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Appendix A2
List of specific and general consultees
Specific consultees
Ambulance Service North West HNS Trust
Bolton Council
Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council
British Gas
Bury MBC
Carrington Parish Council
Civil Aviation Authority
Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council
Department of Transport
Electricity North West Ltd
English Heritage
EnviolinkNW
Environment Agency
GM Fire and Rescue Services HQ
Grappenhall and Thelwall Parish Council
Highways Agency
Homes and Communities Agency
Manchester City Council
Marine Management Organisation
Mobile Operators Association
National Grid
Natural England
Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
NW Strategic Health Authority
Office for the Police and Crime Commissioner for Greater Manchester
Office of Rail Regulation
Partington Town Council
Police and Crime Commissioner for Cheshire
Salford Primary Care Trust
Stockport Council
Tameside MBC
The Coal Authority
Trafford MBC
Transport for Greater Manchester
United Utilities
Warrington Borough Council
Westhoughton Town Council
Wigan Council

General Consultees
Business Consultative Forum
Eccles and Salford Mosque
Federation of Jewish Services
Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce
People First Manchester
Rapar
Salford Community Network
Salford Council for Voluntary Service
Salford Deaf Gathering
Salford Disability Forum
Salford Link Project
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Appendix A5
List of organisations and individuals who submitted a
representation to the call for sites consultation
Name
Malcolm Carter
Simon Godley
Michael Howard
David Dutton
Michael Whitehead
Anthony Campbell
Mark Charnley
Alison Truman
Rachel Allwood
David Lyons
Bruce Thompson
Gillian Laybourn
Helen Telfer
n/a
Andy Sagar
Anne Morgan
Neil McArthur
John Ferguson
Warren Dodd
Fred Catterall
Jack Ellis
A Love
Tim Reeve
Alan Hodson
Andrew Garnett
Robert Snowling
Janet Baguley
Diane Clarke
Louise Morrissey
Warren Marshall
Bobby Williams
Sean Mcbride
Neil Turnbull
Ben Rosengarten

Organisation
Arnold Laver and Arnold Trailers
Batleys Cash and Carry
Bolton Council
Boothstown Residents Association
BUPA
Bury Council
Bury Council
Cadishead Sports JFC
CAMRA (Campaign for Real Ale) North
Manchester Branch
Canal and River Trust
City of Salford Conservative Councillors Group
City West Housing Trust
Dandara Ltd
Derwent Construction Ltd
Ellesmere Park Residents Association (EPRA)
English Heritage
Environment Agency
Euan Kellie Property Solutions (Agent)
FE Barber Ltd (Kingsland Wines and Spirits)
Friends of Roe Green
Greater Manchester Local Enterprise
Partnership
Hamilton Davies Trust
Harworth Estates
Investec Ltd/Sky Properties Ltd
Irlam and Cadishead College
Irlam Football Club
Irlam Vale Junior Football Club
James Industrial Ltd
JWPC Ltd (Agent)
LGA Europe Ltd
Love Brothers
Maher, Mallon and Loftus
Makro
Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal Society
MCI Developments
Moncton Properties Ltd
Morston Assets Ltd
Natural England
Network Rail
Peel Holdings (Land and Property) Ltd
Peel Ports Ltd
Persimmon Homes (North West)
Persimmon Homes (North West)
Redcliff Estates Ltd
RMS International Ltd
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Name
Nigel Stanyard
Richard Critchley
Paul Daly
Andrew Connolly
Anthony Northcote
Sabaa Ajaz
Peter Vernon
Adrian Dunning
Barbara Keeley MP
Anne Broomhead
Joy Openshaw
A and J Challinor
A D and M Smethurst
A Gale
A Halligan
A P Moore
A T and S Robinson
Adrian Morley
Alan Bibby
Alan Woods
Amanda Ashworth
Amanda Rigby
Andrea Fickling
Andrew Aherne
Andrew Fearnley
Andrew Fickling
Andrew Jones
Andrew Moore
Andy Halligan
Andy Brunt
Andy Cheetham
Ann Middleton
Anne Hector
Anne Martins
Anne Middleton
Annette Lloyd
Annette Walsh
Anthony Counsell
Asim Rajpura
B and D Breward
B B Clegg
B Ebert
B P Burns
B Walker
B Williams
Barbara Leigh
Barbara Lyon
Barry Moult
Barry Watts

Organisation
Rock Asset Management
Roe Green Cricket Club
Salford City Council
Sport England
Swinton Open Space Community Association
The Coal Authority
United Utilities PLC
Vernon and Co
Worsley and Boothstown Community
Committee
Worsley and Eccles South Constituency
Worsley Civic Trust
Worsley Road North Senior Citizens
-
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Name
Beryl Hughes
Bethan Pickup
Bhavin Patel
C and K Ogden
C and P Seddon
C Batten
C Cowx
C V Stott
Carol A Smith
Carol O’Brien
Caroline Devlin
Catharine Cooper
Christina Bradley
Christine Booth
Christopher Murray
Claire Makin
Clare Batten
Clare Edwards
Colin and Sybil Ackers
D and H Silcock
D and J Smith
D Minshall
D T Belshaw
D W Murphy
David and Janis Williams
David Bartlett
David Fox
David Grant
David Leaver
David Leigh
David McCormick
David Naylor
David Yates
Doreen and Ben Marsh
Dr and Mrs Hyams
E and R Lipski
E M Blackridge
Eileen Hill
Elizabeth Lyon
Ellen Cotogni
F and I Greaves
Frank Howell
Fred Eyre
G and J McMahon
G and L Matthews
G and S Steenson
G Jatwell
G Ledger
G M and J L Kemp
G Ogden
G Tyrrell

Name
Gail and Harry Muskett
Gary James
Gillian Millett
Glyn Grainger
Gordon Clay
Gwyneth Ridgway
Harry and Gail Muskett
Harry Jones
Heather Medlicott
I and D Lingard
I and J Ashton
Ian Bailey
Ian Sidebotham
Irene Bailey
Irene Counsell
J A Bainbridge
J and A Cumbers
J and D Wroe
J and G Batty
J and J Shaw
J and K Stott
J and L Warton
J Brook
J E Marginson
J F Burns
J Hazeldine
J N Burke
J R Cartwright
J, T, A and C Stiff
Jacqueline Mason
James C Austin
James Hennessy
Jane Eberhart
Jean Grainger
Joan Clay
Joan Summers
John and Gill Batty
John and Wendy Knight
John D Cleare
John Elton
John Winstanley
Jon Bell
Jonathan Hart
Judith Austin
Judith Watts
Juliet Young
K B and JP Ashton
K Lowndes
K Patel
Kath Rigby
Kathryn Barlow

19

Name
Kathryn Doyle
Kelly McFarlane
Keryn Green
L A Goodall
L A Hall
L A Richards
Laura Summers
Levinia Frost
Liezel Griffin
Lilian Lo
Lindsay Hall
Liz Wallwork
Louise Adkin
Louise Reid
Lyndsey Furse
M McCormick
M and D G Smith
M and J Fitzsimmons
M and P Rigg
M C Beddows
M Creer
M McCormick
M Preston
M Robinson
Maggie Lunn
Mark and Leanne Watts
Mark Charnock
Mark Edwards
Mark Upton
Mark Watts
Martin Anglesey
Martin Hogg
Martin Seeley
Marylyn Barlow
Michael and Nicola
Hazeldine
Michael Dawson
Mike and Jill Hazeldine
Mr and Mrs Ahamed
Mr and Mrs Chetcuti
Mr and Mrs Linford
Muriel and Brian Dunn
N A Binns
N and E Austin
N Gilbert
Nandu Modi
Neil Shepherd
Neill Virtue
Nick Ketley
Nigel Gray
Nina Ainsworth

Name
Norah and Alan Virtue
P and A Coggins
P Jackson
P M Royle
P O’Reilly
Pam and Paul Rimmer
Pat Sugden
Paul Burgess
Paul Medlicott
Paul Michael Ashurst
Paul Nuttall
Peter and Siobhan Morrison
Peter Andrew
Peter Hughes
Peter Yates
Philip and Carol Barooah
Philip Mansfield
Piers Griffin
R and C Yeo
R and L C Gilbert
R D Boyd
R Maclennan
R W Goodall
Rachel Chape
Rennie McFarlane
Richard Coffey
Richard Evans
Richard Franklin
Robert Lawdber
Robin Stimson
Roddy Maclennan
Ron and Mary Booth
Ronnie Lam
Rosemary Steven
Roy Addison
Ruth Potter
S and A Dhayaude
S Hartley
S J Sumner
S M Gosland
S Rennie
Sadia Jilani
Sally Fryer
Sally Shepherd
Samantha Farrell
Sandra Issar
Sarah Walton
Sean Dunne
Sheila Berry
Sheila Sidebotham
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Name
Stephen Rennie
Stephen Rigby
Steve Fraser
Steven Gunn-Russell
Stewart Pyrah
Susan Parker
Susan Seeley
Susan Walker
Susan Wareing
Susannah Kwok
T Wild
Tim Weber
Tony Dunmore
Tracey Peake
V M Blackburn
Vivien Brearley
Wayne Lynch
Wayne Morris

21

Appendix A6
Schedule of sites and the source of the site suggestion
a) Sites assessed for potential to accommodate development
Ref
Site assessed for development
Claremont and Weaste
CW001 Land south of Kintyre Avenue
CW002 Former Willows Stadium
CW003 Former Weaste Cricket Ground
CW004 Site of All Hallows RC High
School
CW005 Land at Broadway Link Road
CW006 Site of former Hope High School
CW007 Site of former De La Salle
College
East Salford
ES001 Land at Kersal Way
ES002 Land at Upper Camp Street
ES003 Land north of Green Grosvenor
Park
ES004 Land north and west of Mocha
Parade
ES006 Cambridge Riverside
ES007 Land east of Meadow Road
ES008 Land west of Meadow Road
ES009 Land at junction of Duchy Road
and Summerville Road
ES010 Land at Duchy Road north of
electricity substation
ES011 Land at Duchy Road south of
electricity substation
ES012 Former Hercules site and
adjoining land
ES013 Land to the rear of 12-66 Langley
Road
ES014 Land to the east of Langley Road
ES015 Charlestown Riverside
ES016 Castle Irwell
ES017 Seaford industrial estate

Source of site suggestion
Strategic land assessment1
Strategic land assessment
MCI Developments
Strategic land assessment
Peel Holdings
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Maher, Mallon and Loftus
Morston Assets Ltd
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Rock Asset Management

These are sites which were not suggested through the call for sites consultation, but which were
identified by the city council through its strategic land assessment, which reflects where there has
been known developer interest previously or may be potential for redevelopment.
1
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Ref
ES018

Site assessed for development
Land south of the Crescent

ES019
ES020
ES021
ES022
ES023
Eccles
EC001

Land west of Adelphi Street
Former Farmer Norton site
Land at Flax Street
Land east of Springfield Lane
Land at Cheltenham Street

EC004
EC005
EC006
EC007
EC009
EC010

White’s Reclamation, Liverpool
Road
Land south of New Hall Avenue
Land at Caledonian Drive/Irlam
Park Wharf
Newhaven industrial estate
Akcros west
Akcros east
Land south of Lankro Way
Land at Weymouth Road
Former GUS warehouse

EC011
EC012

Nasmyth Technology Centre
Former Mitchell Shackleton

EC002
EC003

EC014

Wentworth High School and
playing field
EC015 Land north of Barton Aerodrome
EC016 Land west of Clifford Street
Irlam and Cadishead
IC001
Land south west of Cadishead
Way
IC002
Land west of Hayes Road
IC003
Land at Martens Road,
Northbank
IC004
Univar Limited, Northbank
IC005
Land east of Omega, Northbank
IC006
Irlam Container Terminal
IC007
Land east of Irlam Wharf Road
IC008
Land west of Irlam Wharf Road
IC010
Land at Great Woolden Hall Farm
IC011
Astley Road Farm
IC012
Land at Astley Road

Source of site suggestion
Manchester, Bolton and Bury
Canal Society, local community
(1)2
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Peel Holdings
City West Housing Trust
Peel Holdings
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Peel Holdings
City West Housing Trust
City West Housing Trust, local
community (4)
Local community (2)
Investec Ltd / Sky Properties
Ltd, City West Housing Trust,
local community (5)
Strategic land assessment
Peel Holdings
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Arnold Laver and Allied Trailers
Peel Holdings
Peel Ports
Strategic land assessment
Peel Ports
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Peel Holdings
Mr Mark Upton
City West Housing Trust

The number in brackets reflects the number of nominations from the local community which
proposed the site for some form of development.
2
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Ref
IC013

Site assessed for development
Land west of Irlam

IC014

Land east of Irlam

IC015

Land west of Barton Aerodrome

IC017

Boysnope Wharf

IC018

Makro, Liverpool Road

IC019
IC020
IC021

Port Salford
Land at Salford City Stadium
Land north of the M62 at Chat
Moss
Land south of Fairhills Road

IC022

FE Barber Ltd (Kingsland Wines
and Spirits)

