
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

I am writing to make a request for information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. 
 
I would like to request the following information: 

1. Copies of any communications between WSP and 
Wigan Council relating to Astley Business Park and 
PLP from 1 January 2021 to the date of this email 
(12/01/26) 

 
2. Copies of any communications between WSP, 

Wigan Council and the following Councillors, James 
Fish, Jess Estoe, Joanne Marshall, John Harding, Paul 
Kenny, Christine Roberts, Barry Taylor, Paula 
Wakefield from 1 January 2021 to the date of this 
email (12/01/26) 

 
3. Copies of any communication between Wigan 

Council and Leigh Journal or any other media 
outlets regarding Astley Business Park from 1 
January 2021 to the date of this email (12/01/26). 

 

Please see attached PDF 
 
The Council has also published information in 
response to previous requests which are 
available via FOI Disclosure Log 

 

https://www.wigan.gov.uk/Council/DataProtection-FOI-Stats/FOI-Disclosure-Log.aspx?searchText=18671&orderBy=1
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PLP currently manages two develop to core ventures, UK Logistics Venture (UKLV) 1 & 2. UKLV1’s £500m of equity 
is fully committed, with 10m sq ft of prime logistics space either completed or under development, while UKLV2’s 
£750 million of allocated capital is currently being deployed. On a completed basis AUM from these ventures is 
expected to reach approximately £2.5bn. 
  
Overview of the proposals 
  
PLP is committed to delivering a high-quality logistics and warehousing development to accommodate flexible 
industrial, storage and distribution uses with ancillary office spaces, service yards, landscaping and parking areas to 
meet the current and changing needs of commercial enterprises.  The site is allocated as a Primary Employment Area 
within the Wigan Local Plan and is therefore an appropriate location for such development.   
  
The site has a long planning history extending back several decades and indeed you may recall that outline planning 
permission was granted most recently at the site for mixed employment and residential development (approved in 
February 2017), with the residential development associated with this consent now mostly constructed.  The approved 
employment development element has since expired; therefore, we are seeking a new planning application to enable 
the development to come forward in the short-term. 
  
The proposed development has been designed to take into account site constraints and as far as possible to mirror 
the development parameters approved under the expired outline planning permission.  Extensive landscaping is 
proposed including the formation of landscaped mounds with tree planting on top to all of the site 
boundaries.  Existing public footpaths and rights of way passing through the site will be diverted and upgraded to 
ensure that public connectivity with the surrounding area is not only maintained but significantly improved for all 
users.  The site access will be from the existing access junction at Chaddock Lane to the south and all of the 
warehouse service yards will be internally facing to ensure that no HGVs or service yard activity backs on to the site 
boundaries in proximity to residential areas. 
  
We have been working closely with officers to bring an application forward to develop the site and intend to submit an 
application to Wigan Council shortly. A copy of the Proposed Site Masterplan providing further details of the layout of 
the proposed development, diverted footpaths and extensive landscaping proposals is attached to this email. 
  
Key benefits of the proposals 
  
The development proposals will deliver the following benefits to the Borough, most of which will be experienced at the 
local level: 

  
 Economic benefits: The proposal will create temporary and permanent economic benefits in the form of up 

to 500 new jobs. This will also have induced employment effects with the potential to also generate 
employment throughout the supply chain and bring investment and additional spending in the local economy;  

  
 Design quality and a sensitive site layout: The proposal will feature a carefully designed and modern 

employment development that respects the local character, the amenity of nearby residents seeks to maintain 
and improve the permeability of the site currently provided by the public footpaths and bridleways passing 
through the site. The masterplan has been sensitively developed with constraints in mind and through an 
extensive landscaping scheme and thoroughly considered architectural layout will ensure that the 
development is appropriate to its context and offers benefits to the local community. 

  
 Landscaping proposals: the landscaping scheme for the development will include the provision of: 

o The planting of 310 new trees of which approximately half (155 trees) will be at a height of 1.75m to 
3.5m at the point of planting and will mature further over time; 

o Significant areas of woodland, thicket, ornamental, wildflower and grassland across the site, much of 
which surrounds the proposed diverted footpaths; 

o Provision of 2,215 linear meters of new hedgerows; and 
o Provision of landscaped mounds along the site boundaries, ranging in height from 2.1m – 4.1m in 

height, which will then have woodland tree planting on top to create a considerable landscaped buffer 
to provide visual screening between the warehouse buildings and neighbouring residential properties. 

  
 Employment land: The proposals will deliver a high-quality and attractive employment development which 

will be appropriate within its surrounding context and provide an efficient use of land, taking advantage of the 
already built access road (Astley Park Way) and in doing so help the original aspirations of Wigan Council’s 
employment allocation to be realised. 

  
Next steps 
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The next step, of course, is to seek your opinions and those of local residents on the development proposals.  We 
intend to post consultation letters to local residents and local businesses in the vicinity of the site soon.  A template of 
the consultation letter is attached for reference, which contains largely the same information as that set out above, as 
well as provides details on how to provide comments/feedback via email or telephone.  This approach to consultation 
has been agreed in principle with planning officers. 
  
In addition, we would be happy to discuss the development proposals further by telephone or video conferencing (e.g. 
Microsoft Teams or Zoom) or to answer any questions you may have.  Should this be of interest, please let me know 
and I will be happy to coordinate this. 
  
There will, of course, also be a further opportunity for all interested parties to formally comment on the planning 
application once it is submitted to Wigan Council and we will ensure we are available to provide ongoing dialogue with 
Councillors and local residents throughout the planning application process. 
  
I trust this information is helpful.  Please do get in touch if you have any queries. 
  
Kind regards 
  

 

     
 

 
      
    Confidential 

This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential 
information. Any other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in 
error, please notify the sender and delete the message. Thank you. WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with 
registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF. 

  
  
 

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or otherwise 
subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, 
copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, or you are 
not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-
mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
>><< 
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On 17 Nov 2025, at 13:29, Astley Action Group <astleyactiongroup@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
Aidan / David, 

Can you provide an update on the Stop Notice request we submitted at the Town Hall 
last week. Given the seriousness of what we raised, we need to understand what stage 
this is now at and when we will receive a response. 

Additionally, since that submission, something significant has happened that you need 
to be aware of: 

Residents’ gardens along the boundary of the warehouses as well as the path leading 
to the school, have now started flooding - for the first time. 

These properties have been here for decades and have never had this issue until now. 
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We’ve gone back through the documents on the planning portal, and the situation is 
now very clear: 

 The bunds are not shown on any of the proposal drawings until the later 
inclusion of the acoustic bunds, meaning they were not part of the originally 
assessed engineering layout or drainage design; they do not appear on any plans 
forming the basis of the approved drainage strategy, and there is no evidence 
that their impact on site levels, overland flow routes, or ditch capacity was ever 
modelled or reviewed. 

 No drainage provision exists at the toe of the bunds. 

 The bunds appear to sit directly over the old drainage ditches shown on the 
original survey. 

 The new slopes created by the bunds now direct water straight towards 
residential boundaries. 

So we now have flooding at long-established homes after major ground re-profiling that 
wasn’t assessed, wasn’t designed for, and doesn’t appear anywhere in the drainage 
modelling. 

From professional advice we’ve received, we understand this is categorised as a 
material change in site behaviour. It also raises obvious questions about whether the 
drainage strategy approved by the Council can still be relied upon, as it does not match 
the site as it is now constructed. 

We are bringing this to you promptly so you are fully aware of what is happening on the 
ground and can factor this into your assessment of the wider issues at this 
development. 

We need clarity on the following as soon as possible: 

1. When we will receive a decision on last week’s Stop Notice request. 

2. What has been done since we submitted our Stop Notice request. 

3. Whether the drainage strategy was ever updated to include the bunds. 

4. Whether the bunds appear on any approved drawings. 

5. Whether the Council intends to review drainage compliance in light of the 
flooding. 

6. Whether an LLFA officer will be attending site to assess the situation. 

7. Whether you will be informing United Utilities of our findings.  

Residents are dealing with real impacts every day, and this development has already 
diverged materially from the documents it was approved on. We expect this new 
evidence to be taken seriously and addressed urgently (imagery attached).  

We look forward to your response. 

Astley Action Group 
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On 13 Nov 2025, at 15:45, Thatcher, Aidan 
<Aidan.Thatcher@wigan.gov.uk> wrote: 
 
Dear Astley Warehouse Action Group, 
 
Thank you for your email which I acknowledge receipt. 
 
We are carefully reviewing the information you have provided. 
Unfortunately, this is unlikely to be before Saturday, but we will respond 
as soon as possible. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Aidan Thatcher 
Director of Place 
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false and undeliverable basis, and that ongoing works are compounding 
multiple procedural and legal breaches. 
 
Grounds for Enforcement 
 
• Unbuildable and Unclear Mitigation: 
 
The Officer’s Report and Tetra Tech Noise Assessment relied on bunds 
between 3-5m in height as critical noise and visual mitigation. 
 
Those full-height bunds were integral to screening the 18m warehouse 
buildings and protecting nearby homes and Garrett Hall Primary School 
from operational noise and visual impact. 
 
If Cadent gas’s approval only covers 1.8m bunds, then the approved 
mitigation cannot be delivered, representing a significant breach of 
planning conditions and approved plans. 
 
Conversely, if the developer intends to raise the bunds to their approved 
height, that would require further engineering measures and additional 
consultation with Cadent to ensure compliance with IGEM/TD/1 and 
UKOPA guidance. 
 
Until this ambiguity is resolved, the planning authority cannot be satisfied 
that the development accords with its approval or that pipeline safety 
and residential amenity are safeguarded. 
 
• Unsound Environmental Decision-Making: 
 
The decision to bypass an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was 
legally and procedurally unsound, as it was based on mitigation that 
cannot be implemented. 
 
Under Regulation 65 of the EIA Regulations 2017, the Council now has a 
continuing legal duty to re-screen the development given the new 
material facts. 
 
