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Introduction
I am grateful to have been granted Rule 6 status and to be given the opportunity to make this
Statement of Case. I present this case in my capacity as the Member of Parliament for Denton
and Reddish.
The reason for me wishing to participate as a Rule 6 Party is largely a representative one.
Local campaign groups including Save the Tame Valley and Save Woodley’s Greenbelt
wished to have a role at this level, however they did not feel comfortable taking part as a Rule
6 Party. I therefore offered to take on this role so that they were adequately and sufficiently
represented throughout the process.
I would like to make it clear that I am not a planning or legal professional, nor do I profess to
be one. I do believe, however, that I have a depth of local knowledge and insight that might
otherwise be missing over the course of this inquiry. I have been a Member of Parliament for
Denton and Reddish for over 15 years and was first elected as a local councillor in 1996. I
have a detailed knowledge of the local community, as well as a good understanding of local
planning procedure.
I am working cross-party with my colleague William Wragg – the Member of Parliament for
Hazel Grove - and know that he feels as strongly as I do about the negative impact this
proposal will have on the local area. We believe the impact in both of our constituencies will
be massive and I aim to set out why I believe this to be the case in this statement.
I have included images, maps and relevant information throughout the statement with
explanatory notes. Further documents used in this statement and that I plan to cite in my
evidence are listed at the bottom of this document. They have been submitted alongside this
statement.
I plan to call on the Assistant Director of Place Shaping and Planning at Tameside Metropolitan
Borough Council – a role currently undertaken by Nick Fenwick - to provide additional expert
evidence at the inquiry itself.
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History and Context
In my evidence, I will cite historical documents and surveys that highlight the importance of the
Tame River Valley to local communities, and why the appellant fails to recognise the unique
character of the landscape in their proposals.
In 1988 Greater Manchester Council’s ‘Plan to Develop recreation and improve the environment’ – a
key component of the plan being the Tame River Valley - was approved by the then Department for
the Environment. The GMC was formally abolished in 1986, so the plan – whilst prepared mostly on
their watch – was jointly published and adopted in 1988 by the three borough councils of Oldham,
Tameside and Stockport. The Councils noted that ‘about half of the land in Greater Manchester has
been built over’ and therefore it is ‘hardly surprising then that the local authorities are very keen to
protect as much as possible of the open land which is left.’ The GMC described the Tame Valley as
being ‘striking’ in character, and ‘rarely matched elsewhere’.
In the earlier Tame Valley Report of Survey and
Issues, published in 1981 and prepared under the
direction of the Tame Valley Joint Committee
(formed of Greater Manchester Council and
Oldham, Tameside Stockport Borough Councils),
it is noted that current provision for recreational
open land is ‘inadequate’, and that this ‘severely
limited the opportunities for the people of
Greater Manchester’. The report states that the
valley represents ‘the principal open space
resource remaining within the county’.

Pictured: An excerpt from the 1988 GMC plan

Crucially, the Joint Committee agreed a set of
objectives in 1976, the purpose being ‘to guide a
joint working and the preparation of a local plan’
– these objectives were:
a) To conserve the open character and the
landscape quality of the valley as a distinct entity
within the urban area of Greater Manchester.
b) To realise the recreational potential of the
valley for as many sections of the public as
possible.
Fig 1: The GMC Tame Valley Local Plan
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c) To reduce conflict between different forms of
recreation and other uses of the valley and
adjacent areas.
d) To increase public awareness of the valley’s
attractions for recreation and promote the
educational usage of the area.
e) To facilitate pedestrian access to and within the
valley and as far as possible confine vehicular
access and movement to the valley fringes.
f) To remove dereliction, environmental pollution,
eyesores and non-conforming industry where
appropriate.
g) To consider development proposals in the valley
fringe areas in the context of the environmental
and visual objectives for the valley itself.
h) To conserve and enhance features of
architectural and historic interest.
i) To conserve and enhance the variety of flora and
fauna in the valley and recognise the
contributions made by agriculture to the
environment of the valley.
The above highlights the historical importance of the
Tame Valley, but it also does more than that. The policies
in the 1988 ‘Tame Valley’ plan (which were informed by
Fig 2: An image of the Valley from the Tame Valley local
the 1976 objectives and 1981 Tame Valley Report of
plan (with the proposed Bredbury site circled)
Survey and Issues) were added to the Tameside and
Stockport Unitary Development Plans (UDPs) in the 1990s and are still in these today. These policies
recognise that the Tame River Valley is of profound importance to the community, as both an open
space and a unique area of natural beauty.
I reference these documents to highlight the profound importance in protecting the Tame Valley
from this speculative and ultimately damaging application for warehousing. This application does not
meet the ‘Very Special Circumstances’ (as defined by the National Planning Policy Framework)
required to override the historical obligation to protect and cultivate the Tame Valley for the people
of Tameside and Stockport.
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Environmental Concerns
There are several environmental concerns which render the appellant’s proposal wholly
inappropriate.
On the 25th March 2021 Stockport MBC rejected the initial application under reference
DC/074399. The reasons given for the refusal of the application were as follows:
“Very special circumstances justifying the proposed inappropriate development in the
Greater Manchester Green Belt do not exist as the harm to the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness and other harm, specifically the permanent loss of openness,
encroachment into countryside and urban sprawl that would result are not clearly
outweighed by other considerations. The proposed development is therefore contrary to
Policies GBA1.1, GBA1.2, GBA2.1, LCR1.1 and LCR1.1a of the Stockport Unitary
Development Plan Review (adopted 2006); Policies CS1, SD1, CS7, CS8, SIE-1 and SIE3
of the Stockport Core Strategy DPD (adopted 2011) and the National Planning Policy
Framework.”
Furthermore, the Statement Under Article 35 (2) of the Town and County Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 states
“The proposal would not improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the
area nor does it comply with the development plan and therefore does not comprise
sustainable development. There were no amendments to the scheme, or conditions which
could reasonably have been imposed, which could have made the development acceptable
and it was therefore not possible to approve the application. The Local Planning Authority
has therefore implemented the requirement in Paragraphs 38 and 47 of the revised NPPF
published by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government in February
2019.”
I wish to express in the strongest terms my endorsement of this decision to refuse the
application and the reasons given by the panel. The application certainly does not illustrate
“Very Special Circumstances” to justify destruction of the greenbelt and is contrary to the
policies listed in the decision notice.
I also note that Tameside Council has formally written to the Planning Inspectorate, and to the
Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government on the 15th December
2020 in the strongest of terms, outlining their objections as the neighbouring authority. Their
views should be given considerable weight given the Tame Valley is a shared natural asset for
both boroughs, and that much of the negative impact from the development will affect Denton
in Tameside.
I wholeheartedly share Tameside Council’s concerns over:
•