Little Hulton and Walkden
LW001 Land west of Wharton Lane
LW002 Cutacre, Wharton Lane
LW005
LW006
LW007
LW008
LW011
LW012
LW013
LW014
LW015
LW017
LW018
LW019
LW020
LW021
LW022
LW023
LW024

Source of site suggestion
Persimmon Homes, Vernon and
Co, Mr Gary James
Peel Holdings, local community
(1)
Peel Holdings, local community
(1)
Peel Holdings, local community
(1)
Makro Properties Ltd, local
community (1)
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Local community (1)

Former St Joseph’s Primary
School, Old Lane
Land south of Kenyon Way and
Parkway
Land at Longshaw Drive
Former Our Lady and the
Lancashire Martyrs School,
Wicheaves Crescent
Ashton’s Field
Land at Ladywell Avenue
Recreation ground at Eastham
Way
Eaton’s, Walkden Road North
Land south of Hill Top Road
Land east of Linnyshaw
Linnyshaw industrial estate –
triangle of land north of Moss
Lane
Linnyshaw industrial estate –
land east of Safety Systems
Linnyshaw industrial estate –
Klyne and Klyne
Burgess Farm
Land west of Burgess Farm
Land east of Greylag Crescent
Land at Mesne Lea / A580

James Industrial Ltd
Harworth Estates, Bolton
Council
City West Housing Trust
City West Housing Trust
City West Housing Trust
City West Housing Trust
Strategic land assessment, City
West Housing Trust
City West Housing Trust
City West Housing Trust
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Peel Holdings
Local community (1)
Local community (1)
Local community (3)
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
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Ref
LW025
LW026

Site assessed for development
Land south of Holyoake Road
Former Walkden High School

LW027
LW028

Recreation land at Shap Drive
Land south of A6 and north of
Ellesmere Golf Course
LW029 Ellesmere Golf Course
LW030 Site of St George’s RC High
School
Ordsall and Langworthy
OL001 Greengate
OL002 Former Staples site, off Trinity
Way
OL003 Land at Chapel Wharf
OL004 Salford Central
OL005 Middlewood
OL006 Wilburn Street Basin
OL007 Liverpool Street
OL008 Former Ordsall District Centre
OL009 Land south of Robert Hall Street
OL010 Land at Worrall Street
OL011
OL012
OL013
OL014
OL015

Source of site suggestion
Local community (1)
City West Housing Trust, local
community (2)
City West Housing Trust
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment

Dandara Ltd
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Local community (1)
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
LGA Europe Ltd, Monckton
Properties Ltd
Land south of Ordsall Lane
Strategic land assessment
Clippers Quay
Strategic land assessment
Waterfront Quay
Strategic land assessment
Land at King William Street
Peel Holdings
Land between Broadway and The Peel Holdings
Quays
Quays Point
Peel Holdings
Pendleton PFI area
Strategic land assessment
Langworthy
Local community (1)
Sovereign Enterprise Park
Strategic land assessment

OL016
OL017
OL018
OL019
Swinton
SW001 Former Swinton Sewage
Treatment Works and
surrounding land
SW002 Former St Ambrose Barlow High
School
SW004 Former Homebase, Wardley
SW005 Land west of new St Ambrose
Barlow High School
SW006 Land north of new St Ambrose
Barlow High School
SW007 Land north of Wardley
SW008 Land north west of Little Moss
Lane
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Swinton Open Space
Community Association, local
community (1)
Strategic land assessment
Local community (1)
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings

Ref
SW009
SW010
SW012

Site assessed for development
Land at Moss Colliery Road
Land west of Collegiate Way
Clifton Junction industrial estate

SW013 Land at Agecroft Commerce Park
SW014 Land south of Agecroft Road
SW015 Land east of Pendlebury Road
and south of rail line
SW016 Land south of St Augustine’s
Church
Worsley and Boothstown
WB001 Broadoak North
WB002 Broadoak South
WB003 Land at Beesley Green
WB004 Land at Crossfield Drive
WB005 Hazelhurst Farm
WB006 Land at Simpson Grove
WB007 Land west of Boothstown
WB008 Land at Vicars Hall Lane and
Highclove Lane
WB009 Land west of Boothstown Bridge
playing fields
WB010 Land east of Vicars Hall Bridge
WB011 Booth’s Bank Farm
WB012 Land at 278 Leigh Road
WB013 Worsley New Hall
WB014 Land at junction of Walkden
Road and A580
WB015 Land north of Lumber Lane
WB016 Former Moorside High School
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Source of site suggestion
Peel Holdings
Redcliff Estates Ltd
Manchester, Bolton and Bury
Canal Society
Strategic land assessment
Euan Kellie Property Solutions,
Manchester, Bolton and Bury
Canal Society
RMS International Ltd
Strategic land assessment
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Strategic land assessment
Love Brothers
Mr Richard Coffey
Local community (1)
Peel Holdings
Peel Holdings
Local community (1)

b) Sites assessed for local green space
Ref

Site assessed for local
green space

Neighbourhood area

LGS01
LGS02
LGS03
LGS04
LGS05
LGS06
LGS07

Peel Park
St Mary’s Park
Blackleach Country Park
Burgess Farm
Parr Fold Park
Bedford Field
Land east of Greylag
Crescent
Land at Mesne Lea / A580
Land south of A6 and north
of Ellesmere Golf Course
Ellesmere Golf Course
Loopline between Newearth
Road and the A580
Landscaping around
Ellenbrook, to the east of
Newearth Road
Brickfield Wood
Land at Simpson Grove
Land north of Vicars Hall
Lane
Land west of Highclove
Lane
Land west of Boothstown
Bridge playing fields
Land east of Vicars Hall
Bridge
Bridgewater Park and
playing fields
Boothsbank Park
Boothstown Basin
Land to the east of
Boothstown Marina
Middle Wood and Booth’s
Bank
Worsley Hall Golf Club
woodland
Land at Ellesmere Bowling,
Tennis and Croquet Club
Land north of Lumber Lane
Roe Green
Land at Beesley Green

Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden

Number of
individuals /
organisations
nominating
the site
1
1
1
4
1
4
12

Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden

6
2

Little Hulton and Walkden
Worsley and Boothstown

2
3

Worsley and Boothstown

5

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

3
6
2

Worsley and Boothstown

4

Worsley and Boothstown

1

Worsley and Boothstown

1

Worsley and Boothstown

1

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

1
5
3

Worsley and Boothstown

2

Worsley and Boothstown

1

Worsley and Boothstown

5

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

11
7
131

LGS08
LGS09
LGS10
LGS11
LGS12
LGS13
LGS14
LGS15
LGS16
LGS17
LGS18
LGS19
LGS20
LGS21
LGS22
LGS23
LGS24
LGS25
LGS26
LGS27
LGS28
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Ref

Site assessed for local
green space

Neighbourhood area

LGS29
LGS30

Land east of Roe Green
Land east of Crossfield
Drive
Land around Kempnough
Brook
St Mark’s Church and
vicarage
Aviary Field
Worsley Woods and Old
Warke Dam
Broad Oak South
Broad Oak North
Dukes Drive Neighbourhood
Park
Worsley Green
Hazelhurst Farm
Alder Forest
Three Sisters, Ellesmere
Park
Ellesmere Park Playing
Fields
Wentworth High School
playing fields
Playing fields south of
Portland Road
Former Swinton Sewage
Treatment Works
Green Belt around Wardley
Hall
Barton Green Belt
Crescent Meadows

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

Number of
individuals /
organisations
nominating
the site
9
131

Worsley and Boothstown

10

Worsley and Boothstown

1

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

4
6

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

31
26
2

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Eccles
Eccles

2
27
1
1

Eccles

1

Eccles

1

Eccles

1

Swinton

1

Swinton

2

LGS31
LGS32
LGS33
LGS34
LGS35
LGS36
LGS37
LGS38
LGS39
LGS40
LGS41
LGS42
LGS43
LGS44
LGS45
LGS46
LGS47
LGS48

Irlam and Cadishead
East Salford

28

1
0 (site
identified by
city council)

c) Sites assessed for recreation
Ref

Site assessed for
recreation

Ward

REC01
REC02
REC03
REC04

Linnyshaw Green Belt
Burgess Farm
Bedford Field
Land east of Greylag
Crescent
Land at Mesne Lea / A580
Playing fields of new
Walkden High School
Land south of A6 and north
of Ellesmere Golf Course
Ellesmere Golf Course
Land south of Edenvale
Land south of Ellenbrook
Road
Landscaping around
Ellenbrook, to the east of
Newearth Road
Brickfield Wood
Land at Simpson Grove
Land north of Vicars Hall
Lane
Land at Vicars Hall Lane
and Highclove Lane
Land west of Boothstown
Bridge playing fields
Land east of Vicars Hall
Bridge
Land east of Boothstown
Marina
Boothstown Marina
Middle Wood and Booth’s
Bank
Land north of Lumber Lane
Roe Green
Land east of Roe Green
Land at Beesley Green
Land east of Crossfield
Drive
Land around Kempnough
Brook
Aviary Field

Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden

Number of
individuals /
organisations
nominating
the site
2
1
4
12

Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden

5
1

Little Hulton and Walkden

3

Little Hulton and Walkden
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

3
2
2

Worsley and Boothstown

4

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

4
3
4

Worsley and Boothstown

6

Worsley and Boothstown

3

Worsley and Boothstown

3

Worsley and Boothstown

5

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

9
4

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

17
7
2
26
25

Worsley and Boothstown

11

Worsley and Boothstown

7

REC05
REC06
REC07
REC08
REC09
REC10
REC11
REC12
REC13
REC14
REC15
REC16
REC17
REC18
REC19
REC20
REC21
REC22
REC23
REC24
REC25
REC26
REC27
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Ref

Site assessed for
recreation

Ward

REC28

Worsley Woods and Old
Warke Dam
Broad Oak North
Broad Oak South
Hazelhurst Farm
Former Ferry Hill Tip and
surrounding land
Land adjoining Rowson
Drive playing fields
Astley Road Farm
Land adjoining Irlam
Steelworks
Land north of Silver Street
Land west of Salford City
Stadium
Three Sisters, Ellesmere
Park
Ellesmere Park Playing
Fields
Land south of Portland
Road
Former Swinton Sewage
Treatment Works and
surrounding land
Land north of Overdale
Green Belt around Wardley
Hall
Wardley Green Belt south of
the M60
Duke’s Drives
Neighbourhood Park
Slack Brook Country Park
(adjacent to the River Irwell)
Former Kersal High School
woodland
Land at Chaseley Field

Worsley and Boothstown

Number of
individuals /
organisations
nominating
the site
8

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown
Irlam and Cadishead

36
41
25
1

Irlam and Cadishead

2

Irlam and Cadishead
Irlam and Cadishead

4
2

Irlam and Cadishead
Irlam and Cadishead

3
1

Eccles

1

Eccles

1

Eccles

1

Swinton

6

Swinton
Swinton

1
4

Swinton

2

Worsley and Boothstown

3

Swinton

1

East Salford

1

REC29
REC30
REC31
REC32
REC33
REC34
REC35
REC36
REC37
REC38
REC39
REC40
REC41
REC42
REC43
REC44
REC45
REC46
REC47
REC48

Ordsall and Langworthy
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0 (site identified
by city council)

d) Sites assessed for potential to be designated as green belt land
Ref

Site assessed for green belt
designation

Little Hulton and Walkden
GBAD01 Cutacre, Wharton Lane
GBAD02 Open land south of Cutacre
GBAD03 Playing field south of Ashawe
Terrace
GBAD04 Brackley Golf Course
GBAD05 Land north of Little Hulton,
between Anchor Lane and Cleggs
Lane
GBAD06 Land west of Kent Close
GBAD07 Land north of Ashton’s Field
GBAD08 Land west of Burgess Farm
GBAD09 Land east of Greylag Crescent
GBAD10 Land at Mesne Lea / A580
Worsley and Boothstown
GBAD11 Land at Vicars Hall Lane and
Highclove Lane
GBAD12 Land at Simpson Grove
GBAD13 Worsley Greenway north of the
M60
GBAD14 Worsley Greenway south of the
M60 and north of Worsley Road
(inc land west of Woodstock Drive)
GBAD15 Worsley Greenway south of
Worsley Road
GBAD16 Land north east of Roe Green
Irlam and Cadishead
GBAD17 Barton Aerodrome
GBAD18 Buildings at Barton Moss Road
Swinton
GBAD19 Land at Mossfield Road
GBAD20 Land east of HMP Forest Bank
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Number of individuals /
organisations nominating the
site
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
3
1
2
8
9
9
1
3
3
1
1

APPENDIX B
Suggested Sites
Consultation
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Appendix B1
Local Plan Suggested Sites Consultation letter
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Appendix B2
Local plan suggested sites web page
http://www.salford.gov.uk/lp-suggestedsites.htm
Select Language ▼