• Material Amendments Without Reconsultation: 
Material changes to bunds and landscaping were introduced after public 
consultation closed, with no re-notification of affected residents, 
breaching Article 15 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) Order 2015 and the council’s Statement of 
Community Involvement. 
 
• Active Breach of Approved Plans and Conditions: 
The current works do not comply with the approved drawings and 
mitigation relied upon to justify permission, constituting a breach under 
Section 171A(1)(b) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
• Ongoing Construction Risk: 
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Works continue daily, including over the gas pipeline easement, raising 
health and safety concerns and exposing the Council to potential 
negligence and liability under the Pipeline Safety Regulations 1996 and 
CDM Regulations 2015. 
 
Action we require 
 
You have the statutory power under Section 183 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 to issue a Temporary Stop Notice immediately. 
 
The circumstances meet every legal test: 
 
• Clear evidence of breach, ongoing works, and serious potential harm to 
public amenity, safety, and confidence in the planning system. 
 
We therefore require written confirmation by 10am on Saturday 15 
November (a working day on the site) that: 
 
• All construction and groundworks at Astley Business Park cease 
immediately, pending investigation; and 
 
• A full retrospective EIA and LVIA are commissioned, with assessment of 
visual receptors in accordance with GLVIA3 guidance. 
Further Considerations 
 
• The site’s proximity to hundreds of homes and Garrett Hall Primary 
School means noise, dust, and drainage impacts may already amount to 
breaches of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
 
• We are formally notifying Cadent Gas and the Health and Safety 
Executive. 
 
• Continued inaction risks findings of maladministration, negligence, and 
serious reputational damage to the authority. 
 
The Council has a legal and moral duty to protect residents, uphold 
planning law, and act transparently. 
 
You have the evidence, the authority, and the public scrutiny. 
Use them. 
 
Astley Warehouse Action Group 
 
 

On 12 Nov 2025, at 16:54, Thatcher, Aidan 
<Aidan.Thatcher@wigan.gov.uk> wrote: 
 
Dear Astley Warehouse Action Group, 
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We wanted to write to you to confirm receipt of the request 
concerning a stop notice you delivered to the town hall this 
morning. Sorry we weren’t there to receive it in person.  
 
We will review the information and come back to you with a 
response as soon as possible. 
 
In the meantime, we wanted to take this opportunity to 
update you on the meeting with PLP. 
 
We raised the agreed questions and PLP have agreed to:  

 Bring the planting on site forward, from February to 
this month to screen the building 

 Review whether screen planting can be enhanced to 
provide more coverage 

 Regular meetings with the council and PLP to raise 
and resolve any issues 
 

In addition, we are progressing the appointment of a 
suitable advisor to undertake the independent audit of the 
planning application’s handling, as promised in our earlier 
letter. This is taking a little time as it is essential that the 
chosen body has no connection to either the Council, the 
developer, or the site to be truly independent. We are in 
advanced discussions and will be able to update you shortly. 
It’s important that you are comfortable with our selection so 
we will run this past you for agreement.  
 
We are continuing to respond to any complaints regarding 
alleged breaches at the site: most recently we liaised with 
the site manager following a report of flooding of a path 
adjacent to the development and he has agreed to monitor 
this issue going forward. We are also arranging to visit the 
site to confirm the current position as regards the height of 
the bunds. 
 
Thank you for your ongoing engagement and for continuing 
to raise these concerns. We would like to continue building a 
positive and constructive relationship and wondered 
whether representatives of the group would be happy to 
attend a meeting at the town hall.  
 
If you are happy to do this, please let us know a convenient 
time for you.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Aidan Thatcher David Proctor 
Director of Place, Wigan Council Assistant Director of 
Planning and Regeneration 
 
 
>><<  
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This email, its contents and any attachments are intended 
only for the above named. As the email may contain 
confidential or legally privileged information, if you are not, 
or suspect that you are not, the above named or the person 
responsible for delivery of the message to the above 
named, please delete or destroy the email and any 
attachments immediately and inform the sender of the 
error. 
 
As a public body, the Council may be required to disclose 
this email or any response to it under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 unless the information in it is covered 
by one of the exemptions in the Act. 
 
This footnote also confirms that this email has been swept 
for the presence of computer viruses. 
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From: Harding, John CLLR
Sent: 28 January 2026 13:04
To: Davies, Janet ( Solicitors)
Subject: FW: Follow-Up to Stop Notice Request - New Evidence

 
 
Cllr. John Harding 
Atherton South & Lilford ward 
Tel:- 07917553527 
 

From: Eastoe, Jess CLLR  
Sent: 25 November 2025 15:33 
To: Astley Action Group ; Thatcher, Aidan  
Cc: Mckenzie-Folan, Alison ; Molyneux, David Trevor CLLR ; Roberts, Christine CLLR ; 

greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk; aol.com; Kenny, Paul, CLLR ; 
Smith, Mike CLLR ; Nicholson, Jim CLLR ; Hurst, David CLLR ; Greensmith, Susan CLLR ; Gerrard, 
CLLR Stuart ; Flynn, Laura CLLR ;  ; Cullen, Phyllis CLLR ; Collins, Anne CLLR ; Blay, 
Paul CLLR ; Harding, John CLLR ; REED, Steve ; Proctor, David ; -

greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk; WHEELER, Michael (MP) ; Fish, James CLLR ; Watson, James 
CLLR ; chair  
Subject: Re: Follow-Up to Stop Notice Request - New Evidence 
 
Hello 
 
Where are we up to? To my knowledge this email hasn't been replied to.  
 
 
Kind regards, 
Councillor Jess Eastoe  
(She/her)  
Tyldesley & Mosley Common ward 
 
Please note that I have a full time job in addition to my councillor role, so replies maybe slower than 
expected.  
CONFIDENTIAL: this email and any files transmitted are confidential, solely intended for the 
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received a message in error, please 
contact your system manager.  

From: Astley Action Group <astleyactiongroup@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 1:55:46 PM 
To: Thatcher, Aidan <Aidan.Thatcher@wigan.gov.uk> 
Cc: Mckenzie-Folan, Alison <A.Mckenzie-Folan@wigan.gov.uk>; Molyneux, David Trevor CLLR 
<D.Molyneux@wigan.gov.uk>; Eastoe, Jess CLLR <J.Eastoe1@wigan.gov.uk>; Roberts, Christine 
CLLR <Christine.Roberts@wigan.gov.uk>; greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk 
< greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk>; aol.com 
<mwinstanleym@aol.com>; Kenny, Paul, CLLR <P.Kenny@wigan.gov.uk>; Smith, Mike CLLR 
<M.Smith3@wigan.gov.uk>; Nicholson, Jim CLLR <J.Nicholson1@wigan.gov.uk>; Hurst, David CLLR 
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1e. Will you perform a retrospective EIA and LVIA in light of the mitigation the noise assessments 
relied on were not achievable?  
 
2. Material Changes Uploaded After Public Consultation Closed 
 
Our Stop Notice highlighted that more than 25 amended documents and drawings were uploaded in 
May 2024... months after public consultation closed, including material reductions in bunds and 
landscaping. 
 
Under the DMPO 2015, such material changes require re-notification. 
 
Your response does not mention these amendments or why residents were not re-consulted. 
 
Please confirm: 
2a. Whether you accept these amendments to reduce bunds and landscaping were material? 
2b. Why re-consultation did not occur? 
2c. Why material changes without reconsultation do not warrant a stop notice?  
 
3. Bunds Not Included in Drainage / Flood Documentation 
 
Our Stop Notice addition on Monday 17th November, showed that: 
- the drainage strategy was based on pre-bund levels, a model from 2015 
- bunds do not appear on the approved drainage or flood documents 
- the landform has materially changed from the assessed scheme 
 
Your response does not refer to this at all. 
 
Please confirm: 
3a. Why the bunds were not included in the drainage strategy? 
3b. Whether the Council accepts that the approved drainage model does not reflect the site as built? 
3c. Why drainage mapping from 2015 was used for a newly designed development proposal in 2023? 
3d. Whether this constitutes a material change requiring enforcement action, and what do you base 
that conclusion on? 
 
Please provide a direct, point-by-point response to the issues above under the number / lettering 
detailed. All of which formed the core of our Stop Notice Request.  
 
We look forward to your reply. 
 
Astley Warehouse Action Group 
 
 
 

On 20 Nov 2025, at 12:36, WHEELER, Michael (MP) 
<michael.wheeler.mp@parliament.uk> wrote: 
 
Dear Aidan 
 
Thank you for your email, however, it has not been addressed that it is not possible to construct 
bunds in line with the planning permission which was granted due to the position of the gas 
main pipeline. 



4

 
Please can you provide a further response which specifically addresses this point, as soon as 
possible. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Michael 
 
Michael Wheeler MP 
Member of Parliament for Worsley & Eccles 
 
E: michael.wheeler.mp@parliament.uk  
T: 0161 768 4134 
X: @MWheelerMP 
F: Michael Wheeler for Worsley and Eccles 
 
 
 

 
From: Thatcher, Aidan <Aidan.Thatcher@wigan.gov.uk> 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 10:47 AM 
To: Astley Action Group <astleyactiongroup@gmail.com> 
Cc: Mckenzie-Folan, Alison <A.Mckenzie-Folan@wigan.gov.uk>; Molyneux, David 
Trevor CLLR <D.Molyneux@wigan.gov.uk>; WHEELER, Michael (MP) 
<michael.wheeler.mp@parliament.uk>; Eastoe, Jess CLLR <J.Eastoe1@wigan.gov.uk>; 
Roberts, Christine CLLR 
<Christine.Roberts@wigan.gov.uk>; greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk 
< greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk>; aol.com 
<mwinstanleym@aol.com>; Kenny, Paul, CLLR <P.Kenny@wigan.gov.uk>; Smith, Mike 
CLLR <M.Smith3@wigan.gov.uk>; Nicholson, Jim CLLR <J.Nicholson1@wigan.gov.uk>; 
Hurst, David CLLR <David.Hurst1@wigan.gov.uk>; Greensmith, Susan CLLR 
<S.Greensmith@wigan.gov.uk>; Gerrard, CLLR Stuart <S.Gerrard@wigan.gov.uk>; 
Flynn, Laura CLLR <Laura.Flynn@wigan.gov.uk>;  

wigan.gov.uk>; Cullen, Phyllis CLLR <P.Cullen@wigan.gov.uk>; Collins, 
Anne CLLR <A.Collins1@wigan.gov.uk>; Blay, Paul CLLR <P.Blay@wigan.gov.uk>; 
Harding, John CLLR <J.Harding@wigan.gov.uk>; REED, Steve 
<steve.reed.mp@parliament.uk>; Molyneux, David Trevor CLLR 
<D.Molyneux@wigan.gov.uk>; Proctor, David <D.Proctor@wigan.gov.uk>; 

greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk -
greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk> 

Subject: RE: Follow-Up to Stop Notice Request - New Evidence 
 
Dear Astley Warehouse Action Group, 
 
Please see the attached letter and enclosure. 
 
