiration;

an aftempt 1o redirect development more iowards the central core of
the conurbation;

the maintenancs of the regional contre, a theme which ks Enkoed to the
regeneration of Manchester's and Saliord’s inner areas;

Tesclncd conservation and smerdly,

The green bael poliches OL1, OL2 and OL3 (sea over page) have a major rolo
in implementing these thomes. In addition, i putting lorvrard the ateas
subject to grean bal palicies, the County Councdl bas bomae in mied the
purposss [or which green bolts were first creatod-—and which ars very
relavant 1o eltcumetaness (5 Grester Manchsmar. Thass parposes are sof
out in Circular 43783 of the formar Ministry of Howsing and Local
Gevermment:

i tocheck the further growth of & buili-up aroa;
il 1o prevent nelghbouring towns fram mecging:
ili topreserve the special characier of a town

1t wrill b sean that there are minoe differences of wording between the
Policies of the Strocture Plan and Propossls 1, 2 and 3 of this Local Flan, In
o case, this remults rom a recammmendation by the Inspectar st the Public
Incquiry; in others, the differences are aithar a mflection of the greater kewel
of detall afforded by the Local Plan, or are improvemens of phrasing to ud
undarsiarding.

Policy Ol contains broad descriptions of 38 areas choson lor thair
contribution towards achioving the princpal objectives of the Structore
Plan, and ssrving the 3 broad purposss of green belt as st out in Ministerial
advice,
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and Middisioa, ikcheding Hearen Park and generaliy folicadg e dire o
the B2

16 MNaorth and caxt of Rockoabks Mdacow and Shaw bierescluding
Warale Yiltage and sedtivrents in the valiey of the e fowch,

1f  Aetween Oicdham an g the Peak Pare booncary bt excleding the
viliagrs of Danskaw. Dopile. Deiph, Dabcrass, Grasicgof, Foposmul!
nd Creankeld.

6 Between Chaharm ard Sxhran-undor-Leae, woisding he Meeleck
Waitep e Clayton Bridge apd Ashlen Mags, 2nd welprding o 1he-aaslof
Agktan cver Hastshead Creeen anc Lazley.

15 Fetwenn iMozsioy. Stalpbrdgs and Maitran: rowards the Pank
Diictrict Madiora] Park ard the GMC Leandares bur exclirding
Relinmeartl Wiliege.

o In (R Harrop Bagedhugher Matley arma aosrh of Phee METAASE.

27 Betwacn Brogdfetom Hede, Bredhury. Bemiles, Mapleand
Marpie Srdge o the eastern GMC boLrdany g g bhe Cute
Crapt Vadaps. Warmatiz low and Modiore Reer,

22 The Tame Valley sauvih of Dusinfiedd and fhe oot Valkoy and
apen lapd belwesn Sreghury, Runiey. Srockpxer, Mozl Grove.
and High lene.



& Land between Harel Greve, Bramhall and Cheadie and the southern

ﬂnr}- boundary and incorporating the sehilarmend of Woodinrd and the
e,

2 Toths south of Manchester, Hae and Bowdon fo the Raliin Valley
and the GMT seuthern boundary.

B8 Betwesn Bowdon, Broadhsath, Sake, Carrington, Pertingfon, The
Ship Canal and the GMC southern boundary and incorporating (he
rillages of Dunham Town, Punham Woodhorses and Warburfon

3 Along the Merseyr Valley from ity funciion with the Skip Canal fo
Cheadle Heath",

Policy OL2

Within the Grean Bell, excepd in those seftlemanis affected by Policy
QL3 dewelopment will nol normally be permitied unless if iz clearly
neaded in connection with agriculfure, farastry, of ather bees
dpproprigte fooa rorml res-—(nclirding the development of an oofidoar
recreational faciity such as & sparts ground, golf courss, country park
{or large lown park having the charecter of 8 counine park), iogether
with anciliary Bulldings requtired in connection with fhe ouidoor facilily,
cermebories and inslifviions standing in large grounds, aris mited
developmeni witich will farm part af and be essentinl io the maintenance
of an exirting source of employment. Any such sxceptions considersd
under this policy wili only be acceptable in principle where it can be
shown thet, by reason of their scale, siting or desigm, they would not have
a notiosabie impact on the purpess of the aras s Green Ball as sef ool fn

Policy OL3

In &l settiements which fall within the Green Sell, imited infifling
derelopment may be permitied whers thic (= in scale with the seitlernent
and will nof advarsely affect ity charactsr ar surroindings”

The Sruchzre Plan alse containg & namiber of cthar policles which affect
apan land and reseures conssration, shd which operaie i parale] with the
grean ball palicies. They are summarised in paragraph iv of the appendix s
th and of this Written Statemant.