Local plan suggested sites consultation
The city council is currently consulting on sites that have been suggested by
landowners, developers and the local community for development or for protective
designation through the local plan.
In February 2013 as part of the initial stage of consultation on the local plan, the city
council invited people to suggest sites or areas of land in the city that they thought
may be appropriate to be allocated for development or given some form of protective
designation.
A large number of sites across the city were put forward both by individuals and
organisations. Sites were suggested for development, such as housing, offices, or
industry. Sites were also nominated for some form of protective designation, such as
local green space, recreation or green belt.
The city council has carried out an initial assessment of each of the sites, and some
sites have been assessed for more than one type of designation.
We would welcome your views on the sites that have been suggested so far, and the
city council’s initial assessment of them. If you consider there is additional evidence
that we need to take into account in our assessment of the sites, then we would
welcome this information. This is also an opportunity to send us details of any
additional sites that you think we should be considering, which have not already
been put forward.
How to find out which sites have been suggested
A separate document has been prepared for each of the city’s eight neighbourhood
areas, which contains all of the sites that have been suggested within that area and
the city council’s assessment of them. These documents can be downloaded below.
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Alternatively, you can use the interactive map to see all of the sites that have been
suggested. This enables you to search for a specific address or postcode, or zoom
to a particular area. If you click on a site on the map, this will take you to the city
council’s initial assessment of the site.
In addition to the eight neighbourhood area documents, the city council has also
prepared a number of other documents. The overview document sets out the
methodology the city council has used in carrying out its initial assessment of the
sites. The green belt assessment document contains the assessments for all sites
that have been suggested for green belt designation. The consultation statement
sets out details of the previous stage of consultation and how site suggestions and
comments have been taken into account. These documents can be downloaded
below.
All of the documents are available to view in each of the city’s libraries during normal
opening hours.
Making comments
If you wish to make comments or provide additional information in relation to the
sites that have been assessed, please complete the comments form.
If you wish to suggest an additional site that has not already been put forward then
please complete the additional sites form.
Both forms are available to download below.
All comments should be received by the city council no later than 4.30pm on
Friday 21 March 2014.
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Comments may be submitted by any of the following means:
By email plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
By post
Local Plan Suggested Sites Consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY
What happens next?
The city council will consider all comments that are submitted through this
consultation and these will be taken into consideration in informing the preparation of
the draft local plan. It is anticipated that the draft local plan will be published for
public consultation in autumn 2014. This will be the first point at which the city
council sets out its preferred approach for Salford’s future development.
If you have any queries regarding the local plan please contact the spatial planning
team using the details below.
Downloadable documents
Consultation letter (Adobe PDF format, 128kb)
Comments form (Microsoft Word format, 285kb)
Additional sites form (Microsoft Word format, 293kb)
Overview document (Adobe PDF format, 4.1mb)
Neighbourhood area document: Claremont and Weaste (Adobe PDF format,
13.4mb)
Neighbourhood area document: East Salford (Adobe PDF format, 23.8mb)
Neighbourhood area document: Eccles (Adobe PDF format, 23.4mb)
Neighbourhood area document: Irlam and Cadishead (Adobe PDF format,
23mb)
Neighbourhood area document: Little Hulton and Walkden (Adobe PDF format,
27.9mb)
Neighbourhood area document: Ordsall and Langworthy (Adobe PDF format,
24.4mb)
Neighbourhood area document: Swinton (Adobe PDF format, 21.1mb)
Neighbourhood area document: Worsley and Boothstown (Adobe PDF format,
27.6mb)
Green belt assessment document (Adobe PDF format, 4.8mb)
Consultation statement (Adobe PDF format, 1.1mb)
If you are unable to view documents of these types, our downloads page provides
links to viewing software.
Who to contact
Name Spatial Planning
Address Salford City Council, Civic Centre, Chorley Road, Swinton, M27 5BY
Map to this location
Telephone 0161 793 3782
Email plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
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Appendix B3
Snapshot of Salford City Council website homepage
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Appendix B4
LIFE IN Salford article (published 2 December 2013)
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Appendix B5
Press release issued by the City Mayor
Salford City Mayor
Published on December 17th, 2013 | by Office of the City Mayor

250 sites earmarked by residents
More than 250 sites across Salford have been suggested for development or protection by the city’s
residents.
Earlier this year, residents, businesses, landowners and developers all came forward with
suggestions for sites in Salford for development or protection.
Council officers have now carried out a full assessment of each one – totalling more than 250 sites
across Salford.
Residents will soon have a further chance to offer their thoughts on the sites that have been
suggested – to take the city closer to putting together its planning guidance for the next 20 years.
It is all part of the Local Plan – which will be in place until 2032.
A new 10-week consultation kicks off on January 10, with residents being able to make suggestions,
present more evidence on sites, or to suggest other sites.
Salford’s Assistant Mayor for Strategic Planning, Councillor Derek Antrobus, said: “Residents have
a real chance to shape the future of how their city will look.
“We need new housing and employment sites to cope with the city’s rapid growth. Local residents
must be part of that process.
“We must first filter out any suggestions that are unachievable. Then we have to make tough choices
that balance our housing requirements and our wish to maintain green spaces.
“No choices have yet been made and everyone will have the chance to have their say when the
consultation on choices takes place next Autumn.”
Notes:
The Salford local plan suggested sites consultation will run for a 10 week period from 10 January to
21 March 2014. Details of all of the sites which have been suggested and the city council’s
assessment of them are available on the city council’s website at www.salford.gov.uk/lpsuggestedsites
All of the documents are also available in each of the city’s libraries. Comments should be submitted
no later than 4.30pm on Friday 21 March 2014 for them to be taken into consideration.
The next stage of consultation on the local plan will be in Autumn 2014, when the city council
publishes its proposed approach and identifies which sites it considers should be allocated for
development or for protective designation.
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Appendix B6
List of consultees who submitted a representation to the suggested
sites consultation
Surname

Title

Name

Henry
MacDougall

Mrs
Dr

Frances
Craig

Kelly

Mr

Jim

Thompson
Hrycan
Whittingham
Charnley
Richardson
Evans

Mr
Ms
Ms
Mr
Mr
Mr

Bruce
Emily
Sylvia
Mark
Derek
Jonathan

Owen-Ellis
Pearson
Bond

Mr
Mr
Mr

Sion
James
Graham

Belford

Mrs

Natalie

Considine

Mr

Andrew

Keeley

Ms

Barbara

Maguire
Clarke
Yaqub
Davison

Ms
Ms
Ms

Sally
Diane
Humeira
Clare

McBride

Mr

Sean

Cullen
Daly

Mr
Mr

Michael
Paul

Connelly
Truman
Northcote
Clowes

Mr
Ms
Mr
Mr

Andrew
Alison
Anthony
Richard

Sherratt

Mr

Dave

Fowler
Donovan

Mr
Mr

Iain
Paul

Organisation
Action Against Astley Road Development
(AAARD)
Americhem Europe Ltd
Askon Estates (UK) c/o BDO LLP
Boys and Girls Clubs Greater Manchester
Bredale Developments Ltd
DPP on behalf of unknown client
Ellesmere Park Residents Association
English Heritage
Environment Agency
Friends of Patricroft Station (FROPS)
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit
Greater Manchester Minerals and Waste Unit
Harworth Estates Ltd
Highways Agency
Irwell Valley Heritage
Magnesium Elektron
Maher, Mallon and Loftus
Manchester Airport
MDR Associates
MEL Chemicals
Member of Parliament for Worsley and Eccles
South
MHE Investments Ltd
Natural England
Network Rail
Office for Rail Regulation
Oldham Council
Peel Holdings (Land and Property Ltd)
Persimmon Homes (North West) Ltd
Punch Partnerships Ltd
Redcliff Estates Ltd
Residents Against Inappropriate Development
(RAID)
Salford Crescent Neighbourhood Association
Sport England
Swinton Open Space Community Association
(SOSCA)
The Canal and River Trust
The Coal Authority
Transport for Greater Manchester
United Utilities Property Services Ltd
United Utilities Water Plc
University of Salford
Wainhomes NW Ltd
Wardley Residents Group
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Surname
Legg

Title
Mr

Name
Gary

Walker

Mr

Martyn

Dunning

Mr

Adrian

Organisation
Warrington Borough Council
Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester and
North Merseyside
Worsley and Boothstown Community
Committee
Zerum Consult Ltd on behalf of unknown
client

Name

Name

Name

Name

Name

Name

Ainscough
Mr Colin
Alldred
R&B
Allsey
Ms Judith
Allsey
Ms Lorraine
Armitage
Mr JL
Ashton
Mr David
Assuncao
Mr Jose
Bailey
Mr & Mrs
Balham
Mr & Mrs
Banks
Mr TW
Banks
Dr TL
Banks
Mr Andy
Banks
Mr Peter
Bannon
Ms Sheila
Batten
Mrs R
Battersby
Mrs Diana
Battersby
Mr David
Bentham
Ms Margaret
Berry
Mrs Lilla

Laura

Collins
Mr
Daniel
Collins
Mr Geoffrey
Cooke
Mrs
Gwyneth
Cooper
Mr David
Coopersmith
Mrs
Gladys
Coopersmith
R
Corbett
Mr
William
Corlett
Ms
Sarah
Cotterill
H
Cotterill
Ms
Susan
Cowmeadow
Miss
Louise
Creed
Ms
Jade
Critchley
Cllr
Richard
Cunliffe
Mrs
Rita
Davenport
Mr
Ian
Davies
Mr & Mrs
Keith and Janet
Davis
Mr SJ

Dixon
Mr Colin
Dixon
Mr
William J
Docker
Mr
John
Doherty
Mrs Gail
Donovan
Mr
Paul
Draper
Miss
Janet
Drew
Mr
Jonathan
Dunn
Mrs
P
Dutson
Mrs
Sandra
Eames
Ms
Debra
Eaton
Mrs
P
Eccles
Mrs
Angela

Farley, A and
Wright, V
Farrell
D and S
Fell
Dr Krister
Fletcher
Mr & Mrs

Mr P

Berry K
Bertenshaw
Mrs Helen
Beswick Mrs A
Blears Mr R
Blears
Mrs Maureen
Bloor
Ms Beryl
Booth
Mrs Jane
Bowater
Mrs
Rita
Bowers
Mrs

Boyce
Ms
Carol
Bracken
J
Bradford
Mr & Mrs
Bradford
Mrs
Mary
Bradford
Mr
John
Breadney
Ms
Joyce
Brennan
Renay
Brown PT
Browne
Mr
Stewart
Browne
Mrs
Barbara
Busby S
Busby
Mr John
Butters
Mrs
Diane
Campbell
Mrs AT
Cardwell
Mr
Benjamin
Carruthers
Ms
Lisa
Carruthers
Mr
Alastair
Carruthers
Ms
Jean
Clay
Mrs Joan
Coeulle
Ms
Sarah
Collins
Mrs
Deborah

Day Mrs A
Dennison
Mr
Mark
Dennison S
Denwood
Mr
Peter

Eden
Mr
Mike
Edwards
Mr
Ron
Edwards
Mrs
H
Edwards-Viller
Mrs
Carole
Ellis
Mrs
Bettina
Evans
Miss
Carol
Faragher
Mr
Gordon
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Fletcher
J
Fletcher
B and A
Fogg
Mrs
Nicola
Fraser
Dr
Steve
Furness
Mr Ian
Gabbay
Prof
Mark
Gaffney P
Garratt
Mr
Martin
Gill
Mrs
Norma
Glynn
Mrs
Gordon
Mrs I
Gorton
Mr Alan
Gould
Mr
John
Grant
Mrs
Anne
Greaves
Mr David
Green
Mr Les
Grice
Ms
Michelle
Griffin
Dr Liezel
Griffiths
Ms Cheryl
Guinnane

Guite
Ms
Deborah
Hallen
Mr
Mark
Halliwell
Mrs Irene
Hamer
Ms
Christine
Hampson Mee S
Hanley
Mr
Patrick
Hannah
Ms
Margaret
Hardman
Mrs Sarah
Hartley
Ms Joanne
Harvey
Ms
Deborah
Hawkes
Ms
Angela
Hawksworth
Ms
Susan
Heathcote
Mr
Michael
Heathcote
Ms Joanne
Heaton
Mr
Darren
Heaton
Ms
Catherine
Heaton
Mr W
Heaton
Mr Ian
Heaton
Ms
Elaine
Hemmins
C
Henry
Mr Peter

Name

Name

Name

Name

Name

Name

Hepburn
Mrs
Anne
Hepburn
Mrs
Maxine
Hesford
Ms
Janet
Hesford
Mr
Rob
Hesford-Preston
Ms
Katherine
Heslop
Mr
Paul
Heslop
Pat
Hibbert
Ms
Betty
Hickson
Ms
Janet
Hickson
Ms
Charlotte
Higgins
Ms Cathy
Higham
Mrs S
Hill
Mr Daniel

Hyams
Dr & Mrs
N&K
James
Mrs
Elizabeth
James
Mr & Mrs
Johnson
Mr
Anthony
Johnson
Ms
Sharon
Jones
Mr A
Jones
Ms
Anne
Jones
Mr
Barrie
Jones
Ms
Dorothy
Juee
Mr Dave
Keen
Ms S
Kerr
Mr
Robert
Kershaw
Mrs
Katherine
Knight
Mrs C