Need

•

Green Belt

•

The Environment

•

The River Valleys

•

Air Quality

I have made these arguments in detail in my earlier objection letters of 21 October 2019 and
24 February 2020, which this evidence adds to.
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I would like to expand on the relevance of the aforementioned policies and add additional
comments regarding further planning policies adopted by Stockport MBC, Stockport’s
emerging Local Plan, the now defunct GMSF, national planning policies, and local issues as
to why this this application does not prove Very Special Circumstances and why the original
planning decision must be upheld.
1) Core Policy CS8: Safeguarding and Improving the environment:
Green Infrastructure (GI)
“3.286 The Council working with local communities, developers and partners, will protect,
develop and enhance an integrated network of high quality and multi-functional GI that will:
Improve health and well being; Improve and enhance cross-boundary connectivity and
accessibility through the delivery of joint development proposals including specifically the
River Valleys; Protect and connect existing and potential sites of nature conservation value
and historic landscape features, and seek to create new wildlife habitats as recommended in
the GM Ecological Framework (see www.stockport.gov.uk/ldfevidence); Protect and provide
appropriate natural space to connect landscapes and allow wildlife to move through them to
adapt to climate change” The significance of GI in the case of this planning application is
further referred to in the Glossary of the Policy.
The proposal fails the GI
policy test because it will
effectively join the built-up
areas of Stockport and
Tameside, Bredbury and
Denton leaving only a
narrow green buffer on the
Tameside side of the river
Tame; it will destroy the
openness of Haughton Dale
and Hulmes Wood Local
Nature Reserves. I suggest
Fig 3: An aerial image of the proposed Bredbury site (AEW Architects).
that the Inspector should
specifically visit this area of the site on one of their unaccompanied visits, in particular where
the road dips down coming from Bredbury to Denton, in order to appreciate the unique sense
of place and character that the area provides. I will make this case to other parties involved
prior to the deadline of the 18th of January 2022.
As CPRE – the Campaign to Protect Rural England states, the entire point of a greenbelt is to
‘prevent neigbouring towns merging in to one another’ and that the appellant’s proposal
‘cannot sustain a functional separation, both in terms of visual perception and form.’
The development will very tightly constrain the openness of the valley at such a sensitive
location (bordering two Local Nature Reserves just over the river); it will decimate the mosaic
of semi-natural habitats on the Stockport side of the river; the tranquillity and seclusion of the
Haughton Dale and Hulmes Wood Local Nature reserves will be completely destroyed by
noise from traffic and industrial processes coming from the units; the perception of openness
only comes from the Stockport side of the river.
The Tame Valley landscape character is an area where substantial environmental and
recreational improvements have been implemented over many years and includes several
environmental designations including Country Park, Local Nature Reserve and seversal Sites
of Biological Importance. The application site lies immediately next to Botany Mill Wood Site
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of Biological Importance, an area of lowland mixed decidious woodland. According to the
Cheshire Wildlife Trust who undertook an extensive survey of this site, red-listed species are
currently present but would be threatened by the proposed application. It is highly significant
that the appellant appears to have failed their duty to undertake the sort of appropriate surveys
that a CIEEM ecologist would undertake.
The appellant has already been forced to significantly amend its ecological report, after
considerable issues were identified by Stockport Metropolitan Council, Cheshire Wildlife Trust
and Greater Manchester Ecology Unit. The degree of amendment and adjustment required
has been a cause for concern in terms of the accuracy and veracity of the appellant’s ecology
assessments.
As the local campaigning group Save Woodley’s
Greenbelt (SWG) noted in their response to SMBC’s
Report on Planning Application DC/074399 there
were over 41 requests for amendment by other
ecologists to the appellant’s ecological assessment.
SWG also make detailed and robust criticisms of the
appellant’s ecology assessment, and highlight the
fact that several key ecological characteristics of the
site (including the top hayfield’s value as a habitat for
voles and thereby a hunting ground for majestic birds
of prey) have been entirely ignored by the appellant.
Referencing the above evidence, It is clear that the
appellant has failed to demonstrate, as per the
policy, that the proposal will make a “positive
contribution to the protection and enhancement of
the borough's natural environment, biodiversity or
geodiversity”.
Furthermore the Tame Valley, which “offers an
ecological, biological, geological and other Fig 4: An excerpt from Rachel Hacking Ecology's
environmental benefits” will not being safeguarded 'Amendments to Bredbury Gateway' document.
via this proposal and the proposal is therefore in
direct contravention of 3.296 in the Core Strategy.