Aidan Thatcher 
Director of Place 
 
Wigan Council – Places Directorate 
Wigan Town Hall 
Library Street 
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We have also attached a photo of the size of one of the planted trees from today that 
some residents are currently looking at. 
 
Astley Action Group.  
 

 
 
 
 

On 17 Nov 2025, at 13:29, Astley Action Group 
<astleyactiongroup@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
Aidan / David, 

Can you provide an update on the Stop Notice request we submitted at 
the Town Hall last week. Given the seriousness of what we raised, we 
need to understand what stage this is now at and when we will receive a 
response. 
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Additionally, since that submission, something significant has happened 
that you need to be aware of: 

Residents’ gardens along the boundary of the warehouses as well as the 
path leading to the school, have now started flooding - for the first time. 

These properties have been here for decades and have never had this 
issue until now. 

We’ve gone back through the documents on the planning portal, and the 
situation is now very clear: 

 The bunds are not shown on any of the proposal drawings until the 
later inclusion of the acoustic bunds, meaning they were not part 
of the originally assessed engineering layout or drainage design; 
they do not appear on any plans forming the basis of the approved 
drainage strategy, and there is no evidence that their impact on 
site levels, overland flow routes, or ditch capacity was ever 
modelled or reviewed. 

 No drainage provision exists at the toe of the bunds. 

 The bunds appear to sit directly over the old drainage ditches 
shown on the original survey. 

 The new slopes created by the bunds now direct water straight 
towards residential boundaries. 

So we now have flooding at long-established homes after major ground 
re-profiling that wasn’t assessed, wasn’t designed for, and doesn’t 
appear anywhere in the drainage modelling. 

From professional advice we’ve received, we understand this is 
categorised as a material change in site behaviour. It also raises obvious 
questions about whether the drainage strategy approved by the Council 
can still be relied upon, as it does not match the site as it is now 
constructed. 

We are bringing this to you promptly so you are fully aware of what is 
happening on the ground and can factor this into your assessment of the 
wider issues at this development. 

We need clarity on the following as soon as possible: 

1. When we will receive a decision on last week’s Stop Notice 
request. 

2. What has been done since we submitted our Stop Notice request. 

3. Whether the drainage strategy was ever updated to include the 
bunds. 

4. Whether the bunds appear on any approved drawings. 

5. Whether the Council intends to review drainage compliance in 
light of the flooding. 

6. Whether an LLFA officer will be attending site to assess the 
situation. 
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7. Whether you will be informing United Utilities of our findings.  

Residents are dealing with real impacts every day, and this development 
has already diverged materially from the documents it was approved on. 
We expect this new evidence to be taken seriously and addressed 
urgently (imagery attached).  

We look forward to your response. 

Astley Action Group 

 



9

 
 
 

On 13 Nov 2025, at 15:45, Thatcher, Aidan 
<Aidan.Thatcher@wigan.gov.uk> wrote: 
 
Dear Astley Warehouse Action Group, 
 
Thank you for your email which I acknowledge receipt. 
 
We are carefully reviewing the information you have 
provided. Unfortunately, this is unlikely to be before 
Saturday, but we will respond as soon as possible. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Aidan Thatcher 
Director of Place 
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The evidence in our Stop Notice Request (attached again) 
proves that Wigan Council approved the Astley Business 
Park development on a false and undeliverable basis, and 
that ongoing works are compounding multiple procedural 
and legal breaches. 
 
Grounds for Enforcement 
 
• Unbuildable and Unclear Mitigation: 
 
The Officer’s Report and Tetra Tech Noise Assessment 
relied on bunds between 3-5m in height as critical noise 
and visual mitigation. 
 
Those full-height bunds were integral to screening the 18m 
warehouse buildings and protecting nearby homes and 
Garrett Hall Primary School from operational noise and 
visual impact. 
 
If Cadent gas’s approval only covers 1.8m bunds, then the 
approved mitigation cannot be delivered, representing a 
significant breach of planning conditions and approved 
plans. 
 
Conversely, if the developer intends to raise the bunds to 
their approved height, that would require further 
engineering measures and additional consultation with 
Cadent to ensure compliance with IGEM/TD/1 and UKOPA 
guidance. 
 
Until this ambiguity is resolved, the planning authority 
cannot be satisfied that the development accords with its 
approval or that pipeline safety and residential amenity are 
safeguarded. 
 
• Unsound Environmental Decision-Making: 
 
The decision to bypass an Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) was legally and procedurally unsound, as 
it was based on mitigation that cannot be implemented. 
 
Under Regulation 65 of the EIA Regulations 2017, the 
Council now has a continuing legal duty to re-screen the 
development given the new material facts. 
 
• Material Amendments Without Reconsultation: 
Material changes to bunds and landscaping were 
introduced after public consultation closed, with no re-
notification of affected residents, breaching Article 15 of 
the Town and Country Planning (Development 
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Management Procedure) Order 2015 and the council’s 
Statement of Community Involvement. 
 
• Active Breach of Approved Plans and Conditions: 
The current works do not comply with the approved 
drawings and mitigation relied upon to justify permission, 
constituting a breach under Section 171A(1)(b) of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
• Ongoing Construction Risk: 
Works continue daily, including over the gas pipeline 
easement, raising health and safety concerns and exposing 
the Council to potential negligence and liability under the 
Pipeline Safety Regulations 1996 and CDM Regulations 
2015. 
 
Action we require 
 
You have the statutory power under Section 183 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to issue a Temporary 
Stop Notice immediately. 
 
The circumstances meet every legal test: 
 
• Clear evidence of breach, ongoing works, and serious 
potential harm to public amenity, safety, and confidence in 
the planning system. 
 
We therefore require written confirmation by 10am on 
Saturday 15 November (a working day on the site) that: 
 
• All construction and groundworks at Astley Business Park 
cease immediately, pending investigation; and 
 
• A full retrospective EIA and LVIA are commissioned, with 
assessment of visual receptors in accordance with GLVIA3 
guidance. 
Further Considerations 
 
• The site’s proximity to hundreds of homes and Garrett 
Hall Primary School means noise, dust, and drainage 
impacts may already amount to breaches of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
 
• We are formally notifying Cadent Gas and the Health and 
Safety Executive. 
 
• Continued inaction risks findings of maladministration, 
negligence, and serious reputational damage to the 
authority. 
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The Council has a legal and moral duty to protect 
residents, uphold planning law, and act transparently. 
 
You have the evidence, the authority, and the public 
scrutiny. 
Use them. 
 
Astley Warehouse Action Group 
 
 

On 12 Nov 2025, at 16:54, Thatcher, Aidan 
<Aidan.Thatcher@wigan.gov.uk> wrote: 
 
Dear Astley Warehouse Action Group, 
 
We wanted to write to you to confirm receipt 
of the request concerning a stop notice you 
delivered to the town hall this morning. Sorry 
we weren’t there to receive it in person.  
 
We will review the information and come 
back to you with a response as soon as 
possible. 
 
In the meantime, we wanted to take this 
opportunity to update you on the meeting 
with PLP. 
 
We raised the agreed questions and PLP have 
agreed to:  

 Bring the planting on site forward, 
from February to this month to screen 
the building 

 Review whether screen planting can 
be enhanced to provide more 
coverage 

 Regular meetings with the council and 
PLP to raise and resolve any issues 
 

In addition, we are progressing the 
appointment of a suitable advisor to 
undertake the independent audit of the 
planning application’s handling, as promised 
in our earlier letter. This is taking a little time 
as it is essential that the chosen body has no 
connection to either the Council, the 
developer, or the site to be truly independent. 
We are in advanced discussions and will be 
able to update you shortly. It’s important that 
you are comfortable with our selection so we 
will run this past you for agreement.  
 
We are continuing to respond to any 
complaints regarding alleged breaches at the 
site: most recently we liaised with the site 
manager following a report of flooding of a 
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path adjacent to the development and he has 
agreed to monitor this issue going forward. 
We are also arranging to visit the site to 
confirm the current position as regards the 
height of the bunds. 
 
Thank you for your ongoing engagement and 
for continuing to raise these concerns. We 
would like to continue building a positive and 
constructive relationship and wondered 
whether representatives of the group would 
be happy to attend a meeting at the town 
hall.  
 
If you are happy to do this, please let us know 
a convenient time for you.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Aidan Thatcher David Proctor 
Director of Place, Wigan Council Assistant 
Director of Planning and Regeneration 
 
 
>><<  

 
 

This email, its contents and any attachments 
are intended only for the above named. As 
the email may contain confidential or legally 
privileged information, if you are not, or 
suspect that you are not, the above named or 
the person responsible for delivery of the 
message to the above named, please delete 
or destroy the email and any attachments 
immediately and inform the sender of the 
error. 
 