Longbottom
Mrs Pat
Love
Mr Andrew
Lumney
Ms Patricia
Luscombe
A
Mahony
Ms
Doreen
Malin
Ms
Elizabeth
Malone
Mr & Mrs
Robert and Ann
Mangan
Mrs
Jean
Marsh
Ms
Nicola
Marsh
Mrs L

Mrs Linda

Ms Janet

Morris
Mr Wayne
Morris
Mrs Eunice
Moss
Ms
Christine
Moult
Mr & Mrs
Mull
Mr & Mrs
Linda and
James
Murray
Mr
Christopher
Musgrave
Ms
Margaret

Pearson
Mr
John
Peddie
Mr Gavin
Pendlebury
Ms
Helen
Peterson
Mrs
Mildred

Richardson
C
Ridgway
Mrs
Gwyneth
Rigby
Mr Dennis
Roberts
Miss Mavis
Roberts
Mr John
Roberts
Ms Janet
Roberts
Mr Clive

Hill GL
Hill
Mr
William
Hill
Barbara
Hillan W
Hindley
Mr
Alan
Hindley
Ms
Lynn
Hodges S
Hodges J
Horner
Mr Barry
Horner
Mr Martin
Howard
Mr
Scott
Hunt
Mr Keith
Hunt
Ms June

Lambert M
Lambley
Mr & Mrs
Leaver
Mr
David
Legerton
Mr
Philip
Legerton
Mrs
Barbara
Leigh
Mr & Mrs
Leisuman
Mr
Andrew
Leisuman Mrs
Levy
Ms Marie
Lindley, I and
Turner, L Cllrs
Lohan
Ms Margaret

Marshall J
Massey
Ms Sarah
Mather
Mr
Robert
Mather S
Mather A
Matthews
Mr David
Mattlock
Ms
Joan
McCormick
Mr
David
McGovern
Ms
Brenda
McHolland
Ms
Elaine
McNicoll
Ms
Cath
McWhirk M
Meehan
Ms Linda
Mellor
Mr & Mrs M
Merron
Mr
Richard

Musgrave A
Musgrave Allan
Nelson
M Lewis
Ness
Mr James
Nettleton T
Noble
Mrs
Maureen
Nugent
Ms
Janet
O’Brien
Mrs
Carole
O’Connor
Mrs A
O’Reilly
Ms
Margaret
Parker
Mr
Stephen
Parkinson
Mr Lee
Parkinson
Mrs
Sandra

Midermott J

Parncutt A
Parncutt
Mr Jeffrey
Parncutt
Ms Anita
Parncutt
Mr Andy
Pasiero
Ms Carla

Mitchell

Pearson
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Phillips
Ms
Donna
Piets
Mr
Alwin
Pimlott
Miss
Helen
Podlasiuk
Ms
Alison
Podlasiuk
Mr Peter
Poole
Mr
Darren
Preston
Miss
Lauren
Price
Ms Sandra
Pritchard
Mr & Mrs
Robert and
Susan
Pugh
Ms
Rebecca
Pugh
Mr Ryan
Pugh
Ms
Christine
Pye
Ms Dorreen
Rabbitt
Mr & Mrs
Joseph and
Nuala
Redshaw
Mrs S
Rice
Ms Agnes
Rice
Ms
Jacqueline
Richardson
Mr W

Roberts L
Roberts
J and J
Rogerson
Mrs A
Rowles
C Brett
Royle
Mrs
Beverley
Ruddy
Mr Mark
Ruddy L Mrs
Ruddy A
Rutter M J
Ryan
Ms Gemma
Savery F
Seely
Mr Martin
Seely
Mrs Susan
Selby
Mr David
Sherlock
Mrs I
Sidwell
Ms Linda
Singleton
Mrs A
Skinner Mrs
Sleaford
Ms
Deborah
Smith
Mr
Lawrence S
Smith Mrs B
Sollazzi
Mr Rossano
Sparkes R
Sparkes
Mr S
Sparkes

Name

Name

Ms
Helen
Steel
Mr David
Stubbs
Mr
Robert

Wild
Ms Susan
Wilkins
Mr Graham
Wilkins
Mrs
Letitia
Wilkinson
Ms B
Williams
Ms
Alison
Williams
Mrs
Lucia
Williams
DK
Williams
Mr Guy
Williams
Mr Paul
Willis
Ms
Samantha
Woodling
Mr
Barry
Wright
Mrs
C
Wright
Mr
John S
Yates
Ms
Yvonne
Zammit
Mr
Roy

Sullivan B
Talbot
Miss C
Taylor
Mr Ian
Taylor
Ms
Lynn
Taylor
Ms Karen
Thomas
Glyn & Jean
Thomas
Ms Jean
Thompson B
Thorpe
Mr
Stephen
Thorpe
Ms
Michelle
Thurston
Ms
Jane
Turnbull AL
Turner
Mrs
Turner
Cllr Les
Upton
Mr
Mark
Waddecar
Mrs M
Walton
Miss
Sarah
Walton
Mrs Cath
Walton
Ms
Nicola
Walton
Mr John
Welsby
Mr Colin
Weston
Mr
Michael
Whalley
Ms
Jean
White
J&M
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Appendix B7
List of additional sites assessed following the suggested
sites consultation
a) Additional sites assessed for potential to accommodate development
Ref
Site assessed for development
Claremont and Weaste
CW008 Duncan Mathieson playing fields
and adjoining land
East Salford
ES024 Land north of Peru Street
ES025 Allerton Campus, University of
Salford
Eccles
EC017 Land at Cawdor Street
Irlam and Cadishead
IC023
Land at Sunningdale Drive
IC024
Land north of Cadishead
Little Hulton and Walkden
LW031 Brackley Golf Course
Swinton
SW017 Land south and east of Salford
Civic Centre
SW018 Playing fields east of Pendlebury
Road
SW020 Clifton Business Park
SW021 Land at Swinton Park Golf Club
SW022 Land north of M60 Junction 16
Worsley and Boothstown
WB018 Land east of Boothstown

Source of site suggestion
Boys and Girls Clubs of Greater
Manchester
University of Salford
University of Salford
Americhem Europe Ltd
J Fletcher
Strategic land assessment3
MHE Investments Ltd
Strategic land assessment
Strategic land assessment
Askon Estates (UK)
Peel Holdings (Land and
Property) Ltd
The Casey Group Ltd
Peel Holdings (Land and
Property) Ltd

These are sites which were not suggested through the suggested sites consultation, but which were
identified by the city council through its strategic land assessment, which reflects where there has
been known developer interest previously or may be potential for development.
3
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b) Additional sites assessed for local green space
Ref

Site assessed for local
green space

Neighbourhood area

LGS49

Land south of New Hall
Avenue
Land north of Barton
Aerodrome
Albion Green
Land south of Cadishead
Way
Land at Great Woolden Hall
Farm
Astley Road Farm
Land north of the M62 at
Chat Moss
Land south of Kenyon Way
and Parkway
Land at Ladywell Avenue
Recreation ground at
Eastham Way
Land south of Hill Top Road
Land east of Linnyshaw
Land west of Burgess Farm
Recreation land at Shap
Drive
Land west of Boothstown
Land at 278 Leigh Road

Eccles

Number of
individuals /
organisations
nominating
the site
1

Eccles

1

East Salford
Irlam and Cadishead

1
1

Irlam and Cadishead

1

Irlam and Cadishead
Irlam and Cadishead, and
Worsley and Boothstown
Little Hulton and Walkden

1
1

Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden

1
1

Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden
Little Hulton and Walkden

10
1
1
2

Worsley and Boothstown
Worsley and Boothstown

1
1

LGS50
LGS51
LGS52
LGS53
LGS54
LGS55
LGS56
LGS57
LGS58
LGS59
LGS60
LGS61
LGS62
LGS63
LGS64

1

c) Additional sites assessed for recreation
Ref

Site assessed for
recreation

Ward

REC49

Land bounded by Brinell
Drive and Cadishead Way
Recreation land at Shap
Drive

Irlam and Cadishead

Bowling green at the Rock
House public house, Edison
Road

Eccles

REC50
REC51

Little Hulton and Walkden
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Number of
individuals /
organisations
nominating
the site
1
1, and a
petition with 52
signatures
1

APPENDIX C
Draft Local Plan
Consultation

48

APPENDIX C1
Draft local plan consultation letter sent to all statutory and
non statutory consultees and all those on the city council’s
database

31 October 2016
Dear Sir / Madam,

Draft Salford Local Plan and the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework
Over the next few months, public consultation will take place on two draft plans that
will have significant implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of Greater
Manchester, and the Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed policies for
Salford. The most significant proposals for Salford are included in both documents.
Draft Salford Local Plan
As you have previously commented on, or expressed interest in, one of Salford’s
planning documents we wanted to let you know that the city council has now
recommenced the preparation of the Salford Local Plan, which will be the main land
use planning document for the city.
The Local Plan will:






Set out how Salford should develop up to the year 2035;
Identify the amount of new development that will come forward across the city,
such as housing, offices and industry, and the main areas in which this will be
focused;
Support the delivery of key infrastructure, such as transport and utilities;
Protect the city’s important environmental assets; and
Allocate land for particular uses or protective designations.

The Local Plan will set out the main policies that will be used to determine planning
applications, and once adopted, will replace the saved Unitary Development Plan
policies.
As you may recall, some work has already been undertaken in preparing a local plan
for Salford. The initial consultation was a “call for sites” exercise which was
undertaken between February and April 2013. At this stage, people were invited to
nominate sites for development or identify land that should be given some form of
protective designation. The city council reviewed the nominated sites and completed
an initial assessment of their suitability for development or a protective designation.
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These assessments were published and consulted on between January and March
2014.
Consultation on a full Draft Local Plan is due to start on Tuesday 8 November 2016
and run until Friday 6 January 2017 and we would welcome your views on the
plan during this time.
The Draft Local Plan identifies the approach that the city council intends to take,
having had regard to the comments received during the initial stages of consultation,
the additional evidence that has been assembled and changes to national planning
policy. A Policies Map has also been published which shows the location of sites
proposed to be allocated for development or given a protective designation.
A full copy of the Draft Local Plan and all the supporting documentation will be
available on our website at http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon from the start
of the consultation and a paper copy of all documentation will also be available to
view at the Civic Centre, Swinton. A paper copy of the Draft Local Plan and Policies
Map will also available to view in each of the city’s libraries during normal opening
hours.
There will be a drop in consultation event held during the afternoon/evening on
Friday 2 December 2016 at the Salford Suite, Salford Civic Centre. This will provide
an opportunity to discuss the Draft Local Plan and find out more about the parts of
the plan which you are interested in. For further information about the consultation
event please visit the website using the link above. We have also written to
community committees to offer to attend one of their meetings to explain in more
detail the relevant proposals should they wish us to.
Making comments on the Draft Local Plan
Comments on the Draft Salford Local Plan can be submitted by any of the following
means:




Online using the comments form at
http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon
By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
By post to: Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY
All comments should be received by the city council no later than
4.30pm on Friday 6 January 2017.

The city council’s preferred communication method is via email and therefore if you
have received this letter by post, we would be grateful if you could provide an email
address for all future correspondence about planning policy in Salford to assist us in
minimising our costs.
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If you have any queries regarding the Draft Local Plan please contact the Spatial
Planning team on 0161 793 3782 or via plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk If you no
longer wish to be kept informed about future stages of the Local Plan please contact
us and your details will be removed from our database.
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
We would also like to take this opportunity to inform you about a consultation on the
draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework which is running from 31 October to
23 December 2016. During this time, comments are welcomed on this document,
together with the associated Integrated Assessment Report and other background
papers.
Over the next twenty years there is a need to deliver continued sustainable
economic growth, creating more jobs and new homes for the people of Greater
Manchester.
The ten local authorities in Greater Manchester are working together to deliver this
growth and to ensure that these new homes and jobs are provided in the right places
with the transport infrastructure (roads, rail, Metrolink) to support the communities
and manage growth sustainably.
The draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework sets out:





How much housing and employment land is needed and the distribution
between each district up to 2035.
A number of strategic sites across Greater Manchester to assist in meeting
these requirements.
The importance of infrastructure such as, health, education, transport, green
spaces and utilities to support neighbourhoods and employment.
Ways to protect and improve the natural environment.

