
APPLICATION No: 19/73053/FUL
APPLICANT: First Names (Jersey) Ltd And First Names Corporate Services
LOCATION: Former British Vita Salford, Seaford Road, Salford, M6 6AQ, 
PROPOSAL: Demolition of existing buildings and erection of 136 residential 

dwellings and associated works with site access off Seaford 
Road

WARD: Irwell Riverside

Description of Site and Surrounding Area 

The site is located on the west side of Seaford Road in Salford. The site extends to 2.18 hectares and 
comprises vacant industrial premises with access into the site taken from Seaford Road. Uses surrounding the 
site comprise a mix of employment to the south, residential and student residential accommodation with some 
small scale local retail uses to the north and east and The Albion High School is situated to the west.

The site was formerly occupied by Salford Vita which was used for the manufacturing of coated fabrics. The site 
comprises a variety of brick built industrial buildings, including a brick water tower. The remainder of the site is 
hard surfaced and used for access, parking and servicing areas. In general the buildings are in a poor state of 
repair. 

The land levels across the site rise towards the west, with land levels close to the western boundary of the site 
being approximately 4m higher than those to the east along Seaford Road.



Description of Proposal 

Planning permission is sought for the erection of 136 dwellings and associated works which would include the 
demolition of all the buildings within the site.  The development proposes a mix of 72 houses and 64 apartments 
as follows:

House Type Number of units
Two bed dwelling 22
Three bed dwelling 50
One bed apartment 16
Two bed apartment 48

All the proposed dwellings would be for market housing and will be Private Rented Sector (PRS). 

Vehicle access into the site would be taken from Seaford Road. Within the site there would be a series of cul-
de-sacs and shared driveways off them. The dwellings would be positioned to front the internal roads and 
shared spaces within the development. The two blocks of apartments are situated to front Seaford Road with 
access to the car parking being taken from the internal roads. 

There would be a mix of detached, semi-detached and terraced properties within the development all of which 
would be 2 storey. The dwellings would be constructed from brick with tiled, pitched roofs and would have a 
traditional appearance. All dwellings would have rear gardens and off road parking. 

There would also be two apartment blocks within the scheme which would be 4 storeys in height. Like the 
dwellings the apartments would be constructed from brick but would have flat roofs and a more contemporary 
appearance. Each dwelling would have its own dedicated off street car parking and there would be 58 car 
parking spaces and 32 cycle parking spaces dedicated to the apartments.

The application has been accompanied by a range of supporting documents as follows: - 
 Design and Access Statement
 Air Quality Assessment
 Archaeological Report
 Bat Survey
 Crime Impact Statement
 Ecological Appraisal
 Flood Risk Assessment
 Noise Assessment
 Phase II intrusive investigation report 
 Planning Statement
 Sustainability Checklist
 Transport Assessment and Note
 Travel Plan
 Tree Survey Report
 Planning Obligations Pro-forma Statement
 Viability Appraisal

Publicity

Site Notice: Non HH Article 15 Date Displayed: 13 February 2019
Reason: Article 13

Press Advert: Manchester Weekly News Salford EditionDate Published: 21 February 2019
Reason:  Article 15 Standard Press Notice

Neighbour Notification 

350 neighbouring residents were notified of the planning application on the 12th February 2019. Further letters 
were sent on the 24th April 2019 notifying neighbours of amended plans and again on the 12th July 2017 
notifying neighbours of amended plans and additional information. 

Representations 



Two letters of objection have been received. One letter requests that the S106 monies are set aside for 
improvements to Littleton Road allotments noting that the ability to grow crops had benefit to the planet and the 
mental and physical wellbeing of residents. 

The other raises concerns about the inclusion of a pedestrian access onto Blandford Road. They are concerned 
that this access point will increase vehicle traffic along Blandford Road, as people will use Blandford Road as 
drop off point. The state that due to the increased volume of traffic, that cars are parked along both sides of the 
road and that as there is no turning head at the end of Blandford Road such an approach will have a detrimental 
impact on highway safety, particularly for children using the highway. The increase in traffic will also create 
noise and antisocial behaviour. 
Concern is also raised that the pedestrian access to the site from Blandford Road is unacceptable from a crime 
perspective as it will create an escape route for criminals and drug dealers by foot and by cycle and motorbike. 
They also considered that this arrangement also has the potential to attract additional crime. The route is also 
not well overlooked and could create a hiding point at the end of the Blandford Road. The writer of this specific 
objection has stated that they are happy to remove their objection if the access onto Blandford Road is removed 
and access into the site is solely gained from Seaford Road. 

Relevant Site History

93/32073/FUL - Construction of new loading area together with associated car parking. Application approved 
23.06.1994
95/33525/FUL - Erection of security fencing and gate. Application approved 22.06.1995
95/34011/FUL - Erection of a two tier run of galvanised steel revolving cacti spikes to top of new boundary wall. 
Application approved 19.07.1995
95/34593/FUL - Erection of steel cladding and steel railings along Seaford Road elevation. Application approved 
14.12.1995
95/34629/ADV - Display of non-illuminated fascia sign. Application approved 14.12.1995
96/35292/FUL - Erection of first floor store extension above existing flat roof. Application approved 17.07.1996
97/36600/FUL - Alterations to front elevations. Application approved 16.02.1998
98/38064/FUL - Construction of temporary car park to the rear and replace existing security shutters on office 
with decorative security grills and construction of lean-to shelter. Application approved 16.07.1998
03/46212/FUL - Erection of external canopy roof with 3m high perimeter fence to form flammable goods store. 
Application approved 14.07.2003
14/65216/SCI – Request for screening opinion on land at Seaford Road. Environmental Impact Assessment is 
not required
14/65806/OUT - Demolition of existing buildings and structures on site and outline planning consent for 
residential redevelopment of up to 80 dwellings with detailed access (all other matters reserved) - Application 
minded to approve by members in September 2015 subject to applicant signing a legal agreement.
16/68074/DEMCON - All buildings and structures at the Former Vita Works site (excluding boundary wall to 
north) – No objections 13th May 2016

Consultations

Design For Security – Recommend a condition that the recommendations within section 4 of the CIS are 
secured. They also recommend that the applicant adhere to section 3.3 of the CIS.   

Air Quality, Noise, Contaminated Land - No objection to the amended scheme, subject to a suite of conditions 
on noise, contaminated land and air quality. More detail is set out in the officer report. 

Senior Drainage Engineer - No objection subject to conditions securing a surface water drainage scheme, 
setting the finished floor levels of the development and that the development is constructed from flood resilient 
materials.   

Highways - No objection subject to S106 monies towards junction improvements, public transport 
improvements, a series of off-site works including dropped kerbs and a suite of conditions. 

Environment Agency - No objection to the scheme subject to a contaminated land conditions which secure 
further site investigation and site remediation to be agreed prior to the commencement of development.

Greater Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service - Concur with the conclusions of the archaeological desk 
based assessment submitted with the application that no further archaeological mitigation is required.



Greater Manchester Ecological Unit - No objections to the application.   

Planning Policy

Development Plan Policy

Unitary Development Plan ST1  -  Sustainable Urban Neighbourhoods
This policy states that development will be required to contribute towards the creation and maintenance of 
sustainable urban neighbourhoods.

Unitary Development Plan ST12  -  Development Density
This policy states that development within regional centres, town centre and close to key public transport routes 
and interchanges will be required to achieve a high density appropriate to the location and context.

Unitary Development Plan ST14  -  Global Environmental
This policy states that development will be required to minimise its impact on the global environment. Major 
development proposals will be required to demonstrate how they will minimise greenhouse gas emissions.

Unitary Development Plan E2  -  Innovation Park
This policy states that planning permission will only be granted within the Innovation Park where development 
contributes towards the establishment and expansion of the Innovation Park and incorporates significant 
elements of knowledge based employment and/or education uses.

Unitary Development Plan E3  -  Knowledge Capital
This policy states that a Knowledge Capital will be developed, focusing upon the “Arc of Opportunity” around the 
University of Salford. The provision of financial and professional services and other office based uses; creative, 
cultural and media industries; communications; research and development; and higher education will be 
emphasised.