The Creater Manchester Green Balt Local Plan Writhen Satéement now
gt down thie following four proposals:

{The lerm “Propasal” is a formal ane which originates with the Town and
Country Planning Acts. The 4 Proposals of thiz Local Plan may
appropriately be referred to as "Adepted Folicies of the Cloundy
Coarneil”).




Proposal 1

A groen belt is horeby established extending over the areas defined oo
the Propesals Map accompasying this Wrttten Statement. The thres
primary parposes of tkls green balt are:

| tocheclk (he further growih of the large billt-ap arvas of Graater
Manchester;

i topreveni neighbouring iowsns and urban arsas in Greslsr
Munchestsr from menging inle each othar

itl 1o pressrve the special charmestor and Idemitty of townn and willages
in Greatst Manchaster

The name of this green belt is The Greater Manchester Groen Balt’.

Explanation

Proposal 1 implements policy OLI of the Greator Manchoster Courry
Seructure Plan, by defining (on the 76 sheets of the Proposals Map) the arsas
al gresn balt described in that palicy in broad ierms.

Thi three primary purposes of tha green bell are substontially those staved
in Ciroular 42755 of the formes Minlstry of Housing and Local Gowermamard.
Thess thres purposes, and the four bread themes of the Greater Manchesisr
County Structizre Plan, wgethar farmed the basis of the green bell ama
descriptions in palicy OL1



Propomal B

Within the green balt, developman) wiil tol normally be permitied
renlou:

I s clearly nesded B connecibon wilh afmicilinrs, 'BT‘E'IIIT. ar pdlsmy
useEs appropriste io s rural ares (incleding the development of an
outdoor recroation (scility—ewsih as & spearts greand, goll comree,
EOERITY park of othar frark—together with ancillary buildings requiced
in conmectinon with that fesility; cometeries; und instinueions standing in
inrge grounds); ar

i i is lenited development w ke wrill form part of, xnd be sssential to
the malnienancs of, mithar

4 hf EEEg Eeice of ampleymani, or
B the provielon and begrrovement al peblic services arel wiilities,

Froposod developmani [alling within thess categuries will be
acceptible in principle onky where |1 can be shown that i would oot
prejudice, by reason of ks scaje, siting or design, the prisssy rarposes
of tha green balt

Explenation

Proposal 3 gives effect o policy OL2 of the Grester Manchester County
Structure Flan, by siing how the local planning smthorites will react s
proposals for developsrem within the green belt. The alfect ol the proposal
is 1o ensure that green ball will genemlly be kept open, and ceralnly
protectad fram insppesprists developmant. The potentially scoaptabls
categories of devalopment lsted in the proposal all possess af least one of
the following chammcterstics, Thay would:

have a low propostion of bullding area in relation 1o land grea; or
beir esmoniial or traditional countrywide uses: or
help o secume the propor management of grean balt land; or

halp (o maintain axisting firms in the green bal, (hemmby sustaining the
economic health of the area and avsiding the sk of dareliction; ar

be needed o enmre thai assential poblic services are msimnined,

Recreation

Proposal 2 tmplies a somerwhat grester willlngress than bormarly i scoep
recreathonal scyivities in grean bah mreas, though it shensld ba nowed that
el mre facilithes of an urban natarn, not anciliary to cuatdoos recreation, end

leisure facilities containing large buildings. will not nommally be pammined.