2) Development Management Policy SIE-3
A) Protecting the Natural Environment: 3.345
This policy states:
“The borough's varying urban and rural landscapes, biodiversity, geodiversity and soils
combine to create a unique and distinctive local character of considerable value to residents
and visitors alike.This locally distinctive sense of place and character will be maintained and
enhanced as follows:
The Borough's urban and rural landscape will be conserved and enhanced in line with the
borough's Landscape Character Assessment. The current preliminary assessment detailed in
the Stockport UDP Review will be reviewed so as to inform the Allocations DPD and the future
consideration of development proposals.This will ensure that the landscape as a whole can
be managed, protected and enhanced; Net loss of biodiversity and geodiversity will be
prevented by applying a hierarchical approach to conserving and enhancing the network of
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nationally, regionally and locally designated sites and habitats; Applications for developments
that would result in harm to the borough's biodiversity and geological conservation interests
will be determined in accordance with the key principles set out in PPS9 (Biodiversity and
Geological Conservation) and in particular sub-paragraph 1(vi); and Opportunities and
locations for biodiversity enhancements will be identified and pursued by the creation,
protection, enhancement, extension and management of green corridors through the
development of green infrastructure networks in urban and rural areas to improve connectivity
between habitats.”
This planning application fails this policy test at every point, the landscape will not be
managed, protected and enhanced. In fact, quite the opposite; this proposal symbolises the
destruction, neglect, reduction and contraction of green corridors. As CPRE state, the proposal
would reduce the green space from in excess of 600m to less than 200m at its most narrow
point.
The provisions in the new Core Strategy further underpin and strengthen a number of the UDP
retained policies which are described below:
3) UDP Retained Policies:
LCR1.1 Landscape Character Areas:
Development in the countryside will be strictly controlled, and will not be permitted unless it
protects or enhances the quality and character of the rural areas. Where it is acceptable in
principle, development should:
(i)
be sensitively sited, designed and constructed of materials appropriate to the
landscape character area in which it is located; and
(ii)
be accommodated without adverse effect on the landscape quality of the particular
character area.
Development proposals in the countryside should meet the following requirements, where
relevant:
(iii)