As a public body, the Council may be 
required to disclose this email or any 
response to it under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 unless the information 
in it is covered by one of the exemptions in 
the Act. 
 
This footnote also confirms that this email 
has been swept for the presence of 
computer viruses. 
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UK Parliament Disclaimer: this e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you 
have received it in error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any 
unauthorised use, disclosure, or copying is not permitted. This e-mail has been 
checked for viruses, but no liability is accepted for any damage caused by any virus 
transmitted by this e-mail. This e-mail address is not secure, is not encrypted and 
should not be used for sensitive data. 
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Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council 

Independent Audit of Planning Application 
A/23/96226/MAJOR Land at Astley Park Way, Worsley 

Introduction 

1. Wigan Council has commissioned the POS Enterprises to undertake an 
independent audit of the above planning permission which was granted, 

Planning Committee on the 11th June 2024. 
2. Following the Committee decision the legal agreement was signed and the 

decision issued on the 24th August 2024. Subsequently a further seven 
applications have been submitted for the discharge of conditions. Four of 
these have been approved and three remain outstanding. Construction of the 
development commenced in 2025 and the buildings are largely completed. 
Hard surfaced areas for access and parking are also approaching completion 
and as of 12th December soft landscaped areas were being planted. 

3. Following a significant number of complaints from local residents during the 
construction and exchanges of correspondence with the authority, the Council 
instigated an independent review. 

The Application 

4. The development proposed in the application is warehousing units (Use Class 
B2/B8) including ancillary integral office space (Use Class Eg) installation of 
PV panels to each unit, with associated car parking and service yards, internal 
access roads, diversion of footpaths and associated engineering, 
infrastructure and landscaping works. Proposals are for buildings totalling 
nearly 33,000 square metres on a site of 12.71Ha with access from Astley 
Park Way. 

Terms of Reference 

5. The purpose of the audit is to establish whether the process followed in 
dealing with the planning application properly complied with law, regulations 
and national guidance. It is not a function of the audit to consider the merits of 
the application, ie whether the decision to grant planning permission was the 
correct one in planning terms. 

6. The review examines the planning history of the site, all aspects of the 
processing of the application from submission, reporting, committee 
consideration, decision and approval of conditions. It includes consideration of 
whether all statutory requirements were met in registering and publicising the 
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application and whether there was any inconsistency or ambiguity in the 
application plans and documentation. Particular focus has been on 
consultation both pre-application and post submission.   

7. The audit took the form of a desk top review of the documentation, a site visit, 
meeting the Development Management Officers responsible for processing 
the application and an on-line meeting with representatives of the Astley 
Warehouse Action Group. The intention was to have an in-person meeting 
with members of the Action Group but this could not be arranged within the 
timescale and commitments of those involved.  

Legal Background 

8. Local Planning Authorities have a statutory duty to determine planning 
applications within their area under The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
as amended. There are some exceptions to this but they are not relevant to 
this case. Section 38(6) of the 1990 Act requires the LPA to determine 
applications in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. This is a legal duty and the fundamental 
basis for planning decision making. For Wigan the development plan consists 
of the Saved Policies of the Wigan Replacement Unitary Development Plan 
2006 (UDP), The Wigan Local Plan Core Strategy 2013, and Places for 
Everyone 2024. The position regarding these is set out below. 

9. Material considerations are not defined in legislation and there is therefore 
variation in what may be relevant in any particular application. They must 
recognise that planning decisions must be in the public interest and therefore 
purely private interests such as the impact of development on the value of 
neighbouring property cannot be a material consideration. The LPA can take 
account of public views where they relate to relevant planning matters but 
local opposition or support for a proposal is not in itself a ground for refusing 
or granting permission, unless it is founded upon valid material planning 
considerations.  The actual numbers of objections or supporters for an 
application is not in itself a material consideration. 

Planning policy 

10. The Wigan UDP 2006 identified this site as part of a broader site allocation for 
employment uses (B1,B2 and B8) (EM1A Site 9). This allocation was taken 
forward into the Local Core Strategy 2013 including the application site in the 
Policies Map as part of the Chaddock Lane Primary Employment Area.  

the UDP and Core Strategy allocation. There is therefore a firm in principle 
policy basis for employment based development. 

 

Previous planning history 

11. Outline planning permission was granted in September 2007 for an 
employment park of up to 31500 sqm of Class B1, B2 and B8 uses. 
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(A/06/67659) There were two associated approvals related to this application, 
a variation of condition to allow a revised access arrangement (A/08/72144) 
and a reserved matters approval for the provision of new access road and 
associated landscaping (2010). No further works to implement this permission 
were undertaken.  

12. In 2015 a new outline application was granted for a mixed use development of 
up to 28.000 sqm of employment floorspace (B1, B2 and B8) together with up 
to 165 dwellings and land for community use, open space and landscaping. 
As an outline application the submitted layout plans, elevations and 
landscaping were illustrative only and do not form a part of the permission. If 
development were to proceed these issues would be considered with the 
details submitted as reserved matters applications. In this case all matters 
were reserved apart from access from Chaddock Lane for the employment 
uses and access from Garrett Hall Road and Garret Lane for residential 
development. Outline planning permission was granted in February 2017. 

13. Two reserved matters applications for residential development were 
subsequently approved, for 62 units in 2017 and 103 units in 2019. Both these 
developments have been completed and occupied. The plans submitted with 
the application for the employment use were indicative only. The Design and 
Access statement included indicative layouts for both the residential and 
employment areas and referred to a maximum height of the employment 
buildings of 13m in one place (para 10 amount and scale ) while a maximum 
of 15m was referred to in another place (para 15.0 employment appearance ). 
No further applications had been submitted for the employment development,
the site of which remained open undeveloped land. The outline permission 
expired on the 27th February 2020 and therefore after that date any new 
development on the site would require a fresh planning permission.  

14. The expiry of the 2017 permission was not a matter that the LPA had any 
control over.  All planning permissions are time limited  outline permissions 
normally to 3 years and full permissions normally to 5 years. They cannot be 
implemented beyond their expiry date and a new permission is required to 
permit any development to proceed. Previous expired permissions do not 
impose limitations on future applications as each application must be 
considered on its merits against the planning policies and requirements 
current at the time. They are very likely to differ from previous expired 
permissions to reflect both changing planning policies and changes in the 
commercial market.  

Pre-application 

15. -
application discussions took place with Council planning, highways and 
footpaths officers over a period of twelve months prior to submission of the 
application. The applicant reports that there was support from the officers for 

 given 
the planning policy position and previous permissions 
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Pre-application Publicity and Consultation 

16. 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) both highlight the benefits of pre-
application discussion and early engagement. The NPPF (2024) states in 
para 41 
other parties to take maximum advantage of the pre-application stage. They 
cannot require that a developer engages with them before submitting a 
planning application, but they should encourage take-

engage with the local community  
17. Is pre-application 

community consultation compulsory? Pre-application engagement with the 
community is encouraged where it will add value to the process and the 

-application advice is to be meaningful then a proposed 
development may change prior to submission of a formal planning application. 
This could resolve issues identified at the pre-application stage and/or it may 

 
18. 

refers to early engagement. 
involvement in the planning application process is in line with paragraph 39 of 
the NPPF which advocates early engagement for the benefit of all parties. 
Para 7.1 The council believes that community engagement on planning 
applications brings benefit to the process by enabling the community to 
understand proposals and express views on them or suggest changes which 

engagement with the local community early in the process and we encourage 
 

19. 
their Planning and Heritage Statement at para 3.2.  This states that the 
applicant has engaged with key stakeholders such as local residents and 
ward councillors and has carried out a formal community engagement 
exercise. This involved letters to ward councillors which invited them to a 
meeting and a letter drop to 200 residential addresses nearest to the site 
including businesses. The letter invited comments. In the words of the 
statement 

 
20. Letters were sent by post on the 22nd September with a deadline for 

responding to the applicant by the 9th October. The application is recorded by 
the Council as being received on the 2nd October. This indicates that there 
was no meaningful opportunity for the local community to have any 
engagement with the development prior to submission and any possibility of 
developing an understanding of the application and expressing views which 
could lead to change, as envisaged by the Government and the Council in 
their public documents, was completely unrealistic. It is not part of the brief for 
this audit to engage with the applicant and there can be no comment on what 
their objectives were and how the timescales were determined, but it seems a 
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reasonable conclusion that the lack of opportunity for the local community to 
engage at a meaningful stage would have a negative impact on the later 
controversy. It also follows that the low level of response (13 residents and 1 
councillor) and the concerns expressed cannot be considered representative 
of the local reaction. 

21. 

the planning application as submitted. As the policy and guidance at both 
national and local level clearly state, early engagement pre-application with 
the applicant is to be encouraged and recommended but it cannot be 
required.    

Environmental Impact Assessment 

22. The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Assessment) Regulations 
2017 set out the purpose and requirements for Environmental Impact 
Assessments (EIA). The regulations set out a procedure for identifying those 
projects which should be subject to an EIA and for assessing, consulting and 
coming to a decision on those projects which are likely to have significant 
environmental effects. 

23. The regulations set out when an EIA must or may be required when 
considering planning applications. Schedule 2 of the regulations includes (10) 
Infrastructure Projects (a) industrial estate development projects where the 
area of development exceeds 0.5 ha and (b) Urban development projects, 
including the construction of shopping centres and car parks, sports stadiums, 
leisure centres and multiplex cinemas where (i) the development includes 
more than 1 ha of urban development which is not dwellinghouse 
development. Schedule 2 criteria identify development which may require an 
EIA but do not in themselves determine that an EIA is necessary. The Astley 
Park application could fall within either or both para 10 (a) or (b) of these 
criteria which then requires the LPA to determine whether it meets the test of 
having significant environmental effects which should require an EIA. This is a 
matter for the LPA to decide. 