Unitary Development Plan E5  -  Develop. in Established Employment Areas
This policy states that planning permission will only be granted for the reuse or redevelopment of sites or 
buildings within an established employment area for non-employment uses where the development would not 
compromise the operating conditions of other adjoining employment uses, and where one or more of the 
following apply:
a) The developer can demonstrate there is no current or likely future demand for the site for employment 
purposes
b) There is a strong case for rationalising land uses or creating open space
c) The development would contribute to the implementation of an approved regeneration strategy or plan for the 
area
d) The site is allocated for another use in the UDP.

Unitary Development Plan DES1  -  Respecting Context
This policy states that development will be required to respond to its physical context and respect the positive 
character of the local area in which it is situated and contribute towards a local identity and distinctiveness.

Unitary Development Plan DES2  -  Circulation and Movement
This policy states that the design and layout of new development will be required to be fully accessible to all 
people, maximise the movement of pedestrians and cyclists through and around the site safely, be well related 
to public transport and local amenities and minimise potential conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and other 
road users.

Unitary Development Plan DES7  -  Amenity of Users and Neighbours
This policy states that all new development, alterations and extensions to existing buildings will be required to 
provide potential users with a satisfactory level of amenity in terms of space, sunlight, daylight, privacy, aspect 
and layout.  Development will not be permitted where it would have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of 
occupiers or users of other development.

Unitary Development Plan DES9  -  Landscaping
This policy states that hard and soft landscaping should be provided where appropriate that is of a high quality 
and would enhance the design of the development, not detract from the safety and security of the area and 
would enhance the attractiveness and character of the built environment.



Unitary Development Plan DES10  -  Design and Crime
This policy states that developments must be designed to discourage crime, antisocial behaviour, and the fear 
of crime. Development should i) be clearly delineated ii) allow natural surveillance iii) avoid places of 
concealment iv) encourage activity within public areas.

Unitary Development Plan H1  -  Provision of New Housing Development
This policy states that all new housing will contribute toward the provision of a balanced housing mix; be built of 
an appropriate density; provide a high quality residential environment; make adequate provision for open space; 
where necessary make a contribution to local infrastructure and facilities required to support the development; 
and be consistent with other policies of the UDP.

Unitary Development Plan H4  -  Affordable Housing
This policy states that in areas that there is a demonstrable lack of affordable to meet local needs developers 
will be required by negotiation with the city council to provide an element of affordable housing of appropriate 
types.

Unitary Development Plan H8  -  Open Space Provision with New Housing
This policy states that planning permission will only be granted where there is adequate and appropriate 
provision for formal and informal open space, and its maintenance over a twenty-year period. Standards to be 
reached will be based upon policy R2 and guidance contai8ned within Supplementary Planning Documents.

Unitary Development Plan A2  -  Cyclists, Pedestrians and the Disabled
This policy states that development proposals, road improvement schemes and traffic management measures 
will be required to make adequate provision for safe and convenient access by the disabled, other people with 
limited or impaired mobility, pedestrians and cyclists

Unitary Development Plan A8  -  Impact of Development on Highway Network
This policy states that development will not be permitted where it would i) have an unacceptable impact upon 
highway safety ii) cause an unacceptable restriction to the movement of heavy goods vehicles along Abnormal 
Load Routes.

Unitary Development Plan A10  -  Provision of Car, Cycle, Motorcycle Park
This policy states that there should be adequate provision for disabled drivers, cyclists and motorcyclists, in 
accordance with the Council’s minimum standards; maximum car parking standards should not be exceeded; 
and parking facilities should be provided consistent with the provision and maintenance of adequate standards 
of safety and security.

Unitary Development Plan EN12  -  Important Landscape Features
This policy states that development that would have a detrimental impact on, or result in the loss of, any 
important landscape feature will not be permitted unless the applicant can clearly demonstrate that the 
importance of the development plainly outweighs the nature conservation and amenity value of the landscape 
feature and the design and layout of the development cannot reasonably make provision for the retention of the 
landscape feature. If the removal of an important existing landscape feature is permitted as part of a 
development, a replacement of at least equivalent size and quality, or other appropriate compensation, will be 
required either within the site, or elsewhere within the area.

Unitary Development Plan EN17  -  Pollution Control
This policy states that in areas where existing levels of pollution exceed local or national standards, planning 
permission will only be granted where the development incorporates adequate measures to ensure that there is 
no unacceptable risk or nuisance to occupiers, and that they are provided with an appropriate and satisfactory 
level of amenity.

Unitary Development Plan EN19  -  Flood Risk and Surface Water
This policy states that any application for development that it is considered likely to be at risk of flooding or 
increase the risk of flooding elsewhere will need to be accompanied by a formal flood risk assessment. It should 
identify mitigation or other measures to be incorporated into the development or undertaking on other land, 
which are designed to reduce that risk of flooding to an acceptable level.

Unitary Development Plan DEV5  -  Planning Conditions and Obligations
This policy states that development that would have an adverse impact on any interests of acknowledged 
importance, or would result in a material increase in the need or demand for infrastructure, services, facilities 



and/or maintenance, will only be granted planning permission subject to planning conditions or planning 
obligations that would ensure adequate mitigation measures are put in place.

Other Material Planning Considerations

National Planning Policy

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

Local Planning Policy

Supplementary Planning Document  -  Sustainable Design and Construction
This policy document expands on policies in Salford’s Unitary Development Plan to provide additional guidance 
for planners and developers on the integration of sustainable design and construction measures in new and 
existing developments.

Supplementary Planning Document  -  Design
This document  reflects the need to design in a way that allows the city to support its population socially and 
economically, working with and inviting those affected into an inclusive decision making process. Equally, 
development must contribute to the creation of an environmentally sustainable city supporting the natural 
environment minimising the effects of, and being more adaptable to, the potential impact of climate change.

Supplementary Planning Document  -  Design and Crime
This policy document contains a number policies used to assess and determine planning applications and is 
intended as a guide in designing out crime.

Supplementary Planning Document  -  Planning Obligations
This policy document expands on the policies in Salford’s Unitary Development Plan to provide additional 
guidance on the use of planning obligations within the city. It explains the city council’s overall approach to the 
use of planning obligations, and sets out detailed advice on the use of obligations in ensuring that developments 
make an appropriate contribution to mitigate the impacts of the development.

Supplementary Planning Document  -  Trees and Development
The policy document has been prepared to give information to all those involved in the development process 
about the standard that the Local Planning Authority requires for new development proposals with specific 
reference to the retention and protection of trees.

Supplementary Planning Document  -  Established Employment Areas
This document contains a number of polices that promotes sustainable economic growth, which both enhances 
prosperity and reduces inequalities.  The document encourages the provision of a wide range of employment 
opportunities, having regard to evidence based conclusions on need and demand.

Supplementary Planning Document  -  Greenspace Strategy
This policy document expands on the policies of the Unitary Development Plan relating to the issues of open 
space and recreation, and seeks to ensure that all stakeholders have a clear understanding of how those 
policies should be implemented and their desired outcome. This should help to ensure that the greenspace 
needs of Salford are successfully met; delivering safe, high quality open spaces that are well-located, well-
designed, well-managed, and meet the aspirations of local communities.

Planning Guidance -  Housing
The purpose of the guidance is to ensure that the residential development coming forward in Salford contributes 
to establishing and maintaining sustainable communities, tackles the specific housing and related issues that 
face Salford, and helps to deliver the vision and strategy of the UDP, the Housing Strategy and the Community 
Plan.

Planning Guidance - Flood Risk and Development
The overarching aim of the planning guidance is to ensure that new development in areas at risk of flooding in 
the city, is adequately protected from flooding and that the risks of flooding are not increased elsewhere as a 
result of new development.

It is not considered that there are any local finance considerations that are material to the application



Appraisal 

Principle of Development

The application site falls under the remit of policy E5 as it forms part of the Seaford Road Industrial Estate.

Criterion 1 of policy E5 states that planning permission will not be granted for non employment uses unless ‘the 
development would not compromise the operating conditions of other remaining employment uses’.