Mineral Extraction
Special conalderation will need to be given to planndng applicasions for the
axploitation of minerals, whers thess ocour vithin ihs green bal. Minsml
axtraction naed notl be incompasibls with the broad objectives of greenbel,
although in particular cases (here may be othar good reascns fas ool
granting parmission The Connly Council is prepasing a Minembs Local
Plan, which will provide detailed goidanes on the conted of minsrsl
devaloprment, and mearmwhils will contitues 1o deal with sach cese on s
maris. Tha gresn balt will have the positivs alfect of helping to conssrm
valuahls minsral resouress, by preventing Inaperoprise development.



Public Sarvices

The planning suthorities will also continue 1o give sympathstic
conmderation to the particilar opefational redquitremments of siabibory
indarakers, and other bodies providing sssamial public sarvices. Whers
uses such as hospitals, electricity generating and sub-stations, water and
sewage-rearmani nenllations, and public reneport and relased fseflies
are already astablishad on sites within the grean bed, this wrould not of iteel
imhibit the cantiruation, mprovemant of reasanable extension of the use.

Howewer, wheare s prepasal is mads to lecats withis the gresn bell an
entirely new developmant, or & sigrificant addition to or consalidabion of an
bodies cancerned to show compelling ressons why a site cutgide the groen
balt was considersd by them 1o be utnacceptable; and thare will ba s
premnsmplon apainst development of this lind where no sach compalling
reasons appear io the planning suthorities 1o s,

Proposals for the redevelopmant of change of wss of such publie bulldings
and facilities, lor purposes uncannscted with operational requirements, will
coniinte 1o bo assessed on thair maris. This means giving full weigh fo the
general presumption apainst developmen] considered inappropriate in the
grian balt, and saf out In Proposal &

[nierpradation

For the svoidance of doubt, the term “an exigting source of employment” &s
med in Propossal 2 means an existing operaion (such as a business of
factory) and not merely existing, though vacsnt, land or buildings.




Propesal 3

In all setilements which lis within ihs Green Balt, limited infillng
development may be parmitted, provided that if i in soals with thes
satilemeni and woalkl oot adversaly affoct its chamacter of
surreundings.

|

Explanation

Proposal 3 gives effect o policy OL3 of the Greater Manchester County
Struchiure Plan, and b4 & refinemant of Proposal 2 solely in respect of
sanlemenis in ihe grean belt

The term ‘seiilemant’ in this conter mplss something mons han a
collection of houses or farmsteads, A sottlement would normally congain af
least one place of worship, a public house and one or more shopa, Wwoether
with perhaps & doctor's surgery and a post office. The tarm imited infilling
development’ may inchide forms of developmant other than frontage
infilling, such as the development of backland where i would be in keeping
with the sefibement's character. Howeyer, this is not misnded & a general
dispenzation to develop houses inthe back gandens of froniage properties.

A particular difficulty exists in relation io the ‘ribbon’ developments which
are strung ot along many roads inihe county. Where ribhon developmenis
are within the green bolt, and present & significant and genorally unbroken
frontage, small gaps may be capable of sucoessiul development witheou
prejudicing greon belt objecttves. This will usally bo a question of Iooking
At sach case on its marits: the local plarming autharity will wish o take imo
account the charactar of the ite; and, genarally, developmant which wouald
irvolve the felling of trees, ar the spoiling of a fine view, would be
prevaniesd.

Where the local planning aistharity considers that even Emited infilling
devalopmment woukd be inappropriae in a sefbemsn in the green belf,
Proposal 2 will be deamed 1o apply.




Proposal 4

Development which is direcily related i the cperational e Fciency sl
amanity of Manchaster Intornationa] Aisport will be sccepied i
principle within the Rirpert's opemational area.

Explanation

Proposal 4 sates how devalopment control will operate in the special case
of the operational area of Manchester Imternational Afrpart.

The wording ol the proposal olkews as closely as possihle that of the agreed
Development Control Palicy for Manchestor Airpornt and Sorrounding
Arsas—a policy which GMC and the Ciry of Manchester have mplamented
gince 1574 The ‘sperational area’ is deflned on a map which accomparios
that pobicy, and an addendum to the policy dafines ihe types of developmen
which are consbdered io be directly relaied to the Airpon’s operational
efficiency and amenity. The operational area is also shown on the Propasals
Map.