For further information on the consultation please visit www.greatermanchesterca.gov.uk/GMSF
Paper copies of the draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework may be viewed at
the Civic Centre, Swinton and also at each of the city’s libraries during normal
opening hours. A paper copy of the Integrated Assessment may also be viewed at
the Civic Centre, Swinton.
Making comments on the draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
Responses to the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) consultation may
be made:

Online at http://gmsf-consult.objective.co.uk or

By email to GMSF@agma.gov.uk

By Post to : Greater Manchester Integrated Support Team
PO Box 532
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Town Hall
Manchester
M60 2LA
All comments about the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework must be
sent to the email/postal addresses above or the online form completed,
to be received by 17:00 on Friday 23 December 2016.
A series of events are being hosted across Greater Manchester which the public are
invited to attend and discuss the draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. For
Salford, there will be a joint Greater Manchester Spatial Framework / Salford Draft
Local Plan consultation event held on Friday 2 December 2016 as mentioned earlier
in this letter. Please see the website for further information if you would like to attend
one of these events.
If you require any further information on the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
consultation please do not hesitate to contact the Greater Manchester Planning
Team on 0161 237 4636. If you would like to discuss one of the individual allocations
in the draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that are within Salford, please
contact Salford City Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782.
Data protection
Please note that for the Draft Local Plan consultation all comments will be held by
Salford City Council, and for the GMSF by the Greater Manchester Combined
Authority, and in both cases will be available to view publicly. Comments cannot be
treated as confidential. Your personal information, such as your postal and e-mail
address will not be published, but your name and organisation (if relevant) will.
Both Salford City Council and the Greater Manchester Combined Authority maintain
databases of consultees who wish to be kept informed about the Local Plan and the
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, respectively. In responding to these
consultations your contact details will automatically be added to the relevant
consultation database. If you do not want to be contacted about future Local Plan or
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework consultations please state this in your
response.
Yours sincerely,

Chris Findley
Assistant Director for Planning
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APPENDIX C2
Extension of time letter to consultees and landowners
21 December 2016
Dear Sir/Madam,
Public consultation on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and
Draft Salford Local Plan extended until 16 January 2017
As you will be aware, public consultation is currently taking place on two draft plans
that will have significant implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of
Greater Manchester and the Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed policies
for Salford. The most significant proposals for Salford are included in both
documents.
These are important plans which have already generated a huge amount of public
interest. The Greater Manchester Combined Authority and Salford City
Council wants to make sure that everyone who wants to, has the opportunity to take
part in the consultation, and some people have told us that they need longer, so a
decision has been taken to extend the consultation on the above documents until
Monday 16 January 2017 (23.59).
Making comments on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
The Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and supporting documents can be
accessed via www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/GMSF
Responses to the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) consultation may
be made:
 Online at http://gmsf-consult.objective.co.uk or
 By email to GMSF@agma.gov.uk
 By Post to :
Greater Manchester Integrated Support Team
PO Box 532
Town Hall
Manchester
M60 2LA
If you require any further information on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework consultation please do not hesitate to contact the Greater Manchester
Planning Team on 0161 237 4636. If you would like to discuss one of the individual
allocations in the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that are within
Salford, please contact Salford City Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793
3782.
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Making comments on the Draft Salford Local Plan
The Draft Salford Local Plan and supporting documents are available on the city
council’s website at http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon. Comments on the
Draft Salford Local Plan can be submitted by any of the following means:




Online using the comments form at
http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon
By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
By post to: Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY

If you have any queries regarding the Draft Local Plan please contact Salford City
Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782 or email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Data protection
Please note that for the Draft Local Plan consultation all comments will be held by
Salford City Council, and will be available to view publicly. Comments cannot be
treated as confidential. Your personal information, such as your postal and e-mail
address will not be published, but your name and organisation (if relevant) will.
Yours sincerely,

Chris Findley
Assistant Director for Planning
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APPENDIX C3
Email sent to all consultees and neighbourhood managers
for the start of the consultation period
All consultees covering email
Dear Sir/Madam
Over the next few months, public consultation will take place on two draft plans that
will have significant implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of Greater
Manchester, and the Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed policies for
Salford. Please find attached a letter which provides more information about these
draft documents and explains how to make comments.
The Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and supporting documents can be
accessed via www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/GMSF If you require any further
information on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework consultation please
do not hesitate to contact the Greater Manchester Planning Team on 0161 237
4636. If you would like to discuss one of the individual allocations in the Draft
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that are within Salford, please contact
Salford City Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782.
Consultation on the Draft Local Plan is due to start on 8 November 2016. The Draft
Local Plan and supporting documents will be available on the city council’s website
at http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon from the start of the consultation. If
you have any queries regarding the Draft Local Plan please contact Salford City
Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782 or email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Yours sincerely
Neighbourhood Managers Email:
Dear Sir/Madam
Over the next few months, public consultation will take place on two draft plans that
will have significant implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of Greater
Manchester, and the Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed policies for
Salford. Please find attached a letter which provides more information about these
draft documents and explains how to make comments.
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The Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and supporting documents can be
accessed via www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/GMSF If you require any further
information on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework consultation please
do not hesitate to contact the Greater Manchester Planning Team on 0161 237
4636. If you would like to discuss one of the individual allocations in the Draft
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that are within Salford, please contact
Salford City Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782.
Consultation on the Draft Local Plan is due to start on 8 November 2016. The Draft
Local Plan and supporting documents will be available on the city council’s website
at http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon from the start of the consultation. If
you have any queries regarding the Draft Local Plan please contact Salford City
Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782 or email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
We are trying to raise people’s awareness of both these documents given the
significant implications they have for all areas of the city. Therefore, please could I
request that you cascade this information down to the local community and other
relevant contacts on your database.
We would like to offer the opportunity for members of the spatial planning team to
attend your next community committee meeting (or to attend a specifically arranged
community committee meeting if you are not due to have a community committee
meeting during the consultation period), to discuss the proposals affecting your area
of the city and any other aspect of the plan(s) you are interested in. If you would like
to arrange to do this or require any further information, please contact a member of
the spatial planning team on 0161 793 3782 or email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Yours sincerely
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APPENDIX C4
Extension of time email sent to Neighbourhood Managers
Dear Neighbourhood Manager,
Public consultation on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and
Draft Salford Local Plan is being extended until 16 January 2017
As you will be aware, public consultation is currently taking place on two draft plans
that will have significant implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of
Greater Manchester and the Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed policies
for Salford. The most significant proposals for Salford are included in both
documents.
These are important plans which have already generated a huge amount of public
interest. The Greater Manchester Combined Authority and Salford City Council
wants to make sure that everyone who wants to, has the opportunity to take part in
the consultation, and some people have told us that they need longer, so a decision
has been taken to extend the consultation on the above documents until Monday 16
January 2017 (23.59).
Making comments on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
The Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and supporting documents can be
accessed via www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/GMSF
Responses to the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) consultation may
be made:
 Online at http://gmsf-consult.objective.co.uk or
 By email to GMSF@agma.gov.uk
 By Post to : Greater Manchester Integrated Support Team
PO Box 532
Town Hall
Manchester
M60 2LA
If you require any further information on the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework consultation please do not hesitate to contact the Greater Manchester
Planning Team on 0161 237 4636. If you would like to discuss one of the individual
allocations in the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that are within
Salford, please contact Salford City Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793
3782.
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Making comments on the Draft Salford Local Plan
The Draft Salford Local Plan and supporting documents are available on the city
council’s website at http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon. Comments on the
Draft Salford Local Plan can be submitted by any of the following means:




Online using the comments form at
http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon
By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
By post to: Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY

If you have any queries regarding the Draft Local Plan please contact Salford City
Council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782 or email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Please could you cascade the above information to your networks.
I have also attached a short note explaining the next stages in the local plan
process.
Kind regards
Claire
Claire Thorn
Principal Planning Officer
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APPENDIX C5
Letter sent to landowners at the Draft Local Plan stage
15 November 2016
Dear Sir / Madam,

Draft Salford Local Plan
You may be aware that public consultation is currently taking place on two draft
plans that will have significant implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of
Greater Manchester, and the Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed
policies for Salford.
The Local Plan will:






Set out how Salford should develop up to the year 2035;
Identify the amount of new development that will come forward across the city,
such as housing, offices and industry, and the main areas in which this will be
focused;
Support the delivery of key infrastructure, such as transport and utilities;
Protect the city’s important environmental assets; and
Allocate land for particular uses or protective designations.

The Local Plan will form the main part of the statutory development plan for the city,
and once adopted will replace the saved Unitary Development Plan policies.
The current consultation on the Draft Local Plan is running until Friday 6 January
2017. We are aware that you currently have an interest in land that is proposed to
be allocated for development in the Draft Local Plan as set out below:
Policy xxxx

Local plan site name

If you would like to find out more about the proposed allocation/s please visit our
website at http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon or paper copies of the Local
Plan and Policies Map are available at the Civic Centre, Swinton or in the city’s
libraries.
There will be a drop in consultation event held during the afternoon/evening on
Friday 2 December 2016 at the Salford Suite, Salford Civic Centre. This will provide
an opportunity to discuss the Draft Local Plan and find out more about the parts of
the plan which you are interested in. For further information about the consultation
event please visit the website using the link above.
Making comments on the Draft Local Plan
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The Draft Local Plan is an initial draft for consultation, and provides an opportunity
for the community and other stakeholders to comment on the policies and proposals,
and suggest alternative approaches. Comments can be submitted by any of the
following means:




Online using the comments form at
http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon
By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
By post to: Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY
All comments should be received by the city council no later than
4.30pm on Friday 6 January 2017.

The city council’s preferred communication method is via email and therefore as you
have received this letter by post, we would be grateful if you could provide an email
address for all future correspondence about planning policy in Salford to assist us in
minimising our costs. If you no longer wish to be kept informed about future stages
of the Local Plan please contact us and your details will be removed from our
database.
Data protection
Please note that for the Draft Local Plan consultation all comments will be held by
Salford City Council, and will be available to view publicly. Comments cannot be
treated as confidential. Your personal information, such as your postal and e-mail
address will not be published, but your name and organisation (if relevant) will.
If you have any queries about the Draft Local Plan or would like to discuss it further,
please contact the Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782.
Yours sincerely,

Chris Findley
Assistant Director for Planning
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APPENDIX C6
Screenshot of Draft Local Plan consultation webpage
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APPENDIX C7
Notice published in the Jewish Advertiser and Jewish
Telegraph
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APPENDIX C8
Talking News Adverts
Advert published week commencing 6 November 2016:
Public consultation has just started on two draft plans that will have significant
implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of Greater Manchester, and the
Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed policies for Salford. The most
significant proposals for Salford are included in both documents and your comments
on both documents will be welcomed during the consultation periods.
To find out more about the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework please visit
www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/GMSF or telephone the Greater Manchester
Planning Team on 0161 237 4636. This document is out for consultation until the 23
December 2016.
To find out more about Salford’s draft local plan which is out for consultation until the
6th January 2017, please visit the website at
http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon or telephone the Spatial planning team
on 0161 793 3782.

Advert published week commencing 11 December 2016:
Public consultation will shortly finish on two draft plans that will have significant
implications for Salford’s future. The Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
sets out the overall planning strategy for the whole of Greater Manchester, and the
Draft Salford Local Plan provides more detailed policies for Salford. The most
significant proposals for Salford are included in both documents and your comments
on both documents will be welcomed during the consultation periods.
To find out more about the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework please visit
www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/GMSF or telephone the Greater Manchester
Planning Team on 0161 237 4636. This document is out for consultation until the 23
December 2016.
To find out more about Salford’s draft local plan which is out for consultation until the
6th January 2017, please visit the website at
http://www.salford.gov.uk/draftlocalplancon or telephone the Spatial planning team
on 0161 793 3782.
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APPENDIX C9
List of organisations and individuals who submitted
representations to the draft local plan consultation

Organisation/
Individual

A Bloor
A Day
A Legerton
A Walker
A. Perkins
Abigail Quigley
Action Against
Astley Road
Development
(AAARD)
Adele Walton
Adrian O
Sullivan
Adrian Richards
Alan and Jean
Challinor
Alan Bannon
Alan Cavanagh
Alan R Woods
Alan Ratcliffe
Alan Williams
Aled Owen
Alison Bennett
Alison Booth
Alison Williams
Alistair
Wallworth
Allison and Phill
Reader
Alma Moore
Amanda D
Lovell
Amber Bryden
Amy Challender
Amy Goodwin
Andrew Aherne
Andrew Green
Andrew Ingham
Andrew Nelson
Andy Cheetham
Andy Salmon
Andy Shaw
Angela Eccles
Angela Eccles
Angela Solan

Angela West
Anita and Dave
Barnett
Ann Chaplin
Ann Luckman
Ann Warrington
Anne and Nigel
France
Anne
Broomhead
Anne Clark
Anne Grant
Anne Martins
Anonymous
Anonymous
Salford
Landowners (De
Pol Associates
on behalf of)
Anthony and
Patricia Lewin
Anthony Lee
Arnold Laver Ltd
(How Planning
on behalf of)
AS Foster
B A Legerton
B Cheape
B J Powell
B Segal
B, K, M, and M
Pandya
B. Jones
B.A. Marsh
Barbara Hill
Barbara Keeley
MP
Barbara Leigh
Barratt Homes
Barry and Sheila
Watts
Barry Woodling
Ben Jones
Ben Pascall
Ben Ravenscroft
Bernard &
Marian Walker
Beryl Thompson