The applicant has submitted a Noise Assessment and Air Quality Assessment which assesses the compatibility 
of the new residential development and the existing employment uses. The layout of the development has been 
amended during the course of the application to address noise issues.

Urban Vision Air and Noise have assessed the submitted information and have confirmed that the site is 
suitable for residential development subject to conditions to control noise during the construction period and the 
erection of acoustic fencing. It is also acknowledged that the new site access will be located further away from 
the existing access into the Seaford Industrial and as such this should reduce potential conflict. In light of this, 
and subject to the inclusion of conditions, it is therefore considered that the applicant has provided the required 
supplementary evidence to demonstrate that criterion 1 of Policy E5 can be met.

With regard to part 2 of policy E5 the applicant has sought to demonstrate that criteria (a) is applicable which 
states that ‘the developer can clearly demonstrate that there is no current or likely future demand for the site or 
building for employment purposes’.

In the 2015 application, in which the principle of residential development on the site was considered to be 
acceptable, the site was considered to be in a poor state on repair as it had been vacant since 2009. In 
accordance with part 2 of policy E5, the applicant successfully demonstrated that demand for the existing 
accommodation on site was limited mainly due to the quality and configuration of the units. 

In respect of this application the applicants have confirmed that the agents marketing the site have had a 
hoarding erected on the site for the last four and a half years and these have not attracted any tangible interest. 
No details have been received in respect of the level of interest despite this being requested. The applicant 
states that the site is listed with the Council’s published Brownfield Register which lists sites which are suitable 
for housing. The applicant also quotes paragraph 6.28 of the draft GMSF which states “The GMSF makes 
provision for an industrial and warehousing supply considerably higher than the overall development 
requirement, reflecting the need to compete internationally for investment and provide sufficient choice and 
flexibility to respond to the varied needs of different businesses”. They argue in this context, that the loss of the 
application site to residential will not result in a shortage of employment land in the long term and likewise in 
terms of marketability, it is difficult for the application site to be attractive to end users when considering 
proposals being put forward in the GMSF.

Whilst it is disappointing that very little evidence has been submitted to back up the E5 argument, given the 
minded to approve 2015 application and that we have no information to contradict the lack of marketing that it 
would be difficult to mount an argument to refuse the application. The council supports the provision of housing 
on this site subject to the development meeting the other policies in the development plan. Therefore the 
development is considered to not conflict with part 2 of policy E5. 

The site falls within the Innovation Park (policy E2) and the Knowledge Capital Arc of Opportunity (policy E3). 
Policies E2 and E3 are closely linked with the Innovation Park (E2) being described as supporting the 
development of Knowledge Capital (para 8.14 of policy E3). The reasoned justification to Policy E2 describes 
that “the creation of an Innovation Park to assist in the development of new businesses will be an important 
element in the continued economic development of the city. The Innovation Park will be based around the 
existing University Business Park, and will have strong links to the University of Salford, Salford College and the 
new Albion High School”. In the 2015 application the applicant considered the refurbishment of the existing 
stock and the redevelopment of the site for small to medium sized B2/B8 units, all these options were reviewed 
by the Council’s Estates Team who confirmed that these were not viable prospects. In 2015 it was also noted 
that there were vacancies in the existing science park and there was no appetite to expand the science park 
now or in the future. 

In terms of the policies E2 and E3, there are no specific changes in circumstances that would alter previous 
conclusions that no current or likely future demand for the site for employment and in particular that there is not 



a reasonable level of confidence that this site will come forward for knowledge based uses. Although aspirations 
for the expansion of the Innovation Park have been identified in the Salford Crescent masterplan, these extend 
to the south towards Chapel Street rather than towards the site subject of this application. 

Paragraph 120 of the NPPF describes that “Planning policies need to reflect changes in the demand for land. 
Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where the local planning authority considers there to be no 
reasonable prospect of an application coming forward applications for the use allocated in the plan, an 
alternative use on the land should be supported, where the proposed use would contribute to meeting an unmet 
need for development in the area.

In light of the comments above, in the context on NPPF para 120 as there is not a reasonable level of 
confidence that this site will come forward for knowledge based uses, that the site is not a key component in the 
growth of the Innovation Park then it is right that the Council consider an alternative land use. Being mindful of 
this residential application it is considered that the redevelopment of the site would bring a vacant brownfield 
site back into use, which in turn will have positive impacts on the visual amenity of the area, the environment, 
the local community and economy. In addition the site’s redevelopment is unlikely to have a significant impact 
on the growth of the Innovation Park as a key element in the continued economic development of the city or the 
creation of employment opportunities. 

Mix, Type and Density

Policy HOU1 of the housing planning guidance states that within the central Salford new developments should 
provide a broad mix of dwelling types. Apartments should only be the predominant form of provision on sites in 
the most accessible locations.

The development proposes a mix of 72 houses and 64 apartments which is considered to be acceptable, given 
the sustainable location of the site, which will be discussed later in the report.
 
Policy HOU2 of the housing planning guidance states that where houses are proposed the majority should have 
at least three bedrooms. The development is for 22 x 2 bed, 50 x 3 bed therefore the majority of dwellings would 
have three bedrooms and is in accordance with HOU2. 

In respect of apartments HOU2 states that ‘where apartments are proposed the majority of these should be 2 or 
3 bedroom and have a floorspace of 57sqm or above’. The development will provide for 48 x 2 bed apartments 
and 16 x 1 bed. The two bedroom apartments have a floorspace of 57sqm which accords with the policy. The 
scheme does not provide for any three bedroom units. The lack of 3 bedroom apartments in this instance does 
not raise concerns, particularly given that 3-bed houses are being provided on the site therefore providing a 
good mix of property sizes to meet different needs and help to contribute towards the creation of a sustainable 
community.

Design, Layout and Landscaping

The site would have one vehicular access point from Seaford Road. The proposed layout of this site would be 
informal in nature, which differs from the existing street pattern of the terrace dwellings to the north of the site. 
The road layout proposed includes a number of cul-de-sac/shared driveway arrangements, with all dwellings 
fronting the highway which is supported. The apartments would be positioned to front Seaford Road.  They are 
set back from the back of the pavement to allow landscaping in front of the building and this in turn will ensure 
that the buildings are not overbearing at pedestrian level along Seaford Road. This arrangement also allows the 
car and cycle parking, bin store etc associated with the apartments to be screened from the Seaford Road 
frontage. The bin store for the apartments and the substation for the development are located to the rear of the 
apartments on frontage of an internal road. There is no objection to the design of the substation which is typical 
of a substation within a residential area. There is no detail on the final colour treatment of the substation 
therefore this detail will be secured by condition. The proposed bin stores for the apartment would be 
constructed from wood and would, due to is construction, only partially screen the bins as the store is open at 
the top and the bottom. This design of bin store is not appropriate for a prominent position within the street 
scene and the store should be fully enclosed and be of a more robust material, such as brick. Therefore an 
alternative form of bin storage will be secured by condition. In respect of the cycle store individual lockers will be 
provided on site for the apartments.  Their location and colour will be secured by condition.

As the development is located within a flood zone there is a requirement to increase land levels across the site. 
The reasoning for this is discussed in more detail within the flood risk section of this report. The land level 
centrally within the site will be increased. At some points this increase will be around 1.9m in height. Towards 



the west of the site land levels will be reduced, at some point by about 1m and towards the east the land levels 
will fall to meet the existing land levels on Seaford Road but the apartments and dwellings in this area will have 
elevated floor levels, so will have stepped entrances. Due to the elevated floor levels the apartment blocks and 
plot 1 which fronts Seaford Road would be taller than those dwelling further back into the site. In respect of plot 
1 this would be viewed in the context of the adjacent terrace dwellings which have high floor to ceiling levels.  
This results in plot 1 having an eaves height comparable to the terraced dwellings and as such is not considered 
to be incongruous in the street scene. The two apartment buildings have a relatively large footprint and 
massing. However it is acknowledged that on the east side of Seaford Road, opposite the application site, there 
are 3 storey properties with dormers within the pitched roof which stand on elevated ground. Moving towards 
the junction of Seaford Road and Frederick Road, the height of development increases to 6 storeys with a 
pitched roof. When viewed in this wider context and being mindful of their design with a flat roof it is considered 
that the 4 storey apartment blocks would not appear out of place in the street scene and as such is considered 
to be acceptable in respect of UDP policy DES1. 