24. klist which is completed for all applications to 
check all necessary documentation is in place before an application is 
accepted as valid has a box to be completed to indicate whether or not an EIA 
is required. In the case of this application this box was not completed. This is 
unhelpful as it should confirm that the matter was considered on receipt of the 
application, but it does not in itself give any indication positive or negative. In 
a later letter to the Astley Warehouse Action Group the Council stated that 
this case it was considered that the proposal did not constitute EIA 
development and the council was content to validate the planning application 
without an environmental s The Planning and Heritage Statement 
accompanying the application contained assessments of those factors which
would be expected to have been included in an EIA, supplemented and 
updated where necessary. 
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25. It should be noted that the 2015 outline application for the site was also not 
subject to an EIA. At that time the requirements were subject to the 2011 EIA 
regs later replaced by the 2017 regulations. The relevant factors that would 
have been included in a formal EIA were all covered in reports accompanying 
the application. The 2015 application was the subject of a screening opinion 
submitted by the applicant for the LPA to determine whether an EIA was 
required and if so what topics it should cover. This was not the case with the 
2023 application, when a screening opinion was not required, but having 
come to the conclusion that an EIA was not necessary in 2015 it was 
consistent that it would not be a requirement in 2023.     

Processing of the application 

26. The planning application was received by the Council on the 2nd October 
2023. There were a number of minor errors in the application which required 
rectification by the applicant before it could be accepted as valid. It was 
validated on the 24th October 2023. At this stage the required documents, 
statements and reports were checked, consultees both internal and external 
established and neighbour notifications identified. This process followed well 
established procedures. Each planning application will have differing 
consultation requirements which need to be reviewed by the authority to 
enable it to come to a properly informed decision and there was no indication 
that there were any significant omissions in this case. 

Accuracy of the plans 

27. Representations were received about the accuracy of the application plans 
and in particular that the site plan did not include the housing to the east of 
the site in Meadowcroft Gardens, Dandelion Green, Elderfield, and  
Daisyfield. The applicants were using an out of date ordnance survey base for 
their plans which was unfortunate but did not compromise the application or 
its processing. The Council was aware of the error and it did not preclude the 
inclusion of properties in these roads from notification and the houses were 
included in the cross sections in the application drawings.  

28. Concerns have been expressed locally about the accuracy of some of the 
plans and in particular apparent inconsistencies in the cross sections. This 
can be explained in that the cross sections shown on the landscaping plans 
are taken from a different location from the proposal plans. While this may be 
confusing it is not an error as both are correct.  

Public and Neighbour Notification and Consultation 

29. The statutory requirements for publicity for applications for planning 
permission are set out in the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure)(England) Order 2015. For major applications and 
applications affecting a public right of way the requirements are set out in para 
(4) and para (7) . Paragraph 7 requires that the LPA publishes on its website 
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the address or location of the proposed development, a description of the 
proposal, the date by which representations should be made (at least 14 
days), where the application can be inspected and how representations can 
be made. Paragraph 4 stipulates that at least one site notice is displayed on 
or near the land for not less than 21 days, notice is served on any adjoining 
owner or occupier and a notice is published in a newspaper circulating in the 
vicinity of the application site. 

30. Jan 
2017) sets out the statutory requirements and then goes into more detail 
about how they are to be exercised locally. In terms of neighbour notification it 
specifies that owners and occupiers of adjoining  properties will be notified 
and these are defined as having a common boundary with the application site. 
The code states that the council will only use submitted application 
documents, ordnance survey sheets and site visit information to identify 
adjoining properties. The Code also recognises that there will be 
developments likely to create wider concerns and that where this is the case 
additional publicity may be appropriate in addition to the statutory 
requirements. Examples are listed where this might be appropriate including 
development with the potential to change the character of an area, proposals 
on a significant scale attracting traffic, noise and disturbance, causing activity 
and noise during unsocial hours and resulting in a serious reduction or loss of 
light, overshadowing or privacy. The code confirms that redacted copies of all 
representations received will be published on the website for committee cases  
and  will be reported to Committee. A summary of these arrangements is also 

Sept 2023). 
31. 

to residential properties adjoining the site on the 7th November 2023 together 
with a letter to Garrett Hall Primary School and 8 businesses. Two notices 
were posted, one on Astley Park Way and the second at the Thistle Croft 
Estate.  A notice was published in the Leigh Journal on 16th November 2023.      

32. Three issues need to be addressed. Firstly did the notifications meet the 
statutory requirements. Secondly, Code of 
Practice, and thirdly whether the decision was prejudiced in any way. 

33. On the first point the records indicate that the statutory requirements as 
required by the Development Management Procedure Order were complied 
with. Information from local residents suggest that at least one adjoining 
property was not notified and that the posted notices were not well located. It 
was also reported that the school did not receive the letter and many of the 
letters did not reach many of the occupiers. There is no reason to suspect that 
the Council did not send the letters that are shown on their records. There 
was one possible omission of a bordering property but that in itself is not 
sufficient to prejudice the whole process. Clearly many residents did receive 
the letters and responded and there would be nothing to be achieved by the 
Council delivering only some of the letters. It is often the case that residents 
do not appreciate the significance of standard letters or they fail to reach an 
interested person. The importance of such a letter to the school may again not 
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have been recognised by whoever saw it. What is clear is that a large number 
of residents did see the letters and that many more members of the local 
community were aware of the proposals, either directly as a result of the 
notification or by word of mouth. The notifications met the minimum statutory 
requirements. 

34. 
development should be considered as likely to create wider concerns, in 
which case the Council should have considered additional publicity in the form 
of site notices, press notices or additional individual neighbour notifications. 
There are several criteria in the code which would lead towards this 
conclusion; potential change in the character of the area, for example tall 
buildings, proposals of a significant scale attracting traffic, noise and 
disturbance and causing activity and noise during unsocial hours.  

35. The argument that this would not create wider concerns would rest on the fact 
that development of this site for employment uses had been considered and 
accepted previously with the outline planning permissions in 2007 and 2015, 
and that these wider issues had been addressed at that time. On the other 
hand there are some significant differences including activity on a 24/7 basis
and the additional height and bulk of the buildings. These suggest that a 
broader consultation including additional properties which have a view of the 
development would have been appropriate.  

36. The question remains as to whether a wider consultation would have had an 
impact on the responses and consideration of the application. Looking at the 
location of properties from which representations were received, many of 

the north of the site. The occupiers of these properties were clearly aware of 
the application and took the opportunity to respond accordingly. It is not 
possible from the redacted representations to establish whether there was 
any significant difference between the objections made by those notified and 
those not notified, but intuitively it is unlikely. It is possible that a wider 
notification could have resulted in a greater number of representations but as 
stated earlier the sheer numbers of objections is not in itself a planning 
consideration. Having looked at the content of the representations that were 
received, they are wide ranging and cover the points that would be expected 
for an application of this nature, so it is unlikely any new and compelling 
matters would have been raised and that a different outcome would have 
resulted. 

37. The Officer report states that approximately 70 representations were received. 
This figure has been disputed by the local Astley Warehouse Action Group 
which maintains that the figure should be 96. The difference is due to different 
counting methodology. The Council measures the number according to the 
number of responses received from households whereas the Action Group 
counts all representations received. Neither figure is wrong. Many authorities 
use the household method as it has been the case that multiple, often 
identical, representations have been received from individual addresses 
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presumably to boost numbers. As stated earlier the number of representations 
is of itself not a material consideration.  

38. The Committee report summarises the points made in representations in 
bullet point form. There are 54 points outlined. The report notes that copies of 
all the representations are available on the Council website. The way the 
representations are set out has been criticised by local residents for not 
including more detail of the content which often included in depth analysis and 
argument. The list includes many points of detail some of which are not 
planning related, and points of principle. It would not be realistic to deal with 
each individual response in turn and there would be duplication and repetition.   
Most of the points raised are dealt with elsewhere in the report. The way the 
report sets out representations is consistent with the approach in many 
authorities for this type of application. There could be an attempt to group 
content around issues and signpost where the points are addressed, but the 

 

Statutory and non-statutory Consultations 

39. The following organisations and officers were consulted and responded. 
Comments received were set out in the Committee report 

 Environment Agency 
 Lead Local Flood Authority 
 Environmental Protection Officer 
 Public Rights of Way Officer 
 Highways Policy Officer 
 Transport for Greater Manchester 
 Salford City Council 
 Greater Manchester Ecology Unit 
 United Utilities 
 Coal Authority 
 Urban/Landscape Design Officer 
 Cadent Gas 

40. This represents a comprehensive list as would be expected for an application 
of this type and scale in this location.  Major applications of this scale require 
a number of studies and assessments at the application stage on matters 
such as highways and traffic impact, heritage, landscape and ecology, flood 
risk and drainage etc. The consultation with statutory bodies and in house and 
external professionals is mainly to examine the many studies submitted using 
their expertise, for them to add any relevant information and advice and 
advise the planning authority accordingly. These may result in requests for 
schemes to be amended or for further detailed work which can be dealt with 
through condition. At the planning application stage, in order to grant 
permission,  the Planning Authority must be confident that matters raised by 
consultees are not so significant that they cannot be accommodated through 
amendment or condition. This process will often involve discussion and 

role is to coordinate all the various aspects that need to be taken into 
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conditions attached to the permission of which 14 related directly to the 
consultation responses relating to drainage and flooding, construction 
management, land contamination, ecology, investigative works regarding coal 
workings, landscape management and maintenance.  The conditions agreed 
were satisfactory to meet the Consultee responses.   

Committee Report 

41. The application was reported to the Planning Committee at its meeting of 11th

June 2024. The report was drafted by the case officer and reviewed by the 
Development Manager and Assistant Director prior to finalisation. This is 
accepted practice.  The agenda was published 5 working days prior to the 
Committee as required. The report was comprehensive and well structured, 
setting out in a logical way the details of the proposal, the planning 
background, consultation and representations and the assessment of the 
relevant planning considerations. The officer conclusions and 
recommendation to grant subject to conditions and a s106 agreement are 
clearly set out.  