It should be noted that, af the time of the sdapdion of this Local Plan,
chamges io the extent of the operational area were baing propesed in Lhe
Ringrway Local Plan, prepared by the Manchester Cily Councl,

The Alrport &5 a orique case as far &8 Creater Manchester b concermed.
Thare are thres rsasons wity devalopmant within the operational area noed
not b incompatible with the purpeses of ihe green bal

i it les in the middle of an mportar trac of open land that porforms,
overall, a groen bell function;

if the Alrport's proporton of building land, in relaticon to i wotal land area,
is 20 low that # does serve a8 an open brealk;

i it is Important to prevent napprepriaie development on open land
surrounding the Alrpart,

A the ssrmes time, a spocial proposal related to the Alnpon's own
developmant is needed becauss the Alrport ks $o impartant to the ooy,
and indeed the Nonh of England gonerally, that development diresthy
ralated to its operational efficlency and amentty shoald be viewed
sympathstically,
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i Drawing up the boandary

The areas of green belt defined on the T8 sheets of the Proposals Map
BOCOmMpanying this Writhen Statement ropresent & detalled interpretation of
the area descriptions set out in policy OL1 of the Groaser Manchesier
iCounty Stroctore Flan, In drawing up their boundaries, basic factual
information and technical guidance wers cbtained from the various
Strucnre Plan Reparts of Survey— particularty the Report of Survey an Opan
Land and Physical Restraints on Development. The Bndings of these reponts
have bean eontirmaly ap-dated of revised as part of the process thai led to
the submission of the Stachure Flan to the Secretary of State for the
Envirenment. Every part of the green belt boundary has, in addition, been
drawn fallswring detalled mspaction on the grouand.

The County Council has been conscious of the (et that, of all planming
policien, the green beli iz probably the most widely undesstood and
pecepied by the public of large. In ordar o mainiain this eorfidencs, the
drawing of the green beli boundary has 1o represent a balance botwean
offering long-term protection to open land that parforms an sssential green
belt function whilst, at the sama time, allowing meficient development land
1o e fonaned abemarhers,

The areas of Greatsr Manchester which hove been undor the greatest
pressure for urban development are mainly the surviving fingers and
wedges af open land which surround and penatrate the conarhation come
and the cther principal urban areas. 1l is a prime purposs of the Green Bell
Lovzal Plan (as it |s of the Strecture Plan) o protect these vital yet walnsrabis
broaks, by ensuring that any development which takes place does not have
the effect of allowing one major built-up area o menge with another, At the
sarm time, many of these Bngers and wedges of open land mesgs with
larger expanses on the periphery of the county, and they intam are in meoy
cases contiguous with land of similar charscter In neighbouring counties (a
surmmary of the green belt proposals of nedghbouring courties is given st il
in this appandie),

ii Dwtalled eriieria for
defining the Green Beli boundary

In an aftempi to ensune a consistant approach o the definitien of the
boundary ever such & large and complex afea, certaln ground-rmbes have
bean followed. In panticular, the boundary lollows recognizable phymical
{eaiures wherewer possihle, and se:

whete the boandary follows o rmflway line, the permanent way jbseld =
the featore nsed:

of mdorsays the boundary ls normally tha hard shoulder an the green
belt gida:

in the case of rowds, lanes, Bridlsways and [ootpathe, the boandary is
normally the groen belt side of the route.

Along the edge of the green belt, where difficull decisions are Erequently
imvoleed, farther guidelines goramed the drawing of the boundary. Thess
were worked oot in considerable detail, bul in summary;
house gardens have normally been exchoded;
parks and sportsgrounds hawe normally boen incladed;
in most cases primary schools have bean excluded, and secondary
schools—with thealr more exensive proviston of playing
felds—included;

arsas with a valid planning permission for built development have been
exchided;

“ribbon’ development, where if 2 sarrounded by, or extends inio, lnd
with green balt qualities, has normally beon inchided;

allotments, chicksn-nne, gardon centres, murserics and sowage works
have gonarally baan inchuded;

churchyards abutting the green kol kave genars By baen achdsd;
garages, solated indusry, tips, reclamation sites, hespinls, and land

alipreationes in inharited plens, swers ndividually sesessed on i
marits.