The proposed dwellings are traditional in appearance constructed from brick with pitched roofs. The dwellings 
would have feature brick detailing around windows, detailed string courses and canopies over front doors. 
Dwellings located on corner plots have been designed to have additional windows on gable elevations. The 
dwellings would have white uPVC windows and eaves. 

The proposed apartments would too be constructed from brick and would have a flat roof. Flat roofs are not 
common within the street scene, albeit there are some large flat roof dormers on the student accommodation 
opposite. Introducing pitched roofs onto the apartments would increase the overall scale and massing of the 
buildings which in turn could appear incongruous in the street scene. The design of the apartments include 
parapet detailing, which gives the buildings a clear top.  They have a stepped front elevation which helps to add 
visual interest to the elevations and break down the massing of the blocks. Each block would be constructed 
from red brick and would include detailing such as feature brick around windows, detailed string courses, brick 
plinth detailing which links back to the dwellings. The elevations of the apartment blocks appear more 
contemporary as they have glazed Juliette balconies and grey window frames. Their design is considered to be 
acceptable and will not have a detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the area.  

Proposed materials have been submitted with the application these are considered to be acceptable and would 
respect the context of the immediate area in accordance with the design policies referenced above. 

A boundary treatment plan has been submitted with the application which shows that the majority of rear 
gardens to the properties will be enclosed by 1.8m high close board fencing and where the rear gardens of 
dwellings border the street boundary walls are proposed. Along the southern boundary of the site the height of 
the wooden fence will increase to 3m for acoustic reasons. Along the Seaford Road frontage 1.1m high hoop 
top metal railings will be provided.  The approach to boundary treatments is considered to be appropriate. 

A landscaping strategy has been submitted with the application which shows extensive grassed rear gardens 
and tree, hedge and shrub planting to the front of dwellings and around the perimeter of the apartments. The 
landscaping strategy has not been updated to reflect the layout changes undertaken during the course of the 
application. The species as shown in the landscaping plan are considered to be suitable, although more detail is 
required including tree pit construction, seed mixes and planting schedules. Therefore a detailed landscape 
scheme will be secured by condition. Notwithstanding this the detail submitted with the application provides an 
indication of hard and soft landscape areas within the site. There are areas within the site where frontages are 
dominated by large expanses of hard surfaces as a result of the off street car parking provision. The applicant is 
proposing to introduce red bitumen macadam to groups of car parking to provide visual relief. The applicant is 
unwilling to reduce car parking provision to allow for larger landscaped areas. Given the areas of concern are 
towards the rear of the site, within shared spaces, and that the applicant has tried to increase landscaping along 
the main route into the site it is considered that, on balance, the proposed streetscape is acceptable. 

Impact on the highway network and access

A Transport Assessment (TA) and Travel Plan (TP) have been submitted in support of this planning application. 
Further traffic surveys were conducted during the course of the planning application. 

Sustainable location -

The site is well served by public transport being within 1.2.km of Salford Crescent Train Station and close to 
frequent bus services. The nearest bus stops to the site are located on Seaford Road within a 2-3 minute walk 
of the site.  These stops provide hourly services between Swinton and Shudehill. Higher frequency services are 



available from stops along the A576 Cromwell Road covering Shudehill, Eccles and Brookhouse Estate at 10 
minute intervals, Cheetham Hill at 10-20 minute intervals and the Intu Trafford Centre at hourly intervals.

Although the Transport Statement (TS) highlights the location of the bus stops within the vicinity of the site, 
there is no mention of their quality. TfGM and the Local Highway Authority (LHA) have recommended that two 
bus stops (Seaford Road/Frederick Road and Seaford Road/Gerald Road) would be the focus of uptake from 
future residents. The applicant has agreed to contribute towards these bus stop improvements which will be 
secured through a planning condition and S278 highway agreement. 

The applicants have also submitted a Travel Plan Framework in order to promote the use of public transport. 
This has been reviewed and it is considered that the Travel Plan Framework provides a starting point from 
which a Full Residential Travel Plan can be prepared and agreed with the LPA prior to any development being 
first occupied, so that a full package of measures/incentives can be agreed. A Full Residential Travel Plan 
would be secured by condition.

The site is also close to National Cycle Route 6 on Gerald Road, and within walking distance of local amenities, 
evidenced within the supporting documents accompanying the planning application.

In order to maximise the benefits of the site’s location and to encourage walking and cycling, the pedestrian and 
cycling environment, within and around the site should be designed to be as safe, attractive and convenient as 
possible, including natural surveillance where possible. This should provide sufficient links to the surrounding 
pedestrian and cycle networks.  The scheme provides for 2m wide footways throughout the development and  
into the existing highway along Seaford Road. The applicant has agreed to provide tactile paving at the site’s 
vehicle enterance, renew the footway along Seaford Road along the frontage of the development including 
reinstating any redundant vehicle crossings which previously served the site. These measures will be secured 
through a condition and deliveried through a S278 highway agreement.

In response to comments from the LHA the applicant has agreed to provide for the installation of dropped kerb 
with tactile paving at junctions of Welford Street and at junctions of Coniston Street which will encourage 
walking and connecting the site to local bus stops and amenities along Seaford Road. These works will also be 
delivered through a S278 highway agreement. 

TfGM and LHA have requested that there is a pedestrian / cycle access to Blandford Road from within the site 
as they consider this is important to allow for connectivity and to integrate the site with the surrounding 
residential area.  It also provides for a shorter route to the more frequent bus stops on the A576, as there are 
only hourly services from the bus stops on Seaford Road. 

The applicant amended the scheme to provide this connection to Blandford Road, however the LPA did not 
agree to the form that was proposed as it was very narrow and was considered to lack natural survallance. A 
request was made to widen the route so that it appeared to be a continuation of Blandford Road, albeit 
restricted so it could not be used by cars. The applicant did not want to widen the route as in their opinion 
widening the route would encourage access to the site by vehicles / motorbikes and in ensuring this would not 
occur would require unsightly mitigation measures to be installed at this location. The applicant is of the opinion 
that the introduction of a secondary access point here also offers escape routes for criminals in an area which 
has high crime rates. 

The applicant has highlighted that the route would have to cross a strip of unregistered land which exists 
between the southern tip of Blandford Road and the application site boundary. The unregistered land falls 
underneath a building which forms part of the former Vita site. The applicant considers that the current 
landowner cannot sign a statutory declaration as it was the previous tenant of the site who encroached onto this 
land. The Councils estate team disagrees within this position; however the applicant is unwilling to change their 
view. They have confirmed that their intention is to remove any structures and the wall on this land and make 
this area good but it will not form part of the development site. 

The applicants have provided a sustainable distance review to demonstrate the typical time it would take to walk 
to local amenities and education facilities in the area with and without the connections to Blandford Street. 
Taking the concerns of the LHA and TfGM and the connection to more frequent bus services on A576 the 
applicants have calculated that walking time to the bus stop adjacent to Rowsley Street would be 07:47 minutes 
without the pedestrian link and 04:52 minutes with the link, a time saving of 02.55 minutes. This document also 
seeks to demonstrate that the site is well connected to the local bus network.



Whilst the crime issues and concerns of residents are acknowledged, it is considered that there would be 
benefits to opening up this pedestrian link and integrating this new development into the existing urban grain 
and this can be successfully achieved by designing a space with high quality public realm which benefits from 
high levels of natural surveillance. 

However, it is accepted that the site is part of an established residential area and is sustainable being well 
located to local amenities and whilst there would be a time saving for pedestrians travelling to services to the 
north west of the site by using a route at the end of Blandford Road it is not considered that this time saving is 
so significant there would be grounds to refuse the application. Therefore as the main reason to provide this link 
is due to improved accessibility it is considered that the layout as presented is acceptable. 

In summary, a contribution towards pedestrian improvements and public transport is proposed which will 
provide future residents with genuine alternatives to travel by private vehicles.
 