42. The report establishes the arguments as to why the principle of development 
is consistent with the development plan. The dimensions of each of the 4 
proposed warehouse units are set out in the report including their heights. It 
describes the landscaping proposed and that this is intended to mitigate the 
acknowledged significant change to the character of the area brought about 
by the scale of the buildings which will be seen from adjoining residential 
areas. Attention is drawn to the bunding intended to mitigate the impact.  

43. The report goes on to describe the location of each of the 4 proposed units in 
relation to the residential development and the bunding, landscaping and 
planting. The officer view on the impact states that 
proposed development will impact the existing level of amenity experienced 
by local residents, especially those will live immediately adjacent to this PEA 
site. It must be accepted that views of these units cannot be completely 
mitigated for local residents, they will be seen despite the proposed 
landsc

 
44. The report draws attention to residents  concerns about overshadowing and 

overbearing impact and the loss of existing green space. In the section of 
conclusions of amenity issues the report confirms that officers understand the 
concerns raised by local residents: Officers are fully aware of the full extent 
of housing that surrounds the site and that some of these houses are 
relatively new additions to the area. These factors have been fully considered 

ers are satisfied that 
subject to the conditions the proposed development will not have an impact 
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45. In this section of the report the officers draw members attention to their 
acknowledgement of the adverse impact on the local residents and the 
measures to mitigate that impact and the considerations that members should 
take into account in coming to their decision. Commenting on t
conclusion on the balance of arguments and their recommendation is not 
within the terms of reference for this report. 

46. The report also deals with transport accessibility and parking issues, trees, 
landscaping ecology and biodiversity and the technical matters of flooding, 
drainage and ground conditions. It outlines the relevant considerations in the 
light of consultee responses and what conditions are required to ensure these 
matters are properly dealt with at a later stage. A S106 agreement would also 
be required relating to a highway contribution of £15,000 for local 
improvements and biodiversity enhancements of £199,332 to meet statutory 
government 10% net gain enhancement requirements.  

Consideration at Committee 

47. The format at Committee is for the application to be presented by the case 
officer, assisted where necessary by the Assistant Director. Presentation is 
through slides shown on screen. Following the presentation there is provision 
for a speaker to speak against the proposal and a speaker in support, each 
limited to 4 minutes. Members of the Committee can then ask questions of 
officers and debate the application. 14 members of Committee were present.  

48. The presentation began with an update for members which corrected some 
typographical errors in the report relating to the dimensions of the proposed 
buildings. The members were made aware of the accurate dimensions which 
reflected those on the application plans. The presentation had a number of 
contextural slides including current photographs of the site and location.  

49. Slides of the application plans were displayed and explained to the Committee 
which included the layout, siting and dimensions of the proposed buildings. 
Three cross sections across the proposals were shown illustrating the 
relationship of the proposed buildings and landscaping to Garrett Hall School 
and the existing housing in Tanhouse Lane and Norton Hook. These slides 
clearly showed the distances and the relative heights of the proposed 
warehousing and existing housing, the bunds and potential heights of planting 
on the bunds.  

50. Further slides outlined the representations received and the planning 
assessment with the conclusion and recommendation.   

51. A speaker spoke against the development followed by a representative from 
 There was no 

broadcasting or recording of the Committee meeting as this was not the 

notes show that 7 members of the Committee spoke during consideration of 
the application. Following the debate the decision was made to grant the 
application, with 12 in favour, 1 against and 1 abstention. 

52. 
agreed between the parties and the decision was issued on 14th August 2024. 
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Member Site Visits 

53. The protocol for member site visits is set out in the Planning Committee Code 
(para 11). The arrangements for member site visits differ widely between 
authorities. There is no statutory requirement or government advice on the 
matter. Some authorities visit all of the sites to be considered at every 

member or committee member can request a site visit. The request will then 
be assessed against the criteria in the protocol. In this instance no request 
was made. 

Member Training 

54. It is recommended by Government that members of Planning Committees are 
trained. Wigan has mandated that all members should be trained before 
attending and voting at Committee and this is carefully monitored. There are 
also refresher courses.  All members present on the 11th June had attended 
the required training. Having reviewed the details of the training it is 
comprehensive and regularly updated and supplemented with role playing 
exercises based on actual planning cases. The training provided would 
comply with current good practice standards. 

Post- Committee issues 

55. Judicial Review: Planning decisions can be challenged through the civil courts 
on the basis that such decisions were unlawful. Under Part 5 of the Civil Court 
Procedure Rules such a challenge must be submitted within 3 months of the 
decision, which was issued on the 14th August 2024.  No challenge was 
submitted. There are no other legal procedures available to challenge the 
planning permission. The developer is therefore legally entitled to implement 
the permission as granted, subject to the conditions attached.

56. Following the Committee decision and the issuing of the planning permission 
the applicant had a number of steps to take prior to being able to start on site, 
primarily satisfying the many conditions attached to the permission. 
Conditions take effect in different ways: 

 Pre-commencement: These must be complied with before any development 
can commence 

 Post demolition but prior to construction 
 Some conditions are a hybrid of the first 2 bullet points above. Conditions 

requiring details to be submitted and agreed will usually have a clause 
requiring implementation as approved  

 Pre-occupation: to be complied with before the use of the development (or a 
specific part of it) commences 

 Enduring: Conditions that will have a permanent effect 

Pre-commencement conditions:  

 Measures to protect retained trees and hedges are approved (condition 3) 
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Measures to protect residential property from noise (acoustic fencing) are 
approved and implemented (condition 4)

 Submission and approval of remediation strategy regarding contamination 
(condition 5) 

 site investigation of risk from coal mining activity submitted and remediation 
works in place (conditions 6 and 7) 

 Submission and approval of a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(condition 15) 

 Submission and approval of a sustainable surface water drainage scheme 
and foul water drainage scheme (condition 19) 

Pre-construction conditions  

 Post demolition but prior to construction up to date investigation of ground gas 
risk assessment and subsequent remediation measures submitted and 
approved (condition 5) 

 Approval of measures to control giant hogweed (condition 23)
 Avoidance measures for mammals and amphibians (condition 24) 
 Protection of breeding birds (condition 25) 
 Protection of great crested newts (condition 26) 
 Adherence to ecological assessment (condition 27) 
 Adherence to Bat report (condition 28) 
 Biodiversity management and maintenance plan to be submitted and 

approved and implemented (condition 29) 
 Details of soft landscaping to be submitted and approved including schedules 

of plants and trees. Any loss of plants and trees to be replaced. (condition 30) 
 Full details of protection of retained public rights of way during construction to 

be submitted and approved (condition 31) 
 Details of all surfacing and parking and pedestrian links to be submitted and 

approved (condition 32) 

Pre-occupation Conditions 

 Works in remediation strategy to be completed and approved (condition 5.4) 
 All works to make site stable and safe from coal mining risks completed 

(condition 7) 
 Electric vehicle infrastructure strategy and implementation plan submitted and 

approved (condition 9) 
 Cycle parking provision scheme submitted and approved (condition 10)
 Parking spaces provided and drainage and run-off provisions implemented 

(condition 11) 
 Training and Employment Management Plan submitted and approved 

(condition 13) 
 Sustainable drainage and management and maintenance plan for lifetime of 

development submitted and agreed (condition 19) 
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Siting and appearance refuse and recycling storage submitted and agreed 
(condition 21)

Enduring Conditions 

 Development to be carried out in accordance with approved plans (condition 
2) 

 Development to be constructed in accordance with security specifications set 
out in crime impact statement (condition 12) 

 Development to be carried out in accordance with submitted energy statement 
(condition 16) 

  
 Development to be carried out in accordance with material details as 

approved (condition 18) 
 No materials to be stored on site outside the approved buildings (condition 33) 
 Development shall adhere to approved external lighting statement for the 

lifetime of the development (condition 22) 
57. From a desktop appraisal it appears that approval of conditions has been 

given where required to permit development to proceed through the 
submission of condition discharge applications. There is an undetermined 
application for the discharge of Condition 19 (drainage and levels) submitted 
26th November 2025. There have been previous applications in November 
2024 and March 2025 submitted to discharge these conditions which allowed 
development to proceed and the current application is therefore an amended 
provision. This is not unusual in large construction projects of this type to 
accommodate minor variations arising as work proceeds. 

58. Ensuring compliance with conditions will depend on the nature of the 
condition. For example, for pre-commencement conditions it should be 
straightforward to determine whether they have been complied with. This 
should also be the case with conditions relating to pre-occupation. Many 
conditions can only be tested when the development is complete. This latter is 
particularly relevant in determining whether development has been 
constructed in accordance with the approved plans. Compliance with 
conditions which restrict the operation of the development can only be 
assessed once the development is in use. At the time of this report the 
development is not completed and not operational. Clearly certain matters will 
be apparent at the present time such as the location of buildings, their height 
and materials which can be checked.  

Enforcement 

59. The Local Planning Authority has enforcement powers where there is a 
breach of planning control. That breach must have already occurred; it cannot 
be assumed that it may happen in the future. The authority has to have 
evidence that a development has not been built in accordance with approved 
plans or conditions. It can issue an enforcement notice which must specify the 
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breach and what is required to remedy it. An enforcement notice can be 
appealed, and this can be a lengthy drawn-out process. It also can issue a 
Breach of Condition Notice (BCN) where the breach relates to a specific 
condition. BCNs cannot be appealed. There is provision in urgent cases to 
issue a Stop Notice where an enforcement notice has already been served 
but not complied with or a temporary stop notice, but the authority must be 
convinced that a breach has occurred and that it is of sufficient harm that the 
breach should be stopped immediately. Stop Notices can be appealed and if 
found unsound damages are payable. It is a fundamental requirement that a 
breach of planning control has already occurred or is occurring and there is 
compelling evidence of the fact.  