protect or improve existing recreational land, so as to maintain or enhance the
predominantly informal recreational role of the countryside around Stockport;
(iv)
not impede, and where possible, improve public access for all to the countryside;
(v)
protect or enhance the natural environment in accordance with policies in Chapter
3;
This planning application does not comply with any of the policy-driven protections and the
warehousing application will only destroy that which should be protected.
LCR1.1a The Urban Fringe including the River Valleys:
Access to the urban fringe including the river valleys, for all people including those with
disabilities and using all travel modes, should be enhanced. Riverside and other long distance
walking routes, and access for water users should be protected and completed.
The proposal has no regard for topography of the site. SMBC’s Stockport Landscape
Character Assessment and Landscape Sensitivity Study of 2018 states that development
within the Tame Valley should ‘avoid sitting any development in more elevated locations that
are overlooked’ – the development does the exact opposite of this, and places the largest unit
22 metres tall on the highest part of the site.
L1.5 Countryside Recreation:
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Recreation development will only be permitted where it would not spoil the enjoyment of the
river valleys or the wider countryside through the introduction of noise, excessive traffic or
other intrusive features
Explanation: 8.50 There is a continuing need to safeguard the Borough’s countryside for quiet
informal recreation and to protect the rural environment from intrusive development and
activities. Built development will not normally be appropriate in the river valleys.
GBA1.1 Extent of the Green Belt
The appellant has proposed to divert and extend Turner Lane along the edge of the site. All
other paths will be lost or diverted through the development, thereby reducing recreation
opportunity for local people. The Bredbury Gateway application - being in the area associated
to the Tame Valley - falls outside of the provisions made in the above policy and therefore the
below statement within this policy applies:
Forms of development other than new buildings, including changes in the use of land, will not
be permitted unless they maintain openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including
land in the Green Belt.
Policy L1.5 and GBA 1.1 emphasise why the Bredbury Gateway planning application further
contradicts Stockport MBC’s own policies.
The concerns relating to Green Belt damage have been raised by a number of different local
groups. In their assessment of the plans in July last year, the CPRE state that approving this
application would have the effect of ‘considerably reducing the sense of openess’ for local
residents. I will reference this assesment in further detail in my evidence, particularly in relation
to air quality.
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The Impact on Traffic and Pollution
There are a number of policies relating to traffic, air quality and noise pollution which I believe
are not met by this proposed development. I list these policies below, alongside an overview
of why I believe they have not been met.
1) Development Management Policy SIE-3:
Controlling Pollution: 3.348
“New development that seeks to reduce air, noise, light, water or ground pollution in areas or
locations where acceptable standards are already exceeded will be given positive
consideration. New housing or other environmentally sensitive development will not be
permitted where existing pollution levels are unacceptable and where there is no reasonable
prospect that they can be satisfactorily reduced through specific measures or action
programmes.”
The proposed application conflicts with policy 3.348 on clean air because the air quality on
roads to Ashton Road, Bredbury and Crookilley Way, Stockport, is currently far in excess of
safe air quality levels. The same is true for the Crown Point area, the A57 Manchester Road
and the Denton roundabout. The proposed development can only add HGV and motorcar
usage on all of these roads, thereby exacerbating the unsafe air quality at these locations.
The Greater Manchester Air Quality Plan excludes the huge amounts of air pollution caused
by traffic on the M60 and M67 motorways at the same locations. A large-scale development
such as this application will be ‘reliant on forms of traffic that generate air pollution’ and fail to
‘maximise the use of sustainable travel modes’.
Fig 6: (Below) Image of Greater Manchester Clean Air Zone around the proposed site. Purple roads indicate areas excluded
from the scheme. Roads highlighted in Amber indicate areas at risk of exceeding the legal limit of Nitrogen Dioxide
Pollution Levels. Areas in Red indicate areas already exceeding the legal limit.
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2) Development Management Policy T-1
Transport and Development: 3.476
“To facilitate a reduction in the need to travel, development will be focused in the Town Centre
in particular and also other existing centres, as these locations are the most accessible and
already contain a wide provision of services and amenities.”
3) Development Management Policy T-3
Safety and Capacity on the Highway Network: 3.503
“Safety for all road users is of prime importance. The capacity of the existing road network is
limited, and it is therefore important that new development does not have a detrimental impact
on capacity of the highway network.”
This is clearly not a town centre proposal and the proposed area does not contain a wide
provision of services or amenities. The proposal is not in the interest of the safety of current
or future road users and the existing capacity of the highway network is already at its maximum
– with Greater Manchester already suffering some of the worst congestion in England outside
of London.
In addition to the aforementioned concerns I have relating to air quality, there are also
concerns about the potential traffic and noise impact on the immediate area more generally.
Ashton Road in Bredbury is already gridlocked at peak times of the day. Unfortunately,
because of the low railway bridges at Ashton Road and Lingard Lane, many of the largest
HGVs are unable to access the M60 motorway network at Bredbury and, instead, travel via
Stockport Road, Denton, through Crown Point, to access the motorway network at either J1A
of the M67 (westbound) or J2 of the M67 (eastbound).
This additional heavy traffic on Stockport Road is a constant cause for complaints by residents,
to the extent that, in May 2018, Tameside Council conducted a traffic survey (with the
agreement of Stockport MBC) on the Bredbury Industrial Estate, to ascertain the scale of the
problem.
Monitoring equipment was located at all the in and out points to the industrial estate and it was
ascertained that, on 23rd May 2018, in an 18-hour period (6am - 12 midnight) a total of 510
HGVs used Stockport Road, Denton, to access or exit the Bredbury Industrial Estate.
The split was as follows:
TO Denton: 251HGVs
FROM Denton: 259 HGVs.
The existing industrial estate is causing significant traffic problems in the neighbouring area of
Denton, and these problems will worsen should the application be approved.
Any additional infrastructure upgrades to the roads, including addressing the low railway
bridges would be largely unfeasible.
I met with officers from Highways England, Network Rail, Stockport and Tameside Councils
on 18th January 2018 in order to discuss the problem of the low bridges. The long and short
is that it will be extremely expensive to resolve. The options discussed were:
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•

Lower Ashton Road under the railway bridge to allow for maximum HGV height –
unfeasible. The road has already been lowered at this location and to do so further
would make the bridge unstable/requite the bridge to be rebuilt.

•

Raise the railway bridge – unfeasible. The line is very busy with freight, local and eastwest passenger services. The estimated cost for raising the bridge, according to
Network Rail, would be around £5 million. Not included in that cost would also
additional compensatory payments made to the various Train Operating Companies,
and rail replacement service costs, owing to line closures for a sustained period.

•

A road ‘flyover’ the railway line – unfeasible due to cost and wider site constraints
around the railway line.