Likely Trip Generation -
 
The TA submitted with the application examines the potential trip generation of the site against the former 
industrial use. The trip data provided within the TA demonstrates that the former industrial use of the site is 
likely to generate a similar number of 2-way vehicular movements at peak times and over a typical day 
compared with the proposed residential use. However, we should be mindful that the industrial use has been 
closed for over 5 years.

The City’s Highway officer has noted that, since the closure of the industrial use, the volume of background 
traffic has increased within the vicinity of the development and considers the traffic model for the proposed site 
access and Seaford Road / Frederick Road junction is over optimistic. 

The additional modelling undertaken by the applicant shows that the junction is currently operating at practical 
capacity during the peak periods. During the future year base scenario, the junction will exceed practical 
capacity. This situation will be worsened further with the addition of development traffic.

Having local knowledge of the highway network and particularly Seaford Road, the City’s Highway officer 
considers it likely that the traffic from the development will be unable to conveniently exit from the development 
due to traffic blocking back from the signal junction and passing the proposed site entrance of the development. 

UV and TfGM / UTC already recognize Seaford Road / Frederick Road junction is over capacity however in 
order to mitigate the impact of this development the application has agreed to contribute £45,000 towards the 
implementation of MOVA at this junction. This would allow traffic from the development to have convenient 
access to the local highway network. This contribution would be secured by S106. 

Proposed Access Arrangements -

The scheme proposes one new vehicle access point into the development from Seaford Road which is 6.75m 
wide. The highways officer has confirmed that appropriate visibility in both directions along Seaford Road can 
be achieved from this junction. In order to maximise visibility at this junction the Highways Officer has 
highlighted the need to secure TROs along Seaford Road close to the new junction in order to ensure that 
vehicles can enter and exit the site safely.

Internal Layout and Parking Provision - 

The proposed plan will provide off street parking for 179 car parking spaces across the development which 
equates to 1.3 spaces per dwelling. UDP policy A10 indicates that development with more than 1.5 off- street 
parking spaces per dwelling or unit of accommodation, averaged over the city area, is unlikely to be regarded as 
sustainable. The scheme accords with this and as such the level of car parking is considered to be acceptable. 

In respect of cycle parking for the apartments, at the request of the LPA the applicant has agreed to provide 32 
bike lockers for future occupiers. They are to be provided to the rear of the apartment block, however the layout 
as shown on the proposed site plan is impractical as there is limited space to manoeuvre a cycle into the locker. 
Therefore a revised layout for the lockers will be secured by condition.

In light of the above it is considered that the proposed development would not have an unacceptable impact 
upon the operation of the highway network, the applicant has agreed to measures which would promote the use 



of sustainable modes of transport and as such the development is considered to accord with UDP policies A2, 
A8 and A10.    

Amenity

The site bounds dwellings along the northern boundary. The dwellings are located on Seaford Road, Welford 
Street and Blandford Street. 

No.65 Seaford Road has its gable elevation facing the application site and there are no windows in this gable 
elevation. Plots 1 and 2 would be sited approximately 12m from the boundary with no.65 and such it is 
considered that the siting of the proposed dwelling would not have an overbearing impact on the amenity or 
privacy residents at no.65 currently enjoy.  

In respect of dwellings along Welford Street the proposed dwellings would be over 16.4 to the rear boundaries 
of existing properties, this distance, being mindful of land level changes, is considered to be acceptable to 
ensure the proposed dwellings do not have an overbearing impact on amenity. The existing boundary treatment 
to the rear of existing properties together with that proposed on the northern boundary of the site will ensure that 
privacy between properties is maintained. At first floor there would be over 21.2m between facing habitable 
room windows which is also considered to be acceptable to safeguard privacy. 

No.53 Blandford Road gable elevation faces the application site, however is set back off the boundary due to an 
alleyway.  There is a distance of 11m between the gable elevation of no.53 and plot 24. This relationship is 
considered to be acceptable to ensure that the development will not have an unacceptable overbearing impact 
on the habitable room windows to the rear of no.53.  

No.44 Blandford Road also gables onto the application site.  There was a former alleyway between no.44 and 
the application site but this area is now used as a garden for no.44. Plots 15 to 17 are considered to be a 
suitable distance and be offset from no.44 to ensure that they do not have an overbearing impact on the 
amenity currently enjoyed by these residents. The rear windows in plots 15 and 16 are over 10m from the 
common boundary; there will be overlooking of no.44s garden area however it is not considered that this is of a 
level which would warrant the refusal of the application. 

To the west is Albion High School and to the south there are industrial units.  As such there are no amenity 
issues in respect of these uses.

In respect of amenity of future occupiers, due to noise constraints there will be parts of the site boundary to the 
south and west which require a 3m acoustic fence. For the majority of dwellings the acoustic boundary 
treatment sits along their rear boundary, at closest point the 3m fence will be 6.6m from habitable windows in 
the rear elevation of plot 45. Whilst it is acknowledged that the fence will cause some overshadowing of the 
garden it is considered that it is sufficient offset from habitable rooms in dwellings to ensure that it is not 
overbearing on the internal living environment of dwellings. In respect of plot 43 the fence would be in close 
proximity to the ground floor window in the front elevation. At ground floor this window would serve a kitchen.  It 
is considered that this relationship would not have a detrimental impact on future occupiers of plot 43. In respect 
of plot 35 the fence would run along the entire length of the side and rear boundary of the rear garden. Given 
this plot has a long garden of 10m and the garden is 6m wide with the gable elevation of the dwelling being off-
set from the boundary, it is considered that there will be some overshadowing of the garden but there will be 
limited impact upon the light entering the internal living space and as such this relationship is considered 
acceptable. 

In light of the details above and subject to agreeing the landscape details it is considered that the scheme will 
not have an unacceptable overbearing impact on the amenity or privacy existing residents currently enjoy in 
accordance with DES7. 

There are certain points within the development where the Council’s normal separation distances would not be 
maintained.  At their closest point, 18.2m is provided between front elevations. Other areas which are short of 
the separation distances are where windows face gable elevations - the closest relationship here is 10m. It is 
considered in this circumstance these distances have been dictated by the need to make efficient use of the site 
and it is acknowledged that the layout creates a strong and positive street frontage. It is also acknowledged the 
potential occupier will be ‘buying into’ this relationship and therefore reduced separation distances are 
considered to be appropriate in this case.



The development would provide all future occupiers with an acceptable level of light and outlook. All dwellings 
would benefit from a private rear garden. It is therefore considered that future occupants of the site would have 
a good level of amenity in accordance with UDP policy DES7. 
      
Design and Crime

A Crime Impact Statement (CIS) has been submitted in support of the planning application. This details positive 
aspects of the scheme which include bringing activity to the site most times of the day, that the apartments and 
the dwellings are designed to not include deep recesses and will create overlooking of the street. The car 
parking areas for the apartments are well overlooked and dwellings would be provided with in curtilage car 
parking. The ground floor windows of dwellings and apartments along Seaford Road are set at a higher level 
due to elevated floor levels to address flooding, this is deemed to be a positive in the CIS as resident’s 
possessions cannot be easily observed and this arrangement also reduces the potential impacts of any 
antisocial behaviour. 

In respect of the proposed dwellings the CIS states that the fencing for each property should be suitably secure 
particularly along boundaries adjacent to public spaces and gates should be as close to the front elevation as 
possible. In respect of the apartments the CIS discusses the car parking and amenity spaces being enclosed 
with high railings. Fencing is proposed to the Seaford Road frontage which is appropriate to delineate between 
private and public spaces. To fence the entire perimeter, whilst the security benefits are acknowledged, from a 
visual appearance it is considered that this could create a hostile atmosphere. The car parking spaces for the 
apartments will benefit from a high level of natural surveillance and as such on balance it is considered that the 
approach presented is the most appropriate. Overall it is considered that the choice of boundary treatments in 
terms of their position, height and material is considered to be appropriate.

The DFS team has requested that physical security specifications are conditioned. The majority of these points 
are considered to be technical details which are beyond the remit of planning control and as such an informative 
is to be recommended to draw the applicant’s attention to these points should they wish to pursue a formal 
application for Secure by Design.