60. The Astley Warehouse Action Group requested the Council to issue an 
Emergency Stop Notice in respect of noise and landscape mitigation 
measures. Legally and procedurally this would not be appropriate. Many 
aspects of the development have not been completed to such a stage that 
there could be evidence of non-compliance with the approved plans and 
conditions, and mitigation measures cannot be tested until the development is 
finished and operational. Breaches must be tested against the permission as 
shown . Potential 
future breaches are not grounds for enforcement.  

61. Bund heights:  This is an issue which has been raised locally. The heights 
must be tested against the approved plans. Restrictions which may or may 
not be imposed by Cadent on height and location relative to their gas mains 
are not within the terms of reference of this report. Cadent were a consultee to 
the application and responded that they had no comments, which indicates 
that they had no concerns about the height of the bunds proposed over their 
infrastructure, and the authority acted accordingly. If there are legal 
restrictions on these they should be raised with Cadent through legal process, 
not through planning.   

62. A number of other authorities and regimes other than the local planning 
authority will have responsibility for ensuring the development complies with 
their statutory requirements. These include Building Control, Highways, 
Environmental Health and the Fire Authority. While the Council as local 
planning authority has a role in ensuring that their standards and 
requirements are taken into account in processing the planning application, 
monitoring and enforcement of the completed development remains with the 
appropriate responsible statutory authority.  

Non-material amendments 

63. Non-material amendments under S96a of the Town and Country Planning Act 
allow minor changes to be approved without the need for new planning 
applications/permissions. There have been 3 such amendments agreed for 
this development, to provide additional trailer parking and fencing, to amend 
building elevations and lighting, and for minor changes to the building 
boundary of unit 2. Whether to accept changes as minor amendments is at 
the discretion of the planning authority, but changes such as these for a 
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scheme of this type are not unusual. The lighting changes effectively reduced 
the light spillage from the scheme. 

Conclusions 

64. This development has proved extremely controversial locally particularly when 
the full extent of the buildings permitted has become apparent during 
construction. This has resulted in local residents and politicians re-examining 
the planning processes leading up to building development.  

65. The brief for this report was not to review the planning decision to grant 
permission. Once the permission was granted and the time limit for judicial 
review had passed the options for unravelling the decision were very limited 
and unrealistic. The brief was therefore to audit the decision-making process 
to consider whether all statutory requirements had been met, whether the 
consultation processes were consistent with national and local procedures 
and whether the resulting permission was sound. 

66. The overall conclusion must be that the planning permission as granted was 
consistent with national and local legislation and procedures. This is not to 
either support or criticize the planning merits of the decision. That was a 
matter for the planning authority. What is important is that the decision makers 
at officer and member level took the decision in full knowledge of the relevant 
factors which were necessary to come to a reasonable and balanced view 
based on the planning merits.  

67. As regards the procedures there are a number of issues which, while not 
prejudicing the decision, could have improved the process. At pre-application 
stage for major applications such as this it is good practice as recommended 
by Government and by the development industry to engage in early and 
meaningful consultation. This did not happen in this case, where developer 
pre-application consultation with local residents was wholly inadequate. While 
this is primarily the responsibility of the applicant the Council also has a role in 
encouraging such processes. This can result in better applications which take 
on board local views and improved awareness among all parties. Later 
antagonism between local residents, the Council and the developer could 
have been avoided or at least reduced. It may have identified where there 
may have been scope to amend the scheme before submission of the 
application. It could also have led to a greater awareness of what could and 
could not be taken into account in determining the application, such as the 
impact on property values. The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) has 
comprehensive guidance on Pre-application engagement. 

68. 
neighbour notification met with the basic requirements of the Code of Practice 
for Publicity for Planning Applications but did not consider that this 

wider publicity. Unsurprisingly the local reaction soon created a more 
widespread awareness of the proposals, and many objections were received 
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from residents not originally notified. A broader consultation would have been 
unlikely to raise any new or different planning considerations but could have 
prevented one element of local criticism.  

69. The Committee report was comprehensive and drew members attention to the 
relevant planning considerations in particular the relationship between the 
new buildings and surrounding residential properties, the mitigation measures 
which were proposed and the balanced decision which the Committee needed 
to take. The relationship was further demonstrated in the Committee visual 
presentation. There can be little doubt that the Committee members  attention 
had been drawn to the situation. All Members of the Committee had been 
properly trained in their role and responsibilities. 

70. Once building had started there was strong local reaction. The two main 

report primarily addresses the first point but there has been misunderstanding 
of the importance of the planning permission in law and the potential for 
planning enforcement. Planning enforcement can only address matters 
inconsistent with the permission and the attached drawings. Many of these 
matters can only be addressed when the development is completed or 
nearing completion (there will be some matters included in conditions which 
are required during construction which can also be planning enforcement 
matters). The prime example is the bunding and landscaping which are 
identified and specified on the planning drawings. To enforce against these 
they must be measured and assessed on completion. If issues come to light 
during construction there may be scope for discussion and changes to 
address them but it is the compliance with the application as approved which 
is fundamental. 

71. There have been problems such as flooding which have arisen which should 
be addressed with the contractor and where necessary drainage authorities 
on site. They are not necessarily planning matters unless they affect the 
approved plans or need approved plans to be amended.  

72. It may be that ongoing issues could best be addressed by regular meetings 
with the contractor, developer, local residents and enforcement officers but 
this is not a matter for this report. 

On behalf of POS Enterprises I would like to thank the Wigan planning service 
officers and members of the Astley Warehouses Action Group who cooperated in the 
production of this report and provided information promptly to enable the report to be 
completed to the deadline. I would particularly like to thank James Illingworth who 
coordinated the Council and Action Group inputs efficiently and effectively.  

 

POS Enterprises  

30th December 2025  
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WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511.  
Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF. 
  
  
From: Fish, James CLLR <J.Fish2@wigan.gov.uk>  
Sent: 12 March 2025 17:47 
To: wsp.com> 
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WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511.  
Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF. 
  
  
From:   
Sent: 21 February 2025 15:59 
To: Fish, James CLLR <J.Fish2@wigan.gov.uk> 
Cc: wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: Astley Park Way, Wigan  
  
Hi James 
  
Sorry for the delay in responding.  I am meeting the building contractor on Tuesday morning and will come 
back to you with a meeting date as soon as possible. 
  
Kind regards 
  

 
 

 
  
  

 
  
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511.  
Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF. 
  
  
From: Fish, James CLLR <J.Fish2@wigan.gov.uk>  
Sent: 20 February 2025 21:00 
To: wsp.com> 
Cc: wsp.com> 
Subject: Re: Astley Park Way, Wigan  
  
Please can we schedule this meeting asap for the residents. 
  
Thanks 
  
James 
  
Sent from Outlook for Android 

From: Fish, James CLLR <J.Fish2@wigan.gov.uk> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 4, 2025 4:31:42 PM 
To: wsp.com> 
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From: Kenny, Paul, CLLR
Sent: 31 January 2026 13:00
To: Davies, Janet ( Solicitors)
Cc: Harding, John CLLR
Subject: FOI 19194

As per your request. 
 
Cllr Paul Kenny 
Representing Winstanley Ward 
  
Chair – Planning Committee 
  

From: Gerrard, CLLR Stuart <S.Gerrard@wigan.gov.uk> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2025 09:15 
To: Kenny, Paul, CLLR <P.Kenny@wigan.gov.uk>; Davies, Janet ( Solicitors) <Janet.Davies@wigan.gov.uk> 
Cc: Harding, John CLLR <J.Harding@wigan.gov.uk>; Fish, James CLLR <J.Fish2@wigan.gov.uk>;  

wigan.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Planning Meeting & Urgent Business  
  
Paul, 
 
Thank you for your response. However, I must again request that this matter be permitted to be raised 
under Urgent Business at the forthcoming Planning Committee meeting today. 
 
This situation meets the criteria for urgent consideration on several grounds. Firstly, it has become 
evident that the approved plans for the application differ substantially from what is being constructed 
on site and the area around it, with entire sections of neighbouring housing missing from the 
submitted layout. This raises serious questions about compliance with the approved planning 
consent and the accuracy of the application documents upon which the Committee made its original 
decision. 
 
Secondly, I have received multiple reports from residents and have observed first-hand that dust 
suppression and control measures are not being adhered to on site, contrary to the conditions set 
out in the planning approval and relevant environmental health guidance. This has resulted in 
unacceptable levels of dust affecting local properties, public highways, and air quality an ongoing 
public amenity and health concern. 
 
Given these material issues, I believe there is a clear and demonstrable public interest in bringing this 
to the Committee’s attention without delay. Under the Local Government Act 1972 and established 
Council procedure, any Councillor has the right to request that an item be considered as urgent 
business where, in their view, it warrants immediate attention and cannot reasonably be deferred. 
 
While I acknowledge that officers have provided responses, the substantive issues of potential non-
compliance and harm to local amenity remain unresolved. Furthermore, the level of public concern 
continues to grow, and it is the Committee’s duty to ensure that development proceeds in 
accordance with both the letter and the spirit of the planning permission granted. 
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For these reasons, I respectfully maintain that this item should be accepted as Urgent Business for 
open discussion by the Planning Committee. 
 
Stuart 
Cllr Gerrard 
 
Sent from Outlook for Android 

From: Kenny, Paul, CLLR <P.Kenny@wigan.gov.uk> 
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2025 1:10:24 PM 
To: Gerrard, CLLR Stuart <S.Gerrard@wigan.gov.uk> 
Cc: Harding, John CLLR <J.Harding@wigan.gov.uk> 
Subject: Planning Meeting & Urgent Business  
  
Stuart, 
  
Thank you for e mailing me to advise that you propose to raise the points outlined in your e mail below 
under Urgent Business at the meeting of Planning Committee on Tuesday. Please be aware though, 
that Urgent Business at Committee meetings is at the discretion of the Chairman of the meeting, and 
any Member wishing to raise urgent business, would need to notify and seek permission of the 
Chairman of the relevant Committee to do so.  
  