I met with Quorum Estates, the developer, on 6th July 2018. I outlined the options above to
them and they told me such works could render the warehousing application as financially
unviable.
To date, there are no confirmed end-users for the proposed warehousing space. The data
used for warehousing traffic is collected via the TRICS transport information system. This data
is sourced from 2015 or earlier, so is unlikely to reflect the recent growth in warehouse
automation. Additionally, TRICS is shown to have produced no night-time data. This is of
particular concern given the proximity of the site to residential properties.
The enormous infrastructure project costs necessary for alleviating traffic impact on the
Denton area would render the entire warehousing project unviable. Further, should the project
actually proceed, it will have a devastating effect on the immediately neighbouring Tameside
communities of Denton and Haughton Green.
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Economic Factors and ‘Need’
If a planning application is to even be considered whilst contradicting so many of the Local
Planning Authority’s policies it is of course important to consider economic and employment
factors. My evidence will focus on both in the following ways:
Employment
I will begin by questioning the way the appellant has used figures as examples of the number
of jobs - both in construction and the eventual completed site - that will be created. The
appellant offers estimates from official averages and predicts that the site will produce 981
full-time equivalent jobs if it used entirely for warehousing, rising to 1,569 FTE jobs if some
industrial units are included. It is the latter, larger figure that the appellant has
emphasised. However, the planning application recognises that some jobs will be relocated
or displaced from elsewhere in Greater Manchester. The jobs estimate is therefore lessened
to only 706 net jobs should the site be occupied solely by warehouses.
Logistics employs far fewer people per square meter than manufacturing does, and is far more
vulnerable to automation. In the appellant’s ‘Bredbury Gateway Energy Statement’ they state
that ‘most logistics companies utilise automated handling systems’ and therefore ‘electricity is
the primary energy medium required’. They note in the document that ‘most buildings are likely
to have minimal heat demands’ thereby implicitly noting the high level of automation involved
in this kind of work.
Even if the site did house a higher proportion of manufacturing jobs, these would still be subject
to employment decline. Evidence of the instability of manufacturing employment figures is
evident in the 2020 iteration of GMCA’s ‘Economic Forecasts for Greater Manchester’ – the
document that informs the economic and employment policies of the Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework. In this document, is predicted that manufacturing employment is due to
fall ‘as the adoption of new technologies means rising activity can be accommodated by fewer
workers.’
The economic modelling used as the basis for the GMSF makes no secret of being based on
a number of real-world variables (including economic output, productivity, employment) as
well as what it identifies as
‘major risks’ including the
failure to ratify sufficient
Brexit trade agreements. It
does not give detailed
modelling of all scenarios,
and was generated prior to
the ongoing economic and
social shock of the COVID19 pandemic.