In light of the above, there are significant benefits to the wider area and local community for bringing this vacant 
and neglected site forward for development. The development has been designed to discourage crime, anti-
social behaviour and the fear of crime, and support personal and property security in accordance with DES10 of 
the UDP and the Crime and Design SPD.

Trees

The application has been supported by a Tree Report. This has been reviewed by the Council’s consultant 
arborist who consideres that the report presents a fair and accurate appraisal of the trees on site. 20 individual 
trees and 2 groups have been recorded on site.

Within the site 15 of the trees and the 2 group features have been categorised as C. In order to facilitate the 
development, the applicant is proposing that all trees within the site are removed. Category C trees should not 
be allowed to constrain a development and as such there are no objections on arboricultural grounds to the loss 
of the trees. The applicant has submitted a detail landscaping scheme in support of the application and although 
the full detail of this has not yet been agreed; replacement tree planting across the site in excess of the 2:1 
requirements in policy TD6 of the Tree and Development SPD can be achieved.

Five individual trees have been categorised as category B trees, all of these sit outside the site boundary within 
the pavement along Seaford Road. In order to safeguard the category B trees, the tree report proposes fencing 
to protect them during the construction period; a condition is recommended to secure this. However it is also 
noted that Highway Colleagues have indicated that there may be a requirement to remove or prune some trees 
to ensure appropriate visibility from the new site junction and to improve pedestrian access along the footway to 
the front of the development. Any tree removal moving forward will be assessed under a S278 agreement with 
the Local Highway Authority.  

In light of the above it is considered that the scheme will fully accord with UDP policy EN12 and the Trees and 
Development SPD.

Ecology



The application has been supported by a bat survey and an ecological appraisal and it is noted that GMEU have 
reviewed these and raised no objection to the scheme.

The ecological appraisal recommends that cotoneaster is eradicated from the site, that vegetation is removed 
outside breeding bird season and that bat boxes are introduced into the site. In respect of cotoneaster it is an 
offence under the terms of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) to cause any of these plant 
species to spread in the wild. A condition securing this method statement together with its implementation is 
recommended. 

The ecological appraisal recommends that vegetation clearance is undertaken outside breeding bird season.  It 
is an offence under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) to intentionally damage or destroy the 
nest of any wild bird whilst in use or being built. Therefore, as to not to duplicate legislation, an informative has 
been added to remind the applicant of this.

The bat survey submitted with the application confirmed that there was no evidence of bats roosting within the 
site. Low levels of bat activity were recorded on site and the report. Therefore it concludes that not further 
surveys are deemed necessary.  

In line with the ecological appraisal and bat survey the landscape condition will secure bat and bird boxes. 

In light of the above and being mindful that the scheme will include extensive landscaped areas which will have 
a positive impact on bio-diversity it is considered that the development would not have a detrimental or 
irreversible impact on ecology therefore the proposal is considered to be acceptable in this regard.

Flood Risk and Drainage

The application site is located within Flood Zone 2 and also within a Critical Drainage Area.  A flood risk 
assessment (FRA) has been submitted in support of the application.

The FRA confirms that the site is protected from fluvial flooding during the 1 in 100 year event and in a 1 in 100 
year plus climate change event. However in the 1 in 1000 year event the site would experience flooding. In 
order to mitigate and protect future development from being at risk from flooding the FRA proposes that the 
finished floor levels should be set no lower than 30.28m AOD this would be achieved by raising the land levels 
across the site. The visual impact of this has been assessed in the design section above and deemed to be 
acceptable. 

Given the site is located in Flood Zone 2 and to minimize damage in the event of a flood in accordance with 
policy FRD7 the development should be constructed with flood resilient materials up to the 1,000 year flood 
level and this will be secured by condition.

In respect of drainage, as the site is known to be polluted due to former use, any use of SUDs features which 
could result in infiltration may lead to pollution leaving the site.  Therefore in this instance, it is appropriate to 
collect surface water and discharge to the public sewer network. A drainage strategy was submitted with the 
application however this has not been updated to reflect the amendments to the site layout made during the 
application therefore a final drainage strategy will be agreed via condition.

In light of the above it is considered that the proposed development would accord with EN19 and the Flood Risk 
and Development Planning Guidance.
    
Pollution 

Contamination – 

The applicant has submitted a phase II intrusive investigation report in support of the application. The site is 
impacted by emulsified phthalates which has impacted shallow groundwater and soils.  This contamination also 
presents a risk of vapour penetration into future properties. Phthalates are known to be highly persistent in the 
Environment, and where the site is impacted further investigation and specialist remediation will be required.

The report concludes that an overarching remediation strategy will be required including protocols for demolition 
and decommissioning of the site (to prevent any further contamination), remediation and regeneration.  
Specialist and long-term remediation will be required with respect to the parts of the site which are impacted by 
the phthalates.  



The ground investigation across the wider site detected elevated levels of arsenic, lead, asbestos, petroleum 
hydrocarbons, VOC’s and PAH’s which would be anticipated on such a site.  Remediation is required in these 
areas to safeguard future occupants and the groundwater.

The investigation has shown contamination in the shallow groundwater related to the former tanks in the east of 
the site.  Investigations are on-going to determine whether the contamination has reached the underlying 
principal aquifer.

Ground gas assessment indicates the majority of the site would be characterised as CS1 (requiring no specific 
gas protection measures) however areas of the site have shown elevated CO2 levels and will require CS2 gas 
protection measures.

A suite of planning conditions is recommended and in order to ensure the on-going, long term protection of the 
water environment. The EA have made it clear that without these conditions, the proposed development on this 
site poses an unacceptable risk to the environment and they would object to the application.

Air Quality – 

The application site lies outside the Greater Manchester Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), however given 
the scale of the development there is potential for the number of vehicle movements generated as a result of the 
development to have a detrimental impact on the AQMA and air quality further afield. There is also the potential 
for fugitive dust emissions during the construction phase to impact on the AQMA and also nearby receptors. 
The application is supported by an air quality impact assessment which is considered to be representative of the 
conditions in the area. 

Whilst the model shows that the pollutants will increase as a result of the development. The model predicts the 
development will result in a maximum increase in NO2 concentrations at the residential properties adjacent to 
Seaford Road of +0.49 µg/m3 although the predicted concentration of NO2 at this location remains below the 
limit value. At two of the modelled receptors annual mean concentrations are predicted to be above the UK limit 
value; however these are not new exceedances, as the model shows concentrations are above the limit with, 
and without the development. Notwithstanding this, the City’s Environmental consultant considers that some 
mitigation is required to minimise the impact of increasing emissions in the wider area, and safeguard public 
health. 

The application is accompanied by a travel plan promoting the use of public transport. S106 monies will be 
directed towards bus stop improvements and pedestrian improvements, all of which will go some way towards 
reducing emissions. In addition, in line with the Greater Manchester Air Quality Action Plan, a condition to 
secure electric vehicle charging points for all residential properties with off road parking is recommended. 

The City’s environmental consultants have considered the report and agree with its findings and conclusions. It 
is recommended that a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is secured prior to the 
commencement of development to control dust and other environmental issues during the construction phase. 

Noise – 

A noise impact assessment was submitted in support of the application. The application site is bounded to the 
north by existing residential properties, with Seafood Road to the east, Broughton Road and Frederick Road to 
the South.  A recycling plant is located to the south and west of the site. Depending on the location within the 
site, properties will be subject to various degrees of noise as a result of the above sources.

The City’s Environmental Consultant objected to the scheme as insufficient information was submitted to fully 
consider the impact of the recycling plant on the amenity of future occupiers. During the course of the 
application further noise assessments have been submitted and the applicant has altered the site layout to 
address noise from the recycling centre.  The acoustic mitigation package now includes;

- Retention of the 3m height close boarded acoustic fence around the western and southern boundary and 
to the western boundary of plot 44.

- Acoustic glazing and Positive Input Ventilation for units affected by road traffic and industrial noise.
- Reorientation of plots 37 to 43 so that gardens face east and are now screened by the houses providing 

acoustic benefit to the garden areas and also a ‘relatively quiet façade’ as mentioned in BS8233:2014



- Change of house type for plots 38 to 43 to Weaver.  This house type has no noise sensitive rooms on the 
façade overlooking the recycling site so internal living areas are located on the quieter façade.