Jif  The green bekt proposals
of neighbonring conntes

Meoighbounng couriea’ greer, bal poosed and propasals et 4 gh
Propatias cTshe b d ad amengibe Lireqire Marc becter souredany —icfdieed
hawe beor: drawn up parthr for e purpesa of prevenning ike fumher
ey #eread of e Grester Manchesdar conacbalinn. A2 1w imen ol
Prepataiven ol ings Writlen Halemara, thay compssrenl (e Creaner
Manchaser Saeen Bel '0.0 very high degroea.

The Cleslhue gYeen btk proposals cower 2 beoad macathe of Lard righ
AGFess reTih wheshirs, melidisg all ko a very srall pan of the eoundany
wrilh CraRreT Manebectr,

Drerkyshites progsosals places virtioally all the latd on the Goeater
Manchosier bpardary in gressr, b,

The grean bk zones proposeds o the Mo cast lancasiuees Sracnare Flan
ATEd BETE in Large pam desnud 3o e complementary o green belt i,
Griates Mancheser. Trey givwe frrher protechion ko che walay cenlemans
exnending norhwarnds Fon e Soeater Macheder brandia-y.

Moreeyside's green bak, now adamed, uwalnes mest of theic bondary vt
Grealer Manehesier. and 3 comipiemeaciary o ibe Gioater Marcknster
Creeip Bl

ThEEE I re et bel? ay sowch mthe Peale Zesinict Habioral Parlk, bl the
Pear Fazk Manning Board's poleries severehy teamcs devalopman: and are
theredore cumpabikke will Trean: Manchesier's gre=n bell pooposals,

Mea al the Labwd a4 aininey i Groarey Manchester boundacy is inciuded m
'Wes Torkshac's gToen bl prormesals-

MNE This broad deceripior of the green boa Erepsaals of peghbesmmg

Lo b1 v s coraect @1 e ime ol adoptior.al this Tocal Plan {Janoary 19843
Sirse changes r e can e made an any Tarse (oo 10 Uve gansary
praceddyes], Lp-ti-dabe infocralvon or them show'd Be ohtained dined
from the planning 3urhorites conee el

17 Cebar apar land avd koo policles b the
Lreater Mancheser Coonty Stochoes Plan

Alrbiesl Piatly a1 1he polces n the Soect e Flan, brrause: of their ol
iMer-1aiadonchip. hare a bearoy onthe exers of the geeer, bed, mainy' are
perLcularly canceroed walh pretrcting open land bom ornecessarsichan
devebapmen. Thess polices are deckimed 1o tabedmiard o pen Lard hoth fou
0% b raht Yol as a rapd’y diminishi-ag coscunes, and becacss of th
relinl 1 gives from @ban lide and qureundings, These policies o
Humrrarised here, These Sind suremanes are inlennad only ax .z quaide
1ho procise wardirg of thhe Stnneriere flan peloes B amporrane. esd
drre? referenoe stourd be mad= o them i ail cases of docik.

B ey 130 3eares thal a1 opsar, Land mitside the green b wmllbe pratecind,
e 55 Mot propased dowc lopiment comes waehin sawan pe o
Cabepares. [FGeTers’ Taene, theet bl e 1o proposals whch woueld ba
aceepiahle moa piral ared; o7 Taladed 10 an emablished povinea of

BT e TiLenE T & Dora e nifal sucereise: corstifue Gmited irdiling ir.
e garHard; e deroienrnon; Tz iy Srom ofher Smecnurt Prar
Ricies [aarme of whach mare the neecd r rebeade et amears of land by
b sing, industry Mol or vohwe a mager soacoe i pmployment, weeh
opridl aine Toeds ek capable of Baing et wihin he wrban ared

Kefer to frmzestant Man Policy (L4

Al agroudt.zal lared 1ece;ves specal procecton from dewe opmen, and the
anyaratee ard distuprion of loem holdmgs ace i o b resicisd. & pacticalarly
Arong premunplinn opeTares againet 1he uss of bighegrade land bor
develporen: - lard graded 1, Eor 33 ivihe clashficanor e asliched By he
Mhnistry of Agricuburn, Fisberias and Feod.