Fig 7: Greater Manchester Employment by manufacturing sector, current and
predicted trends (Data Source: GMCA - Economic Forecasts for Greater Manchester')
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The economic and employment variables, therefore, are too great to give any kind of definitive
answer both to borough-wide employment need and to the number of jobs the site will
generate.
The increased use of automation in logistics and warehouses, coupled with no end-users, as
well as a change in the profile of warehousing jobs, means that the appellant is unable to
accurately estimate job figures.
Need
I believe that the below policy is relevant when considering need:
3.3.5 Accomodating Economic Development: 3.243
“3.243 Whilst there is forecast to be a significant fall in the overall level of B2 (Heavy Industry)
uses there will still be the need for such sites in the future and these will be directed to existing
employment areas. However with the net loss of B2 floorspace there will be a requirement for
more B8 (Warehousing) floorspace. Given that there is significant overlap in the needs of
such uses it is expected that warehousing uses will replace those B2 uses lost from
employment areas, resulting in no net requirement for new employment land.”
Not only does this application contradict important environmental and social policies,
Stockport MBC’s own economic strategy clearly states there is no net requirement for new
employment land rendering this application redundant and unnecessary.
Even if it had not been identified that no new net employment land is required the following
policy would apply:
E1.2 Location of New Business Premisese and Offices (UDP retained policy)
12.13 However, the Council is of the opinion that additional land release should not be at the
expense of the Green Belt or other open land policies and this allocation can meet the
requirements of local and incoming industry.
Additionally, the Greater Manchester Combined Authority conducted a thorough study for a
large strategic site capable of hosting a Manchester Bid for World EXPO in 2025.
That assessment showed the only available site without greenbelt constraint within the Greater
Manchester area was Ashton Moss. TMBC have made the argument that the site at Ashton
Moss, with its better transport links, would provide a better alternative without the need for
green belt development.
Therefore, the developer’s assertion in making an ‘exceptional circumstances’ case to release
greenbelt land at Bredbury for this application - because there aren’t any suitable sites in either
Stockport or Tameside - is factually incorrect.
The developer maintains there’s both a need and no suitable alternative sites. I will further
challenge both these assertions in turn.
The developer maintains that businesses displaced from the redevelopment of Stockport
Town Centre West (the Mayoral Development Corporation area) will need to be
accommodated elsewhere within the borough. This may well be the case, although the MDC
strategic framework and related documentation makes no reference to relocations specifically
to Bredbury; rather it seeks to encourage and retain employment use within the MDC area.
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Also, the majority of businesses within the MDC area do not require large units of the size
proposed by the appellant.
Stockport Council makes great play of the regeneration of the town centre. I support this
wholeheartedly. The developer’s assertion that their Bredbury scheme is required to enable
this to happen is a false premise because the type of units they are proposing does not reflect
the need of the possibly displaced town centre businesses; the timeline for the MDC
proposals and the Bredbury scheme do not match up; and fundamentally, if you require to
develop Green Belt in order to ‘regenerate’ a town centre, that is not sustainable development
or regeneration. It is removing amenity, biodiversity and is environmentally damaging.
In terms of the logistics sheds, the developer makes a case that Stockport requires these
types of units. There is no evidence for this. Indeed, much of the evidence for employment
sites developed for the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework shows the demand for these
types of unit was strongest along the M62 corridor. It is an inconvenient truth for the developer
that there was already an oversupply of new employment sites within the now defunct
GMSF, and there are better and more easily accessible sites than Bredbury. The GMSF
overview statement is clear; “we have identified more land than our evidence suggest we need
over the plan period”. Put simply, Inclusion in the GMSF does not by definition guarantee
need, and to claim otherwise is a misreading of the plan. None of the developer’s arguments
for a logistics hub at this location warrant the removal of Green Belt protection from this site.
Additionally, it is doubtful whether
further warehousing provision is
needed in the area, and at the time of
submission there are vacant units
available at the present site and the
adjacent Castlehill site.
The SMBC Employment Land Review
2018, the report comes to the following
conclusion:
‘From the industrial employment supply
outlined within this quantitative
Fig 8: A screenshot from the estate agent's 'Savilles' showing a unit
analysis presented in this report, there
currently vacant in Bredbury Parkway. Empty units can be found
would appear to be a suitable, available
here, here and here.
supply to fulfil the projected market
demand up to 2035. However, based on market evidence and engagement, it is considered
that additional land will be required in order to fully respond to pent-up demand’. The report
goes on to state that ‘Given the oversupply of certain types of industrial accommodation[…]
land could be provided through upgrading under-performing sites in highly accessible
locations where site constraints are not prohibitive.’
The report also states that ‘the release of Green Belt land required […] is contrary to the
Council’s adopted development plan, so that growth in this area is unlikely to be deliverable
under the current policy framework’.
The 2018 ELR is clear, all avenues must be explored – via upgrading under-performing sites
– prior to any further land being allocated. In addition to this, it makes explicit reference to
Green belt land being unsuitable for development due to SMBC’s policy framework. The
appellant responds to this document in their proposal by dismissing the 2018 report, instead
opting to focus on the 2015 ELR report. In the ‘Stockport Industrial Market Analysis’ published
in 2019 in conjunction with JLL and Lichfields, it is stated that they ‘note the 2018 Employment
Land Review and highlight our concerns around some of the outputs from the report,
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particularly regarding the calculations for industrial/warehousing need. As such, we have
relied upon the findings within the 2015 ELR.’
This is not acceptable. The appellant cannot pick-and-choose reports to suit its ambitions. The
2015 ELR is out-of-date, and by virtue of this more favourable to the appellant. The appellant
essentially attempts to dismiss a council document in favour of a different document published
by the same council.
Secondly on alternative sites. The developer has sought to demonstrate the Ashton Moss
strategic site is not a suitable alternative for this type of development. They are wrong.
Whilst not in the borough of Stockport, it is close-by and serves a similar catchment on the
eastern side of Greater Manchester. Ashton Moss was removed from the Green Belt,
following the examination of the (then draft) Tameside Unitary Development Plan in the mid1990s. Around half of the site has been developed and enjoys much better road and direct
motorway access than Bredbury. It also benefits from the Metrolink line to
Ashton and Manchester running through the site. The rail line linking Stockport to Manchester
Victoria also runs through the Ashton Moss site.

Fig 9: Map of the Ashton Moss site (circled) and surrounding areas.

Pre-empting the Local Plan
In their Planning Statement, the developer makes the assumption that, given the site’s
previous allocation in the draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, the allocation will be
retained in the Stockport Local Plan which will now have to be produced at speed in order to
fill the gap left by the defeated GMSF. There is no draft Local Plan for Stockport on
deposit and there is no indication that, when there is, this site will be in it - or that such a site
would survive the various consultation and examination stages of the plan process.
Stockport are yet to demonstrate through their Local Plan that such a need exists to make use
of Green belt land and that appropriate employment sites cannot be accommodated within the
urban area. Therefore, I would raise that the appellants proposal also presents issues of
prematurity in potentially pre-determining at an early-stage Stockport’s Local Plan Making
Process.
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Indeed, the only planning policies currently relevant to Stockport are those contained within
the Core Strategy, the retained UDP policies, and national planning guidance. They are the
only local policies that this application can be judged against. The Bredbury application does
not accord with either the Core Strategy or the retained UDP policies, and nor does it accord
with national planning guidance. Therefore there are very strong planning grounds to refuse
this application.
In arguing that the site was allocated in the now defunct GMSF (as GMA 31 in the Stockport
section) as being a main justification to seek approval for their application, the developer
ignores two inconvenient truths:
•

GMSF was defeated by Stockport Council because of concern over the loss of Green
Belt within the borough. The inclusion of this site specific policy was part of the reason
for that defeat.