- Removal of plot 36 (directly to the north of the recycling site)

The noise assessment supporting the revised layout confirms that:
- When assessed using BS4142:2014 (Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound) 

all garden areas are shown as a “low impact”. (Garden areas of plots 34 and 35 are shown as having a 
“less likely to cause significant impact” however these gardens are located beyond the recycling site)

- All residential private garden areas fall beneath the WHO / BS8233:2014 recommended noise level of 50 
dB(A) LAEQ-16 Hour

- All internal noise levels, with windows closed fall beneath the requirements of BS8233:2014 for living 
rooms, dining rooms and bedrooms.

- Positive Input Ventilation is provided in all habitable rooms with an optional “summer cooling boost” 
function 

In respect of road traffic noise (units closest to Seaford Road) it is noted that, with windows partially open there 
will be a small exceedance of the required internal noise levels.  However with respect to relatively anonymous 
road traffic noise, there is evidence people will be more tolerable in exchange for the choice to open windows if 
required.  
 
With respect to industrial noise habitable rooms have been relocated to the quietest façade available at each 
property.  This will allow windows to be opened for ventilation at the choice of the occupant.  Whilst occupants 
may, on occasion, be disturbed by noise from the recycling site it is the view of the City’s Environmental 
Consultant that this is far less likely than earlier iterations of the layout and is now acceptable.

Finally, with respect to bedrooms it is considered windows should remain openable in all cases, as the recycling 
yard does not operate through the night.  

Based on the current layout and subject to a suite of planning conditions the City’s Environmental Consultant 
has removed their objection to the application. 

Planning Obligations

Policy DEV5 of the UDP states that development that would have an adverse impact on any interests of 
acknowledged importance, or would result in a material increase in the need or demand for infrastructure, 
services, facilities and/or maintenance, will only be granted planning permission subject to planning conditions 
or planning obligations that would ensure adequate mitigation measures are put in place.

The NPPF at paragraph 54 sets out that planning obligations should only be used where it is not possible to 
address unacceptable impacts through a planning condition.

Paragraph 16 of the NPPF and Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 
states that planning obligations must only be sought where they meet all of the following tests:

a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
b) directly related to the development; and
c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

The Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) explains the city council’s approach to the 
use of planning obligations. The site sits within two value areas; a Mid to High value area and a Low value area. 

In accordance with paragraph 4.22 of the SPD the affordable housing and planning obligation requirement 
should relate to the value area in which the majority of the site lies, which in this case is the Mid-High Value 
Area. 

The SPD advises that a development of this nature in this part of the City should contribute towards affordable 
housing, open space and education. Public realm and transport/highways improvements may also be sought on 
a case by case basis. 

Affordable Housing – 

The NPPG states that ‘Where there is an overall increase in floorspace in the proposed development, the local 
planning authority should calculate the amount of affordable housing contributions required from the 



development as set out in their Local Plan. A ‘credit’ should then be applied which is the equivalent of the gross 
floorspace of any relevant vacant buildings being brought back into use or demolished as part of the scheme 
and deducted from the overall affordable housing contribution calculation. This will apply in calculating either the 
number of affordable housing units to be provided within the development or where an equivalent financial 
contribution is being provided.’

The existing building has a floorspace of 125,000ft2, the floorspace of the new development totals 94,656ft2. 
Therefore the existing floorspace exceeds that of the proposed and as a result should the applicant meet the 
other criteria as set out in the guidance and assessed below, then there will be no requirement for affordable 
dwellings on the site. 

The NPPG is clear that Vacant Building Credit (VBC) should only apply where the building has not been 
abandoned, taking into account all of the relevant circumstances:

      the condition of the property
      the period of non-use
      whether there is an intervening use; and
      any evidence regarding the owner’s intention

The applicant has confirmed that the site has been vacant since 2009, when British Vita vacated the site.  
Marketing details provided as part of the 2015 application (Ref 15/65806/OUT) which identified that although 
marketed for an extended period there were no serious enquiries for letting the site due to a range of 
commercial reasons. As discussed earlier in the report the applicant is still maintaining this position that there 
has been little interest in the potential lettings and the LPA have no information to refute this. In addition we are 
aware that the building is still on the business rating list, also the applicant has employed a security firm to 
manage the vacant premise and has undertaken some remediation works on the site.

The guidance also sets out that the LPA should consider:
      Whether the building has been made vacant for the sole purposes of re-development.
      Whether the building is covered by an extant or recently expired planning permission for the same or 

substantially the same development.

The first application for residential development on this site was made in 2015 which was 6 years after British 
Vita vacated the site. In this 2015 application it was concluded that the site was not vacated for the sole purpose 
of re-development. Due to a legal agreement never having been completed, a decision on the 2015 application 
has not yet been issued and there is also no other extant or recently expired planning permission for residential 
development on the site. The LPA are comfortable that the building has not been made vacant for 
redevelopment.

Therefore vacant building credits are applicable to this case.

Open Space - 

UDP policy H8 states that planning permission will only be granted where there is adequate and appropriate 
provision for formal and informal open space, and its maintenance over a twenty-year period. Standards to be 
reached will be based upon policy R2 and guidance contained within Supplementary Planning Documents, and 
this provides the basis for proving that an open space obligation is required to make the development 
acceptable.

In line with UDP policy H8 and the planning obligations SPD an open space contribution is being sought as the 
proposed housing development would create additional demand for open space facilities and therefore 
appropriate provision for formal and informal open space will be required, together with its ongoing 
maintenance.  As on-site provision is not proposed, a sum of £622,246 has been calculated in line with OB2. 
The SPD formula approach ensures that the level of contribution sought from developments is fair and 
reasonable in scale and kind to the development.

The LPA cannot guarantee when any planning obligations will be secured from the scheme, given there is three 
years to implement the planning permission and it is not known how long the development will take to build out if 
S106 payments are staged. Taking this into account with the potential unknown funding and implementation 
strategies of infrastructure projects the following off-site projects have been chosen to provide the LPA with 
flexibility on spending the S106 monies for open space.

1)   Bolton Road Playing Fields



Bolton Road Playing Fields are located 1,760m walking distance from the site. This facility provides a strategic 
split-level sports pitch site (football), which also includes a bowling green, children’s play area and outdoor gym. 
The site has been identified as a recipient of part of the open space contribution for sports facilities where there 
is no maximum walking distance.

The Open Space chapter of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019), that supports the Salford Greenspace 
Strategy SPD, identifies estimated costs of over £200,000 for access and infrastructure improvements. Some of 
the monies sought from this development could be spent on improving over 3350sqm of footpaths and hard 
surfaces (including off-road parking), installation of knee rails, boundary reinforcement and also lighting with 
necessary cabling. The total costs for these works are in the region of £485,000.

Additionally, the Salford Playing Pitch Strategy (reviewed 2018) identifies Bolton Road Playing Fields as 
requiring significant investment for the pitches and changing rooms in excess of £500,000. 

2)   Albert Park 

Albert Park is 1,120m walking distance from the site. This is a district park; the local recreation standard 
requires residents to be within 3,200m walking distance of this type of facility. Therefore this is considered to be 
directly related to the development. 

The Open Space chapter of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019) that supports Salford Greenspace Strategy 
SPD identifies estimated costs of £200,000 (excluding additional costs for the biodiversity projects).

Monies could be directed towards a replacement Neighbourhood Equipped Play area within the Albert Park 
which is expected to cost in the region of £126,000. An outdoor gym is also proposed for a budget of £50,000. 
In addition to investment in facilities, a network of safe and accessible footpaths to enable people to reach the 
new facilities is required. A sum of £24,000 is required to bring the footpaths up to modern access standards.

3)   Green Grosvenor Park

Green Grosvenor Park is 960m walking distance from the site.  This is a Neighbourhood Park, the local 
recreation standard requires residents to be within 1,200m walking distance of this type of facility. Therefore this 
is considered to be directly related to the development. 