Balicies QLE apa GL7

Poliey 14 srases than apecial developtivetn exanmol policses, vestnoitsg
cevelgpmgnd and demardiog wary high slandards of desigr. song and
Eavubarapinr wal eperate ir 21 afead of higt hedtsipe Sislity. Foloy OLE
COnEALRE 3 RrosUmEdson against develspmant en or cloce wo areas of

Biriopeal Ineeres,
Folines Q6L ang Gl 9

In addition o 1hasr probechen polemes, dn ST o Blan conlaine supmcn
for a wide variary of Feaes poddie ooptawetsec] prisgrammes. many of
wrhick. arp carmied sut by the Courtp Couneil Beclf The major cHort on
Teclaiming derebion Lared wilt conmioee, ap woll ce compoukenaee mes
planring prograrme, the séstoration gl 1ips ard e imparand river valley
and counoy park pehered, which nave hooane b mrapor amzactiorn, of the
{Greale- Wlanchester arma

Polictes QLI OL 1, £W) end EWE-&




1a an aron whese recredlon Jactlines 0o in oany capes defcient, e
Smachure Flan haa a dodsloemphass o deferd existing [sollGes 33amm
developmen:, ard b ahooatage new proveirn Many s of ocidocs
rerreahon [achity—epers groareds, golt cowrses, parks &5 are
apprapTizie ovgreer, bellabeat As o nforral pecreationcarsidorable
eraphasis it placed on axplogiog thn poiential of the ooty Fithet @alliys,
arcas of pemn oourineaces efc. Puble aocea 10 he courayside and other
il Teereanion aneas 5 peermmisgd in be bean important and 5 nead of
mprguemecy. Bmp PeveTtreneg W eieeing el the and bridlewnnms wnll be
canmnoed and rew paths coesicd, cspocally moareas of Jugh recrearsna)
uxe, Wk special e B JUeen b the procvisian of bnkpaths Lnkomg
oo aril countrypide [mpeeamed soocss abstuy Sl Sewpaths k2 pes saogkt,
and the ranals themeebes ara 10 bo protered sgans raprsrale
developmen. Tha imporiarce of waber aneat {oF ereanon is Tecogmised
Lrereated mecTeabonal ues of Fvers, Lakers and rese cmus Ly pBroirsted and
further use of ihe caral notwock for cecreaton encouraged Tha County
oo el suppins the Marth West Waser Pedharty imils efocds 1o ciean up
polluted mivers.

Polwses L -LEG, L8618 and ENI-EM

Althmagh it ek B hebpfl s oe mads awane of iwese other pabeies, the
majorny ab Which s snly aTe cednpabibha wEth the: grecn babl, b alsc
actually 1erid tn Tamioroe it, 1l s =till neco=tary 1o Beeps Ul 36 paranr from
conmderalian of the qreen hel policics e masalons Lacd that Falls withir. 1
soopa of thasa Mk policies will be proiscied bor 1L awT: sake whathor 1
falls wahn the green bl or nos Equally, 7 shondd not be cxpocied 1hat all
orean lar smh resowren vahee shoulkd mevalily ba placed in gresr hat—
R wies e akeo hapmend oo parform a geming greoan oed lunctior. fis 4
happens. e arsas coeer e by ibrese othe open Land and rescancs polcss
bequeznzly cverlan wth green bes areas, and whetse the: v 4o th pelices will
ke muually suppotiog.
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APPENDIX 'A'

Suitlomonts proposed [oy papanalon wlthin the (roan Bal i

Liisiad r_l"'l'-_i'u_l.!"_\l'ilrl.l_ Hamo of Satklemeni Locil Authorlty
13 High Lagh Bucklow R.D.C,
L Mobbaylay Biucklow R.D.C,
15 Ol larton Bucklow R.D.C,
16 Parligate (Paovaer Sujpat laE) Biucklow R.D.C.
17 Chalford Bucklow R.D.C. and

Micelaallald R.D.C.

APPENDIX B!