Beverley
Lowndes
Bolton Council
Boys & Girls
Clubs Greater
Manchester
Bredale
Properties Ltd
(Pegasus Group
on behalf of)
Brenda
Drinkwater
Brenda Stanley
Brian and Muriel
Dunn
Brian Lowndes
Brian Mccarthy
Bridget Williams
Bruce and
Pauline
Sutherland
Bruce Kinloch
Bruce
Thompson
Bury Council
C Gibson
C Pugh
C Taylor
C W Willis
C Wright
Calum Gray
Canal and River
Trust
Carol Ward
Carole O'Brien
Caroline
Lightfoot
Carolyn Evans
Catherine
Bentley and
Richard Bentley
Charles &
Kathryn Ogden
Charles Woods
Charlotte
Hickson
Cheri Muldoon
Chris Legerton
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Christina
Bradley & Mr
Leslie Hall
Christine Bold
Christine
Cooper
Christine
Marshall
Christine
Richardson
City of Salford
Community
Stadium (NJL
Consulting on
behalf of)
City of Trees
Claire Davies
Claire Moore
Claire WhalleyLivesey
Claire White
Clare Atherton
Clare Edwards
Clare Platt
Clare TaylorRussell )Trafford
Council on
behalf of)
Cllr Christine
Hudson
Cllrs R Garrido,
Collison and
Clarke
Coal Industry
Social Welfare
Organisation
Colin Ackers
Colin Lowndes
Colin Williams
Colin Wood
Consortium of
Landowners - --Irlam and
Cadishead
Corrine Batty
Councillor Iain
Lindley

Councillor
Richard
Critchley
Countryside
Properties
(Nathaniel
Lichfield and
Partners on
behalf of)
CPRE
Lancashire
D L Cookson
D Lund
D Segelit
D Young
D. Hodson
D.E. Gresty
Dale Robinson
Darrell Warner
David and
Joanne Done
David and
Marjorie
McCormick
David Arthur
Sugden
David Ashton
David Bartlett
David Bennett
David Cooper
David Fox
David Gape
David Grant
David Horsfall
David Isherwood
David Mattison
David Norris
David
Sommerville
David Steel
David Wrennall
Dean Pyke
Debbie Dove
Debbie Fletcher
Deborah Swift
Debra Adderley
Denis
McLaughlin
Denis Robbins
Denise Cooper
Denise Fox
Derek and
Valerie
Greenhalgh
Derek Brooks
Derek Nuttall
Derwent Group
(Aylward Town

Planning - ATP on behalf of)
Diane Hickford
Diane Reed
Donald Parry
Doreen Marsh
Dorothy Lennard
Dorothy Smith
Dr John E
Marginson
Dr Rebecca
Wild
Duncan Chester
E Jordan
E Roberts
E. A. McLean
Elaine Carter
Elaine Seddon
Elizabeth Elton
Elizabeth Griffin
Ellen Margaret
Blocksidge
Ellesmere Park
Residents'
Association
Elsie Hardman
Eman
Altwairesh
Emer Sheridan
Emma Farrelly
Environment
Agency
Eric Lowndes
Ernest Turner
Eve Goodwin
Fiona Flanagan
ForViva
Fran Heslin
Frank Marshall
FRECCLES Friends of
Eccles Station
Frederic
O'Gorman
Friends of Roe
Green (Jean
Barnes)
G A and L I
Matthews
G Ellis
G Irwin
G Tyrell
G Williams
Gail Ledger and
Edward Ward
Gary Adamson
Gary and Janet
McMahon

Gary Gardner
Gary Hindle
Gary McKenzie
Gavin Wickham
and Faye Steel
Gayle Clipsham
Ged Connor
Genna Oliver
Geoff Hamilton
Geoffrey N
Laughton
George Jarvis
Gillian Ruleman
Gillian Wright
Glyn Thomas
Grace Choi
Greater
Manchester
Ecology Unit
Greta Barwise
Groundwork
MSSTT
Gwyneth Cooke
H L Watson
H. Hague
Hamilton Davies
Trust
Harry Jones
Harworth Group
(Cushman &
Wakefield)
Hayley Cubley
Heather Thorpe
Helen Crowley
Helen Gates
Helen Hubbard
Helen Legerton
Helen
Pendlebury
Helena Graham
Highways
England
Hilda Johnson
Historic England
Home Builders
Federation
Hoon Teo
I Booth
I L Hodgkinson
Ian and
Christine Davies
Ian and Debra
Lingard
Ian Davenport
Ian McLachlan
Ian P. Heffernan
Imperial Point
and Sovereign
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Point Residents'
Association
(SPRA) (Colin
Wood on behalf
of)
Irene Blay
Irene Brice
Irene Bridgford
Irene Rowlinson
Irlam and
Cadishead
Branch Labour
Party
Isla Gray
J Ahmed
J and G Clay
J and J Austin
J D Leaver
J Harding
J Legerton
J M Leach
J Marshall
J O'Shea &
Sons Ltd and
Connell Brothers
Ltd
J Ravenscroft
J Walton
J. Dennett
Jack Evans
Jackie and
Anthony
Norcross
Jackie and
Stuart Taylor
Jacqueline
Bewsher
James and
Geraldine
Buckley
James Hilton
Jamie and
Margaret
Bentham
Jane Carney
Jane McNulty
Jane Unwin
Janet Hickson
Janet Lewis
Janet Morgan
Jannine
Mcmahon
Jason Horsfall
Jean A
Robinson
Jean Barnes
Jean Mckenna
Jean Whalley

JG Ness
Joan McCann
Joan Sheila
Bannon
Joanne Egan
John and Aileen
Cumbers
John and Delyse
Gregory
John and Diana
Wroe
John Bohan
John Elton
John Hudson
John Lemmon
John Philip
Wood
John R Long
John Samuel
Wright
Jonathan Bell
Jonathan Wright
Jonathon and
Michelle Drew
Joseph Bailey
Joseph Fletcher
Joseph Rabbitt
Joseph
Thompson
Josie Sevier
Judith King
Judith Watts
Julia Horner
Julie Lynch
Julie Niland
Julie Smith
K and S Jerath
K J Hunt
K Lowndes
K. Davis
Karen Sharples
Kasim Jameel
Kate Fowles
Katherine Norris
Kathryn
Richardson
Keith Luckman
Kerry
Sommerville
Kevin Crabtree
L A Robinson
L Cripley
L K Cunliffe
L M Bruce
Lancashire
Wildlife Trust
Laura Hawkins
Laura Rawlinson

Laurence
Keeley
Lawrence
Merryweather
Lesbian, gay,
bisexual and
trans people
(LGBT)
Foundation
Lesley and
George
Wiszniewski
Lewis Hickson
LGA Europe
Limited
(Cushman &
Wakefield on
behalf of)
Liezel Griffin
Lilla Berry and
Alan Smith
Linda Hilditch
Linda Jones
Lindsay
Marsden
Lisa Quigley
Lisa Rooney
Lisa Van
Damms
Liz Wallwork
LM Critchley
Lorraine Bradley
Louise Davies
Love Brothers
Ltd (Turley on
behalf of)
Lucy Ainsworth
Lucy Crabtree
Luke Murfin and
Laura Black
Luke Wareham
Lynda Waring
Lyndsey & Colin
Furse
Lynn Keegan
Lynsey Shaw
M
Brimblecombe
M Darwin
M E Williams
M Legerton
M R Andrews
M R Chaplin
M Segelit
M Warburton
M Woodcock
M. Lawrinson
Maggie Lunn

Manchester
Airport
Manchester
Bolton and Bury
Canal Society
Margaret Duffy
Margaret Lohan
Margaret
Waddecar
Maria Ashton
Maria Smith
Maria Stones
Marion Gray
Mark Ackerley
Mark Elliott
Mark Gardner
Mark Jones
Mark Powell
Mark Upton
(Paul Butler
Associates on
behalf of)
Mark Watts
Marlene McLean
Martin Barlow
Martin Hudson
Martyn
Shedwick
Mary Glynn
Mary-Liz Walker
Matt Lord
Maureen and
Brian Noble
Maureen
Preston
Maureen
Rawcliffe
McCarthy &
Stone
Retirement
Lifestyles
Limited (The
Planning Bureau
Limited on
behalf of)
Melissa
Tomlinson
MHE
Investments
(HOW Planning
on behalf of)
Michael Keegan
Michael Quigley
Michael
Sharples
Michelle Gibson
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Appendix C10
Issues raised in representations received on the Draft Local Plan and an
explanation of how these issues are being addressed
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: GENERAL COMMENTS
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Aims and objectives of the plan
Mixed views were expressed with regards to the plan as a whole.
Some individuals and organisations were supportive, suggesting that
it would be a strong driver for economic growth/improved quality of
life, with others objecting or seeking changes or a shift in emphasis,
with many suggesting that the reuse of previously developed land
should be the key priority and that the countryside should be
protected from development (Individuals/various organisations).

The plan continues to seek to deliver sustainable development in
Salford, supporting economic growth, promoting healthy and vibrant
communities, and protecting and enhancing the environment. There
is a much stronger focus on fairness running throughout the plan,
and new chapters have been added on climate change and air
quality.
The more detailed comments received in response to specific
chapters/policies have been considered and an explanation of how
the issues are being addressed in the revised draft plan is provided
later in this schedule.
Decisions about any changes to the Green Belt boundaries in
Salford are now being made solely through the Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework and not the Salford Local Plan.

Agricultural land
Best and most versatile agricultural land should be protected from
development (CPRE).

The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a new policy on soils and
agricultural land (GB2) which seeks to avoid the loss of agricultural
land where possible and where this is required give preference to
the development of lower grade land and minimise the scale of loss.
The Revised Draft GMSF allocates two sites in Salford that would
involve the loss of grade 1 agricultural land: GM Allocation 32 (North
of Irlam Station) and GM Allocation 33 (Port Salford Extension). It
has been concluded that the benefits of development in these two
locations would outweigh the loss of high grade agricultural land.
The size of the North of Irlam Station, and hence the potential loss of
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grade 1 land, has been reduced considerably compared to the Draft
GMSF stage (where it was referred to as Western Cadishead and
Irlam).
Air quality
The NHS Clinical Commissioning Group and individuals expressed
concerns regarding Salford’s air quality, and it being particularly poor
compared to other areas of Greater Manchester and the UK. The
comments highlighted the associated health implications, the
importance of retaining green spaces and need for clear action to
address these issues, particularly a reduction in car travel.

It is recognised that poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated
with transport emissions, but due to the integrated nature of the
highway network and the amount of traffic that travels through
Salford to and from other destinations means that joint working
across a wide area is required to tackle the issue. The Greater
Manchester Combined Authority has led the production of an Air
Quality Action Plan for Greater Manchester (2016-2021) in
partnership with the Greater Manchester local authorities, Highways
England and Transport for Greater Manchester, which includes a
series of actions and measures to bring about an improvement in air
quality.
The planning process does however have an important role to play
in supporting an improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in
promoting better health and an improved quality of life. The Revised
Draft Local Plan includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the
various ways in which the Local Plan can assist in securing an
improvement in the city’s air quality, for example reducing road
emissions by minimising the need to travel and promoting the use of
low and zero carbon emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green
infrastructure network, and requiring development to minimise and
mitigate pollution as far as possible.
The emphasis in the Local Plan development strategy is to focus the
vast majority of new housing development on previously developed
land in accessible locations and ensure that housing is delivered at a
higher density in the locations which are well served by public
transport facilities.

Coal mining
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The Coal Authority highlighted the potential need for prior extraction
on development sites and also the importance of recognising
problems associated with previously mined sites and associated
land stability issues.

Consultation
Concerns were expressed with regards to awareness of the general
public, the engagement of harder to reach groups and the timing of
some of the correspondence regarding the consultation on the Draft
Local Plan (Individuals)

Duty to cooperate
The plan should provide evidence to demonstrate how the city
council has discharged its duty to cooperate (Home Builders
Federation).
Ecology
The Greater Manchester Ecology Unit (GMEU) consider that the
plan is ecologically sound, but raised concerns regarding some of
the site allocations and the lack of reference to mitigation towards
achieving good ecological potential for the River Irwell.

Equality
The plan does not show how it is considering the needs of groups
that share characteristics under the Equality Act 2010, including
people that identify as LGBT and there are some ways commitment

The relevant site allocation policies note where sites are located
within a minerals safeguarding area (and potentially prior extraction
may be required if practicable), and any potential land instability
issues associated with previous mining use which need to be
addressed when the site comes forward for development. A new
policy on land instability has been added to the Pollution and
Hazards chapter.
The city council sought to maximise people’s awareness of the
consultation through various means including letters, the local press
and social media and carried out the consultation in accordance with
its adopted Statement of Community Involvement. As with any
consultation exercise, lessons can always be learnt and the city
council will seek to ensure it engages as widely as possible on the
Revised Draft Local Plan, having regard to its available resources.
A draft statement of common ground, which relates to the duty to
cooperate, is to be published alongside the Revised Draft Local
Plan.
Support is welcomed. Responses have been provided to GMEU’s
comments against the relevant site allocation policies and some
changes have been made to the policies in response to their
comments. A new policy (WA2 Delivering the North West River
Basin Management Plan) has been added to the water chapter
which directs development to take opportunities to support the
improvement of water bodies to good status.
Delivering a fairer Salford is central to everything that the Local Plan
is seeking to accomplish and the Revised Draft Local Plan has been
significantly expanded to reflect this. A new fairness chapter has
been introduced into the Revised Draft Local Plan and policy F3
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to meeting the needs of these groups can be demonstrated (LGBT
Foundation).