The Open Space chapter of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019) that supports Salford Greenspace Strategy 
SPD identifies estimated costs of £165,000 (excluding additional costs for the biodiversity projects).

The refurbishment requirements Green Grosvenor are comparable to Albert Park with a reduced overall figure 
due to the play area being a locally equipped area for play rather than a neighbourhood equipped area. In 
addition, with the park being constructed fairly recently the infrastructure improvements required are reduced. 

Education – 

Given the provision of dwellings on this site the development would generate an additional requirement for 
school places. In line with the SPD policy OB3 formulas a developer contribution of £140,641.60 has been 
sought towards the expansion of primary schools. The SPD formula approach ensures that the level of 
contribution sought from developments is fair and reasonable in scale and kind to the development. The 
application site lies within the pupil planning area (Area 10 – Broughton & Kersal) as shown below: 



The planning areas are set by the Local Authority but have to go through rigorous scrutiny by the Department of 
Education (DfE). The current forecast for area 10 below, shows we will be tight on Primary places by 21/22 as 
we are legally required to carry at least 8% surplus in each area.

Area 10 - Broughton & Kersal Schools in  
area 7

Year PAN Forecast - Reception +/- % -/+ -/+ Places per school
2019/20 270 248 22 8.1% 3
2020/21 270 216 54 20.0% 8
2021/22 270 246 24 8.9% 3
2022/23 270 248 22 8.1% 3
2023/24 270 250 20 7.4% 3

In order to meet educational needs in line with the SPD contributions are sought from housing development. 
The use of pupil planning areas allows the Local Authority to have flexibility to invest any contribution at a 
strategic level in order to deliver best value. 

Transport - 

As detailed in the highway section of the report the applicant has agreed to cover the cost of the MOVA (£45k) 
which will be secure through S106. In addition bus stop improvements and dropped kerb with tactile paving at 
junctions of Welford Street and at junctions of Coniston Street will be secured by S278. There cost is expected 
to be in the region of £18,000.

Financial Viability - 



The applicant has stated that they are not able provide the entire package of mitigation as meeting these 
obligations would not be financially viable. The applicant has, therefore, submitted a viability appraisal to 
support their position. During the course of the application the applicants have offered a total sum of £150,000 
towards the mitigation.

Para 57 of the NPPF states that ‘Where up-to-date policies have set out the contributions expected from 
development, planning applications that comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the 
applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify the need for a viability assessment at the 
application stage. The weight to be given to a viability assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having 
regard to all the circumstances in the case, including whether the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it 
is up to date, and any change in site circumstances since the plan was brought into force. All viability 
assessments, including any undertaken at the plan-making stage, should reflect the recommended approach in 
national planning guidance, including standardised inputs, and should be made publicly available’.

The Planning Obligations SPD recognises that there will be some circumstances where it may be appropriate 
for the value of any planning obligation to be lower, or for there to be no obligation at all.  One example of this is 
where the viability of development would otherwise be compromised and the benefits of development outweigh 
any negative impacts that would normally be addressed through a larger commuted sum.

The viability appraisal and its inputs have been assessed by the Council’s Estates Team. The following matters 
have been agreed between the parties; construction costs, external works, contingency, professional fees, 
abnormal costs and finance costs. In respect of professional fees and finance costs the Councils Estates Team 
have compromised, in the spirit of moving the discussions forward and adopted the higher figures that the 
applicant has put forward. 

The following three areas have not been agreed and are the areas of dispute.

Gross Development Value – A major point of contention is the yield based upon the rental income. A lower yield 
equals a higher development value. The applicant has presented their case that a 6.5% yield is reasonable and 
supported this by evidence showing a yield of between 4% – 5.3% for PRS apartments explaining that these 
comparitors are prime city centre locations and therefore this site is likely to attract a higher yield. The Councils 
Estates Team recognises that there is limited evidence for bespoke build to rent housing developments in this 
type of location, but consider the development to be more attractive than represented by a 6.5% yield.   
Therefore, the Council’s Estates Team have for illustration purposes carried out the assessment using a  6% 
yield and is of the opinion that this is at the realistic level  given the site’s location. The site includes apartments 
and will also benefit from demand from the local student population.

Benchmark Land Value - The Council’s Estates Team does not accept the benchmark land value adopted by 
the applicant, as in their opinion it does not properly reflect the level of contamination on site. Paragraph 012 of 
NPPG requires abnormals and total policy requirements (ie the S106) to be taken into account when assessing 
the benchmark land value. This has not been reflected in the applicant’s calculation when submitting an offer for 
the site. 

In addition the applicant has adjusted the existing use value by 30%, the maximum uplift envisaged by guidance 
to arrive at a land value which, in the view of the Council’s Estates Team, is higher than the proposed residential 
use. 

Developers Profit Level – The applicant has stated that they require 11% profit whereas a typical developers 
profit is usually between 8 – 10% for this type of development in the current market and the Council have 
applied for illustration purposes the upper limit of this range at 10%.  This is in part because risks associated 
with PRS are lower than those with an open market development. This value has not been agreed by the 
parties, however as the Council’s Estates Team have assumed a higher Gross Development Value the actual 
sum is not significantly different comparing the difference between the two parties. 

It is our conclusion that when adopting our values into a development appraisal that the development could 
afford to contribute £1.415mn.  However, the policy ask is less than this at £807,887.60 as this would mitigate 
the open space, education and highway impacts of the development. The reduced sum of £150,000 as put 
forward by the applicant, without sufficient evidence to support their case that the obligations can be reduced or 
waived, is therefore considered to be contrary to DEV5 and H8 of the UDP, the Planning Obligation SPD and 
the NPPF.

The Planning Balance



The application would bring a heavily contaminated site back into use and would also deliver a significant 
number of houses which would help to meet the City’s housing need.  However, as the City Council currently 
has a housing land supply for 11.1 years (that is, in excess of 5 years), the ‘tilted balance’ required by 
paragraph 11 of the NPPF does not need to be applied.  

The site does achieve an efficient use of the land given the housing numbers proposed and, although 
separation distances are below the recommended distances in some limited cases and car parking does 
dominate parts of the proposed site, on balance, for the reasons set out in the main body of the report, the 
layout and design is considered acceptable.  

Notwithstanding the above positive aspects of the scheme, the introduction of the dwellings will increase 
pressure on local amenities and services.  There is a clear and robust policy basis for requiring contributions 
which are appropriate in scale and kind to mitigate those impacts.  Although viability evidence has been 
presented by the applicant, and this has been the basis of extensive discussions over several months, the 
Council’s Estates team do not accept some of the figures proposed.  The applicant’s offer falls £657,887.60 
short of what is considered necessary and achievable to allow the site to come forward for development.  This 
shortfall would result in significant harm to the provision of local amenity and services and, therefore, the 
benefits of the scheme are not considered to outweigh this harm, particularly as the evidence is not considered 
to support a reduced contribution.    

Recommendation

Refuse for the following reason:

1. The application would bring a heavily contaminated site back into use and would also deliver a 
significant number of houses which would help to meet the City’s housing need.  However, as the 
City Council currently has a housing land supply for 11.1 years (that is, in excess of 5 years), the 
‘tilted balance’ required by paragraph 11 of the NPPF does not need to be applied.  

The site does achieve an efficient use of the land given the housing numbers proposed and, 
although separation distances are below the recommended distances in some limited cases and car 
parking does dominate parts of the proposed site, on balance, the layout and design is considered 
acceptable.  

Notwithstanding the above positive aspects of the scheme, the introduction of the dwellings will 
increase pressure on local amenities and services.  There is a clear and robust policy basis for 
requiring contributions which are appropriate in scale and kind to mitigate those impacts.  The 
applicant’s offer falls significantly short of what is considered necessary and achievable to allow the 
site to come forward for development.  This shortfall would result in significant harm to the provision 
of local amenities and services and, therefore, the benefits of the scheme are not considered to 
outweigh this harm, particularly as the evidence is not considered to support a reduced contribution.    

The proposal is therefore contrary to DEV5 and H8 of the UDP, the Planning Obligation SPD and the 
National Planning Policy Framework.