,ﬂ'.""."_‘.' .“,I;..E’,',.' t I._J,ﬂ‘.’.".l.. Local Authorlty Grid H.I_I'.E‘I'I'I.‘I'I.!'.I"
Mo lle: Marple U.D.C. 9908485

Mor Loy Wilmalow U.D.C, 822833

Scyal Wilmelow U.D.G, BI9E15
Mobborlay (Knolls Oreen) Bueklow R.D,C, BO2795
Warburton Bucklow R.B.G. HOGRGE

HMiara Bucklow R.D,C. f2BR17 |
Bollington Bucklow R.D.C. 129/ 70

Pluinlay Bucklow R.D.C. F217 54

Ashloy Bucklow R.D,G, 175842

Dunham Magaey (Dunhamtown) Bucklow R.D.C. 140876

Bunham Massey (Dunham Woodhousas) Bucklow R.D.C, 1258790

Chorley (Row of Treas) Macclealfield R.D.GC. A2476]
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Lt is propoped that the (ol lowling ahould bLa addod as amandmainca
ta the approved Weitten Stetomont.
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_'L'L_I._!.“!_ lealiald

The contral of dovelopment ln that part ol tha Morth Chashire Lraon
Pelc lying within the Town Map area will be in acoardanca with tha
genaral policy st out above,

T H.il! Bt La

11.4 Altvinchamy Halo and Bowdon
¢ v ———— - [T

Tha centvrel of development In that paxt af tha Horth Cheshiro
Oraen Belt lying within the Town Map avea will ba 1n nocordanca
w||||, l]ua Lr_q||||||-_'|| ||u|1|. 4 S |||||, .|||i,1||."|'. 8+ Jlilllll[l!ll Lo It.] m"l.“
abjective of proventing uwndus urban sproad, the Lraen Balt has thea
lacal abijactives of maintalning Eha break along the river Marsay;
to the north and north=afc of Sale, and the breaks Letwasn Holo
and Wythenshawe and between Hale and Altrincham.

Town Map 9: WLlmslow and Alderley Edps

The conteel of development In that part of the North Cheshire Green
Belt lying within the Town Map area will ba in accordance with thae
goneral policy set out above., In addition to lts madn ebjactlve ol
prevanting undun urban spread, the Graon Belt haas the local ebjectivea
of maintalning the breaks between Wilmalow and Ghaadla, along the
valley af tha river Bollin in Wilmslow and between Wilmalow and
Alderley Edpo.

Stelectly limited infllling will be allowed in the po ELlamainta of
Stynl and Morley, in Wilmslow Urban District.

Town Map 10: Broadbury and Romiloy

The contral of development in Ehak pavl of tha North Cheshlra

Orean Belt lying within the Town Map area will ba in accordance
'.\.'Itjl |,||,1,. .|_¢||.u'||“| "J_;l]_l_h." il.l_'l ol ulil.l'l.'i\..|I III |Hj'.”.tl.'.'n I".' .Ith- |“"j"
objective of preventing undue urban spread, the Grasn Delt has the
local ablaevives of preserving tha broala bDatween Woodlay and Hyda,
along the valley of tha river Tame, botween Bredbury and Stockport,
and between Romiley and Marple, and of protecting the amenity of the
high land in the Gyeavelfold araa.

Town Hap 11: Chaadle and Gatbloy and Hagal Grove and I"""“".".I:""..I..I_
5 TR L -

Tha contrel of developinent in Ehab part of the North Chashire Graean
Balt lying within the Town Map area will ba 1in accordance with

the gonoral pollcy sat oub abova, in addition to Llts maln objective
of pravanting undua urban aprend,; tha Groon Balt has Hh'l. local
illijl‘i'i]"."l".‘. o |.!I'i.'lli"l.'"r"i”b!| Ehie hiroaka babwaan f:iltll"}l‘ and Easl lll'l”ﬂr:'ur:i"
south of the river Mersey, betwesn Cheadle and Wilmslow, bo bwaan
Hazal Ceove and tha Of ferton aréaa of Stockport, bBatwean Bramhall and
Poynton and botwoet Nerbury and the High Lane area of Marple.
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