Although you have notified me that you wish to do this with your e mail - I am afraid that I cannot 
give my approval for what you’ve outlined below to be formally raised under Urgent Business at the 
meeting. 
  
My reasoning for this is, you have stated that you wish to raise the matters because ‘you have had no 
tangible response to the points raised’. However, I was copied into the correspondences from senior 
Council officers to you, on the 30th September and the 1st October 2025, which advised that the site 
was being closely monitored and there had been no breach of planning control and therefore no 
justification for taking any enforcement action, with a copy of the Council’s Planning Enforcement 
Policy also having been provided to you. The same correspondences also outlined what a ‘stop notice’ 
was and how/when this could be used and also outlined how there were currently no grounds or basis 
for the Council to service such a notice. 
  
Although you may not agree with the responses that have been provided, responses have been 
provided nonetheless, which deal with the points/issues that you have raised. 
  
It should also be noted that, given the ongoing situation and conversations between parties, the 
formal setting of a public Planning Committee meeting would not be the appropriate place to discuss 
these factors, with the Committee not being in the position to issue instruction to Council officers to 
deviate from Planning process. 
  
I appreciate that this is an emotive issue for all concerned, but I have received assurances that 
appropriate dialogue with the relevant parties will continue, as well as proactive monitoring of the site, 
to ensure that the development is in line with the planning permission granted by the Committee and 
the Planning policies and procedures in place. 
  
I trust therefore that I can rely on your co-operation in this matter and it will not be necessary for me 
to intervene at the meeting itself. 
 
Cllr Paul Kenny 
 
Sent from Outlook for iOS 
>><< 

To hel  
p o ec  you  
p ivac  
M c o s ft 
O fice 
p even ed 
au o m ic  
downl ad of 
this p c u e  
f om the  
In te n t 
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From: Harding, John CLLR
Sent: 28 January 2026 13:06
To: Davies, Janet ( Solicitors)
Subject: FW: Answers 

 
 
Cllr. John Harding 
Atherton South & Lilford ward 
Tel:- 07917553527 
 

From: Proctor, David  
Sent: 25 September 2025 11:57 
To: Thatcher, Aidan ;  ;  ;  (Planning) ;  
; DMenquiries  
Cc: Prescott, Paul CLLR ; Kenny, Paul, CLLR ; Harding, John CLLR  
Subject: FW: Answers  
 
All, 
 
See below, which has now gone to Cllr Roberts. Should help with the FAQ’s too. 
 
Thanks 
David 
 
David Proctor 
Assistant Director, Planning and Regeneration 
Place Directorate 
Wigan Council 
Wigan Life Centre (South site), College Avenue, Wigan WN1 1NJ 
07769 755859 
 
d.proctor@wigan.gov.uk 
www.wigan.gov.uk 
www.twitter.com/wigancouncil 
www.facebook.com/WiganCouncilOnline  
 

From: Proctor, David  
Sent: 25 September 2025 11:56 
To: Roberts, Christine CLLR <Christine.Roberts@wigan.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Answers  
 
Councillor Roberts, 
 
Please see the information in red below, relating to each question you asked. I hope this is of 
assistance. 
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Regards 
David 
 
 
1 The communication system to councillors is poor and needs to be changed as we have been let 
down badly in this particular case. The application was listed in November 23 but under Tyldesley 
and did not include Astley. 
The weekly list is circulated to all members on a Monday; all members receive a borough wide list so 
they are able to see all applications. Councillors are able to review to the list to see if any 
applications of interest are in surrounding wards. The IT system that we use does not allow a site to 
be recorded as being in two wards – the “main” ward within which the site falls is used based on the 
site area. Planning Application information including the weekly list is also available online, and it is 
possible to set up “alerts” based on a boundary drawn by the user. If the Councillors would like a 
demonstration of this please let us know and we can arrange. 
 
We were not informed about the planning committee on 11 June 24 otherwise we would have put in 
objections and attended. Under our current processes members are not notified of an application in 
their ward going to Planning Committee as a matter of course. This is not something that has been 
asked for before, but we will investigate the possibility of doing this and whether members would find 
it useful. All residents who had commented were notified and the committee date was indicated on 
the website. 
 
 
2 A site visit should have been made to make sure the committee members understood the scale of 
the development. 
Other than for extremely large strategic developments (Wigan Galleries and Mosley Common are 
examples), site visits are only arranged where a motion to do so is moved, seconded and voted for in 
the Committee meeting. Members can decide to do this if they feel that the development is difficult 
to envisage from the information in the planning file and in the officer’s presentation. In this instance 
no site visit was proposed and the Committee proceeded on the basis that it understood the 
development proposed. 
 
 
3 Regarding the sect 106 monies for Bedford Colliery,(£200,000), who decides this ? Was it on the 
original 2017 plan? Why does Astley not benefit from it instead of Bedford? 
The Section 106 funding referred to relates to a specific policy requirement, for the development to 
achieve 10% biodiversity net gain. This is now a mandatory requirement but was not in 2017 when the 
previous outline application was determined. It is important to note that the recent planning approval 
is completely separate from the earlier outline permission – the outline permission from 2017 expired 
without being implemented and so a brand new full application was required. This was then assessed 
against the policies existing in 2024, including the biodiversity net gain requirement. The national 
legislation relating to biodiversity net gain is very prescriptive as to the type of works required to 
improve habitats, and following consultation with the Council’s Greenheart team no suitable site in 
Astley was identified. It is important to note that the funding secured through a Section 106 
agreement for this purpose could not have been used for any other type of project. 
 
 
4 Prior to the committee on 11 June 24, we were contacted by residents as there was evidence of 
work going on. How could this be allowed? Councillor Taylor and myself assumed the work was 
permitted under the 2017 application but evidently this was not the case. I will be able to provide 
members enquiry numbers to prove this. There are no registered enforcement cases relating to this 
site dating from 2024. Members Enquiry Ref. MEM021704, from 4th October 2023, related to a 
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resident who had contacted Councillor Taylor to raise objections in relation to the warehouses. This 
was in advance of the Council receiving the planning application, and was triggered by the fact that 
the developer had undertaken their own round of consultations. Having searched our records we 
cannot find any other Members Enquiries that relate to this site and date from any time prior to the 
committee, but if Councillors have other information we can look into this further. 
 
 
5 May we have a copy of the minutes of the 11 June 2024 committee meeting. 
The minutes are available online at: Agenda for Planning Committee on Tuesday, 11th June, 2024, 
2.00 pm 
 
 
6 There have been suggestions of laughing taking place as a result of the MPs objection. Can 
someone check the video to see if there is evidence? 
Planning Committee meetings are not recorded but Officers do not recall anyone laughing during the 
course of the meeting. 
 
 
7 Page 143 of the report states that the height is not detrimental to the residential area. How can any 
professional person think that? 
The relevant paragraph of the report acknowledges that this was a finely balanced issue, but 
concludes that with the conditions proposed (relating to landscaping, noise management and so on), 
the development would not impact on residents’ amenity to an unacceptable degree. This was the 
officer’s professional judgement, and Committee accepted the recommendation having had the 
opportunity to review the application and the officer’s presentation. 
 
 
8 It was pointed out that even if the bunds are 3m and trees are planted on them, what about the loss 
of light to the properties and the effect of the tree roots. Also it would take years for the trees to mask 
the warehousing. 
The bunds and landscaping are essential to assist in screening the approved units. Our assessment 
is that these features are unlikely to cause significant loss of light to local residents, and certainly no 
more than would occur if trees had simply been planted along the site boundary, which would not 
have needed any permission at all. The impact on neighbouring residential properties is outlined in 
the Design and Layout in relation to amenity section of the officer’s report, and it is concluded that on 
balance, any impact was acceptable subject to the proposed landscaping. 
 
The approved planting scheme will ensure that the tree roots are suitably protected. It is inevitable 
that the approved landscaping scheme will take a period of time to fully mature, but a level of 
softening and screening will be achieved immediately and will be enhanced year on year. Following 
discussions with the Council the developer has proposed to bring forward the planting of the 
landscape buffer, and provided stock is available from their nursery, this should now start in 
November. 
 
 
9 There is no mention of the noise, dust and potential health risks and danger to children in an 
operational site working 24/7 – The Officer’s report to Members includes a dedicated section on both 
noise and air quality. No evidence was found that such matters would have a detrimental impact on 
local residents, including children.  
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David Proctor 
Assistant Director, Planning and Regeneration 
Place Directorate 
Wigan Council 
Wigan Life Centre (South site), College Avenue, Wigan WN1 1NJ 
07769 755859 
 
d.proctor@wigan.gov.uk 
www.wigan.gov.uk 
www.twitter.com/wigancouncil 
www.facebook.com/WiganCouncilOnline  
 

From: Proctor, David  
Sent: 25 September 2025 10:58 
To: Roberts, Christine CLLR <Christine.Roberts@wigan.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Answers  
 
Councillor Roberts, sorry for not replying sooner, the team are on with this and we are aiming to have 
it with you by the end of this week. 
 
Regards 
David 
 
David Proctor 
Assistant Director, Planning and Regeneration 
Place Directorate 
Wigan Council 
Wigan Life Centre (South site), College Avenue, Wigan WN1 1NJ 
07769 755859 
 
d.proctor@wigan.gov.uk 
www.wigan.gov.uk 
www.twitter.com/wigancouncil 
www.facebook.com/WiganCouncilOnline  
 

From: Roberts, Christine CLLR <Christine.Roberts@wigan.gov.uk>  
Sent: 24 September 2025 18:24 
To: Proctor, David <D.Proctor@wigan.gov.uk> 
Subject: Answers  
 
Hi David 
Please may I have written answers to the points I raised regarding the warehouses before next week's 
meeting  
 
Best wishes 
Christine Roberts 
Councillor for Astley  
07931 308348 
 
>><<  
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