Evidence base
Highways England commented that a collective transport impact of
the site allocations needs to be understood and complemented by
further analysis of the individual larger sites. Peel Media
Management Limited suggested that a transport plan is required that
identifies solutions and delivery timescales and others suggested
more investment/commitment was needed in the city’s infrastructure
given the current capacity issues.

(Inclusive Places) in particular should address the issues raised. It
explains that all places and developments shall be as inclusive as
possible, capable of adapting to a broad range of changing needs
and delivering a high quality of life, where no one is potentially
excluded because of disability, age, gender, sexuality, ethnicity or
social class. This policy identifies ways in which development will be
expected to ensure this, including through developing a distinctive
local character and providing an attractive, safe and inviting
environment.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.

The plan should be supported by an infrastructure delivery plan and
economic viability appraisal. This should be developed in partnership
with infrastructure providers and delivery partners and provide a
deliverable investment plan to support the city’s growth ambitions
(Peel).
Infrastructure
Additional development will put pressure on the city’s infrastructure
(Salford Community Leisure and individuals) and the plan does not

An infrastructure plan will be produced in support of the Local Plan
at the publication stage. As discussed in response to the comments
above, work is ongoing at the Greater Manchester level with regards
to transport infrastructure solutions.

It is noted that many of the comments, particularly regarding the site
allocations have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of
the city’s existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands
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provide a commitment to addressing infrastructure needs
(individuals).

generated by further development. The scale of additional housing
proposed in the Revised Draft Local Plan will increase the pressure
on existing facilities, and ensuring that new housing developments
support improvements to the quality and where needed, capacity of
these facilities will be important. Some amendments have been
made to policies in the Revised Draft Local Plan to address these
issues, as detailed below:
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Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.
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Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.

In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.
Green Belt release
Concerns were expressed with regards to the proposed release of
land in the Green Belt by a large number of people, and it was
suggested that the special circumstances for building on Green Belt
have not been justified and that Green Belt should be protected
(individuals and CPRE Lancashire).

All changes to Green Belt boundaries in Salford are now being
considered solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework (GMSF) and not the Salford Local Plan.
The Revised Draft GMSF allocates four sites for development in
Salford that are currently in the Green Belt:
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GM Allocation 30 (Land at Hazelhurst Farm) – the size of the
site has been reduced (from 24 hectares to 16 hectares) to
remove the site of biological importance and land along the
M61 slip road on the northern edge, with the estimated yield
reducing from 450 to 400 dwellings.
GM Allocation 31 (East of Boothstown) – this is largely
unchanged from the Draft GMSF, proposing the development
of 300 dwellings
GM Allocation 32 (North of Irlam Station) – the size of the site
has reduced considerably compared to the ‘Western
Cadishead and Irlam’ proposal in the Draft GMSF, from 289
hectares to 65 hectares, with the estimated number of
dwellings reducing from 2,250 to 1,600. The site is now
focused on land close to the station.
GM Allocation 33 (Port Salford Extension) – this is largely
unchanged from the Draft GMSF, proposing 320,000m2 of
new employment floorspace.

The proposal in the Draft GMSF to release land to the west of
Boothstown for housing has not been taken forward in the Revised
Draft GMSF.
The Revised Draft GMSF proposes the addition of six areas of land
to the Green Belt, the first three of which were also proposed in the
Draft GMSF: West Salford Greenway; part of Logistics North Country
Park; Wharton Lane Playing Fields; land west of Burgess Farm,
including Ellenbrook Brickworks; Blackleach Country Park; and a
small area east of HMP Forest Bank.
Overall, these changes would result in a net increase of just under
30 hectares in the area of land in Salford that is designated as
Green Belt.
Strategic policies
The plan does not state which policies are strategic for the purposes
of the NPPF and it should be clear that policies for the historic
environment are strategic otherwise they will risk being overridden
by neighbourhood plan policies (Historic England)
Canals
Policies which protect and enhance the heritage, environmental and
recreational values of canals, rivers and docks are encouraged and
the potential restoration of the Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal
should be referred to in the Local Plan (Canal and River Trust)

The policies identified as being strategic are now listed in a new
Annex E of the Local Plan.

Support is welcomed. Policies GI1 (Green infrastructure spatial
strategy), GI2 (Green infrastructure requirements for development,
WA2 (Delivering the North West River Basin Management Plan), R1
(Recreation spatial strategy) and the heritage chapter collectively
seek to enhance the environment in and around the city’s
waterways. The Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal is identified
specifically as a strategically important recreation project in policy
R1, with the emphasis being on protecting its line, securing its
restoration where practicable and elsewhere along the line
incorporating walking and cycling routes, public realm improvements
and heritage interpretation features.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: INTRODUCTION
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Concerns were expressed with regards to awareness of the general
public, the engagement of harder to reach groups and the timing of
some of the correspondence regarding the consultation on the Draft
Local Plan (Individuals)

The city council sought to maximise people’s awareness of the
consultation through various means including letters, the local press
and social media and carried out the consultation in accordance with
its adopted Statement of Community Involvement. As with any
consultation exercise, lessons can always be learnt and the city
council will seek to ensure it engages as widely as possible on the
Revised Draft Local Plan, having regard to its available resources.

Other significant changes made to the introduction
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: SPATIAL PORTRAIT
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Various elements of the spatial portrait are supported in the
comments received, including references to key features such as the
River Irwell and Chat Moss, the city’s transport network and links to
the airport and challenges such as flood risk and accommodating the
city’s population growth (individuals, GMEU, Highways England,
developers).

Support is welcomed.

The spatial portrait should also refer to:
 City Gateway (developer)
 MediaCityUK (developer)
 Blue infrastructure (Environment Agency)
 The protection of Green Belt (CPRE)
 Conservation of Chat Moss (CPRE)

The purpose of the spatial portrait is to explain what Salford is like,
and the key challenges facing the area, and therefore not all of the
suggested additions are appropriate. The following amendments
have been made in response to the comments.






Reference to the degrading of Chat Moss is misleading as it is grade
1 agricultural land (individuals and community group)

Reference to the delivery of various key projects and proposals
(e.g. Port Salford, Stadium, MediaCityUK) is made in the spatial
portrait, however referring to the City Gateway concept is not
considered to add value or assist in understanding of the city’s
characteristics.
Reference to MediaCityUK is already included within the spatial
portrait and the level of detail is considered appropriate.
Reference to blue infrastructure has been added.
The spatial portrait explains how much of the city’s land is in the
Green Belt and the function of Chat Moss, however the strategy
for the protection and enhancement of the Green Belt/Chat Moss
is more appropriately located within the spatial vision and
relevant policies.

The spatial portrait has been expanded and explains that Salford
contains 1,800 hectares of the best and most versatile agricultural
land (grades 1 and 2), all of which is located in Chat Moss.
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Reference to the environmental quality of Chat Moss being
degraded remains within the spatial portrait, but it has been
expanded stating that parts of the area are under restoration to
lowland raised bog.
The challenges should include the delivery and funding of transport
infrastructure (developer) and adaptation to climate change
(Environment Agency)

Reference to these challenges have been added.

Other significant changes made to the introduction
Change

Reason for change

Reference is made to the other strategically important areas of green
infrastructure (Irwell Valley and West Salford Greenway).

These areas are both of strategic significance in terms of the existing
contribution they make to the character of different parts of Salford.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: SPATIAL VISION
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The principles of the vision were supported by a number of the
respondents (Developer, Manchester Airport group, Salford Clinical
Commissioning Group)
Some of the detail in the vision is focussed on delivery (i.e. % of
housing in different parts of the city) which is not appropriate to
include (developer)

Support is welcomed.

That the delivery strategy is inconsistent with the vision and doesn’t
reflect the northern powerhouse ambition (developer)
Links with the GMSF vision should be made clearer (Natural
England)

Greater reference should be made to social value (CCG). Support
was expressed for the reference to the City Mayor’s employment
charter and some suggested that it should be a requirement to sign
up to it (individuals)

Developers should be required to confirm their commitment to the
provision of infrastructure (e.g. schools, health facilities etc.) prior to
planning permission being granted (individuals).

Specific figures have been removed from the vision. However, it is
considered important to highlight in broad terms how much housing
will be accommodated in Salford Quays/City Centre, as its ongoing
development and transformation is central to the vision.
The rest of the Local Plan is considered to be consistent with the
vision, and will ensure that Salford makes an appropriate
contribution to delivering the Northern Powerhouse
The Local Plan vision highlights the key proposals in the Revised
Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework which it is considered
have a key influence the overall vision i.e. the proposed alterations
to the Green Belt and site allocations for housing and employment
development. The Introduction to the Local Plan explains the
relationship with the GMSF.
Support is welcomed.
Additional text has been added to the vision to emphasise that there
will be a strong focus on securing social value from development,
helping to reduce inequalities from development. The vision
continues to refer to the expectation that all developers will sign up
to the City Mayor’s employment charter and this is further
encouraged in a new economic inclusion policy within the Local Plan
(EC2).
In response to the comments received, a number of policies have
been expanded in the Local Plan to provide clarity with regards to
this matter, including A1 and HH3. Policy ED3 continues to require
that residential developments enable an increase in school places
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Some concerns were expressed with regards to the potential to
interpret that the requirement for Green Belt developments to
support the restoration of Chat Moss and improve public access to it
applies to the RHS site - there is uncertainty that the links could be
delivered (RHS).
The requirement for developments to deliver net biodiversity gains
should be referenced in the vision (Environment Agency, individuals)
There is no evidence base to allow the plan to be fully assessed
(Highways England)
Existing congestion issues will be exacerbated as a result of the
developments proposed (Individuals)

Additions to the key diagram:
 All waterways (Environment Agency)
 GM Wetlands NIA (Natural England)
 The former line of the Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal
(MBBC) (Canal and River Trust).

proportionate to the number of pupils they are likely to house where
there is a projected shortfall.
This reference has been removed from the vision, however the
objective to provide high quality connections between Chat Moss
and RHS Garden Bridgewater remain in policy GI3 as an aspiration,
and as part of the wider strategy to improve public access across
Chat Moss in a manner compatible with nature conservation
objectives.
The vison and policy BG3 have been amended to reflect this.
Various pieces of work are ongoing to determine the strategic
infrastructure required to support the scale of growth proposed in
Salford and across the wider conurbation. The potential impacts on
the highway network of planned development across the Greater
Manchester conurbation are currently being assessed by Transport
for Greater Manchester (TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and
the identification of potential solutions to address existing and/or
future problems, will be an important part of the evidence base
underpinning Greater Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s
Local Plan. The Ten Greater Manchester Local Authorities and
Highways England are engaged in this process.
The purpose of the key diagram is to indicate the broad locations for
strategic development.
 The River Irwell, Manchester Ship Canal and Bridgewater
Canal are shown on the key diagram, but it is considered that
showing all waterways would add too much detail to a
strategic diagram.
 Although it is not proposed to show the NIA on the key
diagram, it will feature on both the biodiversity diagram and
the green infrastructure priority functions diagrams, which is
considered appropriate and useful in the application of policy.
 The MBBC will be shown on the policies map and the
strategic recreation opportunities diagram to assist in the
interpretation of policy R1.
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Additions to the spatial vision:
 An extended Logistics North (Developer)
 Improving access to key destinations (Manchester Airport)
 RHS Garden Bridgewater (RHS)






The expansion of Logistics North in Salford would require
incursions into the country park committed as part of the
original planning permission for the site. Given this, and in
the context of the employment land supply identified at the
Greater Manchester level, it is not considered appropriate to
expand the Logistics North site.
The vision has been amended to recognise the importance of
enhancing Salford residents’ accessibility to key employment
and leisure destinations both within and outside of the city.
The potential for the RHS to help to attract more visitors to
the area and contribute towards the city’s economic success
is reflected in the vision.

Other significant changes made to the strategic objectives
Change

Reason for change

There have been various other additions to the spatial vision
including reference to:

To better reflect the key strategic priorities and opportunities in
Salford, as detailed in the various Local Plan policies.









The significant concentration of economic activity in south
east Salford, central Manchester and north Trafford.
The role of Ordsall Waterfront
The opportunities in Eccles town centre
The existing employment areas adjacent to the city centre
and Salford Quays
The need to address deprivation and deliver attractive
neighbourhoods across the city
The development of the city’s green infrastructure network
The importance of the transport system in supporting the
city’s growth aspirations.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
General and common issues
Support was expressed both generally for the objectives (developer,
CPRE), and also for some specific objectives (1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 10)
(developers, Manchester Airport, Coal Industry Social Welfare,
CPRE).

How is this being addressed
Support is welcomed.

