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Mr Peter Appleby
Email: fin_appleby@hotmail.com

SENT BY EMAIL
17th January 2025

Case Reference: 101007745541

Dear Mr Appleby,

Thank you for your additional questions following our recent response to your formal complaint. I will address each issue separately by including your questions in blue, with my responses provided below.
“We fully understand Emma Stubbs is reliant on others to answer our Stage 1 complaint on time. However, this is but one instance of the Council's failure to answer reasonable requests for information and questions. You have managed to obtain answers to most questions we posed in 20 working days, which indicates the information we have repeatedly requested was readily available. This is in stark contrast to our experience of a persistent failure on the part of the Council to respond to mails letters, petitions and Ward Committee presentations. Since 29 07 23 we have sent 21 mails to council staff asking for information or making proposals to cut costs, 11 have elicited no response and the remaining 9 failed to answer the question as posed and we still await a response to the most recent petition presentation to the Ward Committee. This speaks to an intentional and persistent policy of not providing information which is neither classified nor commercial in confidence.  Whilst the apology is appreciated it would be helpful to understand why reasonable requests for information have been ignored.”
We have acknowledged the issue and have already apologised in our previous response to you.  In this particular case, as you reference above, multiple requests for information and questions have been submitted. Due to the scale and similarities among many of the requests, our officers may have concluded that it was not always necessary to provide any further response, or they may have been uncertain whether a matter had already been addressed. However, we recognise that we should have clearly communicated when we would not be responding to previously raised matters or when responses were already being drafted for related questions.
“Peel Moat Open Space was first designated as developable in 2017, since then we believe there have been SHLAA revisions and updates in 2018, 2021, 2022 and 2024. Taking into account the detailed SHLAA methodology outlined in the 2021 SHLAA Methodology and Findings and all other SHLAAs it is difficult to comprehend why the initial “error” was not highlighted and corrected. Heatons and Reddish Ward Committee meetings considered financing and approving the playground and trim trail, situated within the developable designation, and from the records we have seen at no time was the Committee alerted to the developable designation, which would have likely influenced their decision. Again, our submission of 2 Local Green Space proposals, 2 petitions, presentations and numerous questions should have alerted the Planning Department and Planning Policy to the error. It would be useful to understand in more detail why this happened. As the footprint of the developable designation will likely be approximately halved in size is it safe to assume the number of dwellings in the revised 2025 SHLAA developable designation will also be halved?
Considering the 7-year error detailed above, we doubt the process of designating the entirety of the site as developable is in compliance with the procedures described in the 2021 SHLAA Methodology and Findings and all other SHLAAs. Retaining any part of the developable designation for the site is therefore questionable.”

We appreciate your feedback on this matter and can assure you that the necessary amendments to the boundary of the site will be included in the 2025 version of the SHLAA.
“We are of the opinion the developable designation is assessed during revisions of the SHLAA, this is separate from the Local Development Plan which is subject to a public consultation whereas the SHLAA is not. The SHLAA is used to inform the Local Plan.  Therefore, we believe we will not have an opportunity to have our points considered during the SHLAA, which is the more significant document regarding the removal of the developable designation and replacement with a Local Green Space designation. If we can have our views considered during the 2025 SHLAA revision we would be grateful if you or Planning Policy could let us know how this is achieved. We request you reconsider this response.”

The SHLAA is an evidence document which supports the development of the Local Plan. It is important to note that the SHLAA is not a consultation document, nor does it grant planning permission for any sites. Additionally, it is not a statutory development plan document that allocates land. As previously explained, any comments regarding the land and its designation should be made via the Local Plan consultation process.   

For the avoidance of doubt, the Council will ensure that the boundary is amended to remove the play area and trim trial. However, the rest of the site will still be recognised as having development potential, with adjustments made to the potential housing numbers.

“We doubt that cost is the sole reason for the Phase 2 of remediation being placed on hold. When we were made aware of the cost shortfall we proposed several cost cutting measures by email to Richard Booker, namely retaining spoil on site to create landforms, reducing the extent of dug drainage ditches and retaining some astro turf to reduce the area of remediation. Having had provisional discussions with potential donors we offered to fundraise to cover the shortfall, on condition the developable designation was removed. We asked for details of the shortfall.   We received no response to any of these proposals or questions. We were informed a reworked remediation plan was to be presented to the Ward Committee in June 24, that never happened. 

Over nearly 17 years the Astro Turf pitch has been left to deteriorate, despite several attempts by local groups to have it brought back into some form of use. Subsequently the Council designated the site as lapsed and landlocked. We supported planning application DC/086979 and wrote opposing the Sport England statutory objection, the objection was ultimately set aside and the application approved. We opposed the Sport England objection on the understanding the two phases of the remediation would be completed. Phase One, the removal of floodlighting and fencing went ahead, paid for from the allocated funds for the remediation. We requested at the time the extensive natural rewilding of the site, a habitat for wildlife, was preserved during this phase, it was not.  Consequently, the site, at public expense, has effectively been made a more attractive option for potential developers; with the destruction of habitat an adverse report on habitat and wildlife impact as part of any planning approval is diminished. 

Had Phase 2 remediation gone ahead, the Friends Group, as initially agreed with Richard Booker, would have further developed the site as an outdoor education area and community open space with access to all. The support for this is evident in the numbers who signed our two related petitions. Donor funding was agreed in principle from a range of organisations, all conditional on the removal of the developable designation, a fact known to the Council. Had Phase 2 been completed and the follow-on work, the whole site would have met all the criteria eventually for the Local Green Space status we have applied for, with development as the Council planned less likely. 

The details above clearly indicate by the actions and inactions of the Council that shortage of funds is not the sole reason application DC/086979 has not been completed. Rather the Council's intention from outset was to set the conditions and improve the prospects of the Peel Moat Open Space being developed. We therefore request you reconsider this response.”

I’m satisfied that our previous response accurately reflects the current position regarding the scheme and the site.

“This response indicates that DC 086979 could be allowed to lapse and not be replaced by the time the revised Stockport Local Plan is completed or could be set aside as part of the revision process. This could coincide with the date the designated development is due to commence.  A reply to this concern would be appreciated.”

As previously advised, the Council do not plan to proceed with the implementation of the above planning permission at this time for the reasons that have previously been provided.  Given the duration of that consent, it is therefore likely that this permission will expire. This would of course mean that any future proposals would need to be the subject of a revised planning application. 

The draft version of the Local Plan is expected to be open for consultation in late Spring 2025.

I trust my response provides you with further clarification.

Kind regards, 

Emma Curle 
Assistant Director Place Making and Planning
Chief Planning Officer
Stockport MBC
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