•

The new planning application would not accord with the GMSF allocation in any case.
The site specific policy was amended considerably to try to balance the impact on the
Tame Valley. The proposed area for development was moved further away from the
river. This application brings the units back towards the Tame. This is unacceptable
and would be against the GMSF policy were that still an ‘emerging’ policy.

In making the amendment to GMSF policy GMA 31 there was an overt acknowledgement by
Stockport Council of the continued importance of the Tame river valley and its environmental,
recreational and biodiversity value to both Stockport and Tameside. The justification for
moving the area identified as being suitable for development away from the river, was to:
•

Include the creation of a retained Green Belt buffer zone that will manage the transition,
minimise the impact on the Tame Valley and safeguard views creating strong
defensible boundaries at the edge of the developable area and the new Green Belt
boundary;

•

Contribute to the area’s special landscape qualities and key sensitivities in line with
Policy GM-G 1 'Valuing Important Landscapes'. Development should restore positive
landscape
characteristics and features
that
reinforce
scenic
quality and distinctiveness particularly of the Tame Valley;

•

Protect and enhance biodiversity interests, securing opportunities to achieve
biodiversity net gains in line with Policy GM-G 9 'A Net Enhancement of
Biodiversity and Geodiversity'; both within Stockport and neighbouring areas;

•

Be designed to minimise any adverse impacts on the remaining Green Belt, including
a comprehensive and high quality landscaping scheme (minimising tree
loss and mitigating for any unavoidable loss of trees with significant levels of mature
tree planting), provision of a wildlife corridor linking land to the north and east of the
site with the existing wildlife corridor at the southern boundary and a detailed scheme
for external illumination at the site which shows how light pollution will be controlled;

This application reverses those sound policy aims. Indeed, worse, the developer seeks to
minimise the importance of this site within the Tame Valley by saying it is not part of a
continuous section of Green Belt.
That is utterly false: the Bredbury site is continuous Green Belt with the Hulme’s and Hardy
Woods, Lower Haughton Meadows and Haughton Dale Local Nature Reserves. The
16

openness of the Bredbury side of the river is of key value and importance to this part of the
Tame Valley and these comments merely highlight the developer’s lack of appreciation of the
shared nature of the Tame Valley on Stockport and Tameside.
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Further Material Considerations
I wish to add the following further material considerations to support my objection to this
scheme:
HGV access:
In their updated Traffic Impact Assessment, the appellant maintains that:
“there was no evidence that HGVs… have been unable to travel under the railway
bridge”.
This is demonstrably untrue. I have been Member of Parliament for Denton and Reddish for
over 15 years now, and I worked in the office of my predecessor, Andrew Bennett, for five
years. In those two decades, I have dealt with this very issue on a number of occasions. I
have held meetings with Tameside and Stockport Engineers, Highways England and Network
Rail about the issue. All have acknowledged that the bridge is an access issue for high sided
HGVs, which is why a substantial number of these vehicles access the motorway network at
Denton.
In 2017, Network Rail labelled
Ashton Road Bridge the ‘most
bashed bridge in Greater
Manchester’ with 46 bridge
strikes taking place between
2009 – 2017. These collisions
were the part of the reason
Network Rail launched a public
information campaign for HGV
drivers to ‘know the height’ of
their vehicles. The appellant
has completely disregarded this
in their application.
Fig 10: Screenshot from 2017 Network Rail bridge bashing campaign.

Furthermore, SMBC have acknowledged the need for maintenance to improve freight access
and alleviate congestion pinch points in the area. The Bredbury Economic Corridor
Improvement Package (BECI) was a substantial bid made by SMBC for the express purpose
of improving ‘railway bridge to improve access for freight vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists…’
This bid would not have been made if there was ‘no evidence’ of HGV access problems as
the appellant has claimed.
Early on in my first term as MP, Stockport Council lowered the A6017 carriageway, with the
agreement of Network Rail, to the lowest point possible without it compromising the stability
of the rail bridge. Whilst it provided a little more headway, it was still not enough for the
highest-sided vehicles to fit under and so the problem remains.
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Furthermore, during the final stages of the now defunct
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework process, it was
acknowledged by Stockport Council and the Greater
Manchester Combined Authority that this (smaller than
the current application) site-specific policy should not be
brought forward before highways improvements were
implemented to mitigate the impact on Tameside
roads. That is an acknowledgement that the
development will cause an issue for my constituents
without measures to create better HGV access at
Bredbury.
Statement of Community Involvement - updated
November 2020:
The developer maintains:
“Correspondence was issued to… [the] Members of
Parliament for Hazel Grove and Denton & Reddish.”
This is not true. The first, and only, time I found out
about this revised planning application was by an email
to
Stockport
Councillors
from
Lexington
Communications dated 14 December. A Councillor
contacted me and kindly forwarded the email on to me
knowing of my direct interest in this application. My
understanding is that William Wragg MP was also not Fig 11: Excerpt from GMCA’s ‘Our Five Year Transport
contacted about this revised application either, even Delivery Plan 2021-2026’, with a specific package
outlined to improve freight access to Bredbury Gateway.
though it sits physically within his constituency.
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Conclusion
To conclude, I wish to reassert my view that this appeal must be rejected in its entirety by the
Planning Inspectorate.
It does not meet either Stockport’s current planning policies contained within the retained
Unitary Development Plan or Core Strategy, nor does it satisfy the Government’s national
policies in relation to sustainable development or protection of the green belt.
It fails the local authority’s environmental policies, transportation policy and the emerging
Clean Air plan for Greater Manchester (of which Stockport is a member). The need for new
giant logistics sheds in Stockport has not been made. Indeed, there are better sites for this
type of development in Greater Manchester. The National Planning Policy Framework
confirms that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should
not be approved except in very special circumstances. These exceptional circumstances have
not been met. There has been no clear demonstration of job creation or economic need, and
the developer has repeatedly failed to appreciate the profound importance of the Tame Valley
to the local community.
This proposal would completely destroy the openness, ambience and coherence of the Tame
river valley at this location, and so, in my opinion, there are no ‘”very special circumstance” in
which to grant permission for the release of green belt at this important buffer between
Stockport and Tameside. This appeal should be refused.
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Annex – List of Documents
The following documents may be referred to in my statement and will be sent in full
alongside this document as requested. Links to specific online documents cited in
this statement can also be found below.
1. Tame Valley Local Plan: A plan to develop recreation & improve the
environment (Published in 1988).
2. The Tame Valley Joint Committee ‘Tame Valley Report of Survey’ (1981)
3. Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council ‘Stockport Unitary Development Plan
Review (May 2006): Policies which still apply from 1st April 2011 Onwards
(Post Core Strategy Adoption)’
4. Tameside Council ‘Motion B in the name of Cllr Newton’ – November 25
2020.
5. Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council ‘Stockport Core Strategy DPD
(Adopted 2011)’
6. Cheshire Wildlife Trust ‘Letter to Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council’ 27th March 2020.
7. National Planning Policy Framework - July 2021.
8. Stockport MBC rejection of initial application – 25th March 2021 (Reference:
DC/074399).
9. Jackie Copley, CPRE – The Countryside Charity ‘Letter 28 February 2020 to
Stockport MBC’.
10. Rachel Hacking Ecology ‘Amendments to Bredbury Gateway January 2021’.
11. Save Woodley’s Greenbelt ‘Wildlife Impact: not “neutral” but devastating: A
response by Save Woodley’s Greenbelt to the “Ecological Impacts and
Mitigation” section of SMBC’s report on Planning Application DC/074399.
12. SMBC ‘Stockport Landscape Character Assessment and Landscape
Sensitivity Study of 2018’
13. Greater Manchester Combined Authority ‘Greater Manchester Air Quality
Action Plan 2016-2021’
14. Manchester Evening News ‘Manchester has the worst traffic congestion of
anywhere in England outside of London’ (published 8 September 2018).
https://www.manchestereveningnews.co.uk/news/greater-manchesternews/manchester-worst-traffic-congestion-anywhere-15125906
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15. Greater Manchester Combined Authority ‘Economic Forecasts for Greater
Manchester’ February 2020.
16. SMBC ‘Employment Land Review 2015’
17. SMBC ‘Employment Land Review 2018’
18. Tameside Metropolitan Council Letters:
- DC/074399, 21 October 2019
- DC/074399, 1 June 2020
- DC/074399, 11 March 2020
- DC/074399, 13 January 2021
19. North West Place – ‘Blow for GMSF as Stockport Quits’ https://www.placenorthwest.co.uk/news/blow-for-gmsf-as-stockport-quits/
20. Andrew Gwynne Letter ‘Objection: Planning Application DC/O74399’ - 21st
October 2019
21. Andrew Gwynne ‘Letter: Bredbury Gateway’ - February 2020.
22. National Rail ‘New Campaign to target bridge bashes in Greater Manchester’
https://www.networkrailmediacentre.co.uk/news/new-campaign-to-targetbridge-bashes-in-greater-manchester
23. Greater Manchester Combined Authority ‘Our Five Year Transport Delivery
Plan 2021-2026’
24. Greater Manchester Combined Authority ‘Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework Revised Draft’ - January 2019
25. Greater Manchester Local Industrial Strategy – June 2019
26. SMBC ‘Greater Manchester Transport Delivery Plan 2040 Implementation
Plan Draft’ – 15th of October 2020
27. Lexington Communications ‘Bredbury Gateway | Amendment to planning
application DC/074399’ – 14th December 2020.
28. All documents submitted by the Appellant as part of their planning application.
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