It was questioned whether some of the indicators within the
These comments relate to the impact that some of the site
objectives could be delivered if greenfield sites are developed (4b,
allocations would have on the achievement of some of the
6a, 7a and b, 9a and c, 10a and b) for a range of reasons including
objectives. These issues are discussed in the schedules for the
additional traffic, loss of Green Belt, loss of peat bogs, increased
individual site allocations. The proposals in the Local Plan are
flood risk and lack of commitment to deliver community infrastructure considered to be consistent with the targets in the strategic
(developer, community group and individuals)
objectives.
Objective 1: To support high levels of economic growth in Salford and Greater Manchester
Is an increase in the amount of office space required? (individual)
City Centre Salford and Salford Quays have established office
markets and are of strategic importance to the economic growth of
the Greater Manchester sub-region in this regard. It is therefore
considered appropriate to encourage the ongoing expansion of their
economic role through the provision of high quality office space.
Objective 3: To enable all residents to share in the benefits of economic growth
Question how jobs will increase income as they are not skilled jobs
The Revised Draft Local Plan encourages the protection and
(community group and individuals)
improvement of the city’s employment areas and identifies the
potential for new employment development, including significant
levels of office floorspace in City Centre Salford and Salford Quays.
The priorities identified within the accessibility chapter also have the
potential to improve access to a wider range of job opportunities in
surrounding areas. Many of the jobs in these locations are skilled
jobs.
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The Revised Draft Local Plan gives an increased emphasis to
economic inclusion including a specific policy on the issue in the
Employment Chapter.

Growth at Salford Quays could be more ambitious, potentially
through setting minimum targets for housing and employment
(developer)

It is hoped that an increasing availability of local job opportunities
and the requirements of the Economic Inclusion chapter will help to
provide opportunities for local people to raise their income levels.
Policy EC3 of the Revised Draft Local Plan (previously EC2)
describes that “around 400,000m2 of new office floorspace will be
provided in Salford over the period 2018-2037” and that “a higher
overall level of office development will be supported, provided that it
is consistent with this strong focus on the City Centre and Salford
Quays”.
A statement regarding the levels of development expected can be a
valuable reference point, for infrastructure providers in particular.
Policy EC3 and the inclusion of indicative figures prefaced with
‘around’ provide this reference point whilst recognising the
uncertainties around long term estimates and the potential of the
area to exceed them. The policy does not impose a cap on
development and therefore higher levels could potentially be
achieved and this is specifically explained in the policy.

Additional indicator suggested ‘to increase the number, range and
accessibility of jobs available within Salford (developer)

The use of minimum targets would not reflect the fact that the figures
identified are long term estimates of development, nor would they
provide an indication of the levels of growth expected. An alternative
approach using minimum figures is not considered to add to the
policy approach and therefore no change has been made in this
regard.
The Revised Draft Local Plan, primarily through the employment and
accessibility chapters, seeks to secure an increase in the number,
range and accessibility of jobs available in Salford, and beyond its
boundaries. The indicators under Objective 3 are however focused
on the outcomes for local people, which the issues identified would
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contribute to. The suggested indicator has not therefore been added
to the plan.
Change indicator a) to proportion of children in poverty (individual)
An indicator relating to the proportion of children living in low income
households has been added to the plan. The measure provides a
broad proxy for relative low income child poverty.
Objective 4: To support improvements in the average health of residents and reduce health inequalities
Objections were raised to indicator a) (developer)
No changes are proposed as a result of these comments. Typical life
expectancy for Salford residents is less than the UK average and
there are significant inequalities across the city. The local plan has
an important role to play in supporting health improvements, as is
reflected in the strategic objectives.
Objective 5: To enable more households to access suitable and affordable housing
It was highlighted that developing one of the housing allocations
Comments noted
(H3/3) would assist in delivery (developer)
This objective should be strengthened to boost the supply of market
The increase in the number of affordable dwellings that will be
and affordable housing (developers)
delivered over the plan period is very difficult to quantify given that it
will be influenced by a number of factors including the state of the
housing market, the level of public funding available, and the viability
of individual schemes. The objective of a ‘significant increase’ in
affordable housing is therefore considered to be appropriate in this
context.
Indicator a) ‘around’ should be replaced with ‘at least’ (developer)
The indicator has been updated to change the reference to ‘around’
to ‘at least’.
Indicator b) clarify what is meant by affordable (individuals)
A definition of affordable housing is set out in Annex 2 of the
National Planning Policy Framework and this is cross referenced in
the affordable housing policy in the housing chapter. The definition is
very detailed and it is not therefore considered appropriate to include
it within the strategic objectives chapter.
Objective 6: To support regeneration and the efficient use of land
It was highlighted that developing one of the housing allocations
Comments noted.
(H3/3) would assist in delivery (developer)
Objections were raised to indicator a) (developer)
No changes are proposed as a result of these comments. The vast
majority of the city council’s housing supply is on previously
developed land with some limited greenfield and, through the
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, Green Belt sites being
87

released to help deliver an appropriate mix. It should be possible to
deliver 80% of new dwellings on previously developed land and
therefore this target remains appropriate.
Objective 7: To enable the provision of facilities and services to support new developments and existing communities
Indicator b) expand to refer to all primary and community health care The target has been expanded to refer to primary health care
and social care services (CCG)
facilities more generally, which would include pharmacies and
opticians as well as GPs and dentists. Further work is required to
determine whether community and social care services would be
monitorable for the purposes of this target.
Objective 8: To enhance the network of green infrastructure across Salford and protect important green space
Indicator b) additional wording to recognise cross boundary issues
This is considered to be too detailed for a high level objective/target.
between the Manchester Mosses SAC and the role of the Greater
Manchester Nature Improvement Area (Natural England)
Indicator b) concerns regarding increased public access without
Reference to a significant increase in the area of Chat Moss that is
proper management (GMEU)
public accessible has been deleted. Whilst policy GI3 encourages
increased public access within Chat Moss, it explains that will be
compatible with nature conservation objectives.
Additional indicators were suggested:
A new target has been added relating to water body quality:
“Increase in percentage of surface water bodies of at least good
 Ensure no deterioration in Water Framework Bodies
ecological status or potential, with 100% at this level by 2037”. This
associated with new development and incorporate
also addresses the last of the suggested indicators relating to the
environmental improvements to failing water bodies
River Irwell.
(Environment Agency)
 Ensure the quality and extent of green infrastructure is
The suggested target about the quality and extent of green
maintained and where feasible enhance functioning to
infrastructure is insufficiently precise to be measurable. The other
maximise multiple environmental benefits (Environment
targets relating to green infrastructure would ensure that key green
Agency)
infrastructure functions are measured, such as biodiversity.
 Maintain extent and ecological quality of all existing local
wildlife sites (Environment Agency)
A new target has been added relating to the quality of wildlife sites:
 Ensure no net loss of biodiversity (Environment Agency)
“Increase in the area of land in positive nature conservation
 Increase the ecological potential of the River Irwell and its
tributaries through improvements to water quality, biodiversity management”
and flow pattern (GMEU)
A new strategic objective has been added: “To support a net gain in
Salford’s biodiversity”
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_
Objective 10: To significantly enhance accessibility and reduce congestion
Consider that the reuse of previously developed land will assist in
Comments noted. Locating a significant amount of new development
the achievement of this objective (CPRE)
within the existing urban area and maximising development densities
in sustainable locations is identified as a key element of the
accessibility spatial strategy (policy A1) and should reduce the
overall need to travel.
Make reference to improving accessibility to/from Manchester Airport The accessibility chapter prioritises access improvements to a
(Manchester Airport)
number of key employment and leisure destinations including
Manchester Airport (as identified in policy A1). It is not considered
appropriate to detail these locations within the objectives.
Objective 11: To deliver high quality development that makes a positive contribution to the character and identity of Salford and
its neighbourhoods
Should reference preserving and enhancing the built/historic
Amendments have been made to this objective to reference
environment (Historic England)
heritage.
Other significant changes made to the strategic objectives
Change
Target 3a has been revised to “Reduction in the difference in median
household incomes in the city and the national average”

Reason for change
To provide clarity around the relevant dataset.
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A new Target 3c has been added: Increase in the % working age
population qualified to NVQ level 3+ and above
Objective 7a has been amended to refer to maintaining an
appropriate number of surplus pupil places in each pupil planning
area, as opposed to an increase in school places as set out in the
Draft Local Plan.

To provide an indicator relating to educational attainment as a key
factor in the accessibility of employment opportunities.
In order to ensure that the need and supply of pupil places is
reflected in the objective (rather than simply being supply related).
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Chapter 5 Area Policies (General)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

No specific policy for Irlam and Cadishead which has resulted in
strategic objectives for the area being ignored (individuals)

The area policies are focused on those parts of the city where the
existing built environment is expected to see major change over the
plan period and/or is likely to be subject to considerable
development pressures that could substantially change its function.
These areas are all within or around the City Centre and Salford
Quays.
The Local Plan is not proposing any major changes within the
existing urban area of Irlam and Cadishead. The most significant
changes affecting the area will result from two proposals in the
Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, which would
take land out of the Green Belt around Irlam and Cadishead – the
extension of Port Salford to the north and west of Barton Aerodrome
(GM Allocation 33) and the development of 1,600 new dwellings
north of Irlam Station (GM Allocation 32). The two GMSF allocation
policies comprehensively address the issues associated with the
development of those sites, and hence it is not considered that an
additional area policy for this part of Salford is required in the Local
Plan.

Broadly supporting of the area policies as they promote urban
concentration and regeneration of existing areas (CPRE)

Support welcomed.

Other significant changes made to Chapter 5 Area Policies
Change

Reason for change

Policy C1 has been removed from the plan and replaced with a new
policy covering three employment areas close to the City Centre and

To provide guidance covering three centrally located employment
areas within which development pressures are being felt. Given their
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Salford Quays, namely Cambridge, Eccles New Road and Liverpool
Street (reference AP5). The policy describes that masterplans will be
produced for these areas, and any development brought forward will
need to be in accordance with them.

location it is important that best possible use is made of these
employment areas and to this end masterplans will be brought
forward to guide any future development.

Various – see detail under each policy

See detail under each policy

92

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: CC1 City Centre
(Policy reference has been changed to AP1 City Centre in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
City Centre Boundary
Support identification of City Centre as a key area for growth through
policy CC1. Local plan would however be more effective if it
promoted the significant national and regional role the City Centre
plays in driving forward economic growth and tourism / leisure
opportunities.
The City Centre is a regional asset and its boundary should be
extended and renamed “Regional Centre” reflecting its existing and
potential economic function rather than a conventional city/town
centre function. The extension to the boundary incorporates the
areas identified on Figure 2 of the Draft Plan plus Salford
Quays/MediaCityUK and Ordsall Waterfront (developer)
City centre boundary should be extended to include land at Cow
Lane which aligns with the principles of CC1 (developer)

How is this being addressed
Salford Quays and MediaCityUK has its own distinctive character
and identity. This is one of the area’s strengths. The Local Plan is
clear about the importance of both the City Centre and Salford
Quays in driving forward economic growth and tourism/ leisure
opportunities and, whilst improved connections between the two
locations is important, it is considered that the distinctive identity of
Salford Quays should be emphasised rather than subsuming it within
a larger City Centre.
The City Centre boundary has not therefore been extended to
include Salford Quays/ MediaCityUK and Ordsall Waterfront. The
Spatial Vision emphasises the importance of the City Centre, Salford
Quays and MediaCityUK as part of a central economic area
extending into Manchester and Trafford.
A new Policy AP5 ‘Employment areas close to the City Centre and
Salford Quays’ has been added to the plan. The policy covers the
Liverpool Street employment area, which the site identified falls
within, along with Eccles New Road and Cambridge employment
areas. The policy identifies the development pressures being
experienced, describes that their central location makes it important
that the best possible use of these areas, and states that
masterplans will be produced. However, they will continue to be
protected as employment areas unless the masterplans indicate
otherwise.
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Manchester Bury and Bolton Canal
Welcome reference to the positive relationship between
development and restored canal in relation to Middlewood, New
Bailey and Wilburn Basin (Canal and River Trust, Manchester Bolton
and Bury Canal Society).
Crescent and University section should require development to
protect and positively address the line of the canal (Canal and River
Trust)

Noted

Policy R1/8 is clear about the need to protect and wherever
practicable secure the canal’s restoration, and policy D9 sets out
requirements for waterside development including adjacent to the
line of the canal.
To emphasise the potential role of the canal within the area the
following text has been added to the Crescent and University section
of the policy:
“The line of the former Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal provides
an opportunity to open up new green infrastructure through the south
of the area.”

Uses and Scale
Balanced mix of dwellings on the periphery of the City Centre is
important. Policy should acknowledge role of family housing in
providing choice and retaining graduates, highly skilled workers, and
young families. Larger apartments do not meet the requirements of
the family housing market. (developer)

Point 3 of the policy has been amended to describe that residential
development within the area will be “primarily in the form of
apartments but they may also include houses built at high densities”.
The following text has also been added to paragraph 9.4 to identify
the potential for higher density housing schemes in selected
locations:
“The majority of new residential development within City Centre
Salford will be in the form of apartments, exploiting the area’s
locational advantages. Selected opportunities to deliver houses at a
high density will add to the mix of accommodation available.”
There are many development opportunities just outside the City
Centre, or with easy access to it, which provide greater potential for
the provision of houses.
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Support the aim of providing jobs and high-quality residential
development. High density residential development on brownfield
sites in the urban core will enable the protection of greenspaces in
Salford and across GM (Salford City Council Conservative Group).
Transport
Support commitment to improving transport by sustainable modes
including rail stations (Salford City Council Conservative Group)
(Highways England).
Policy does not discuss any potential impacts of growth on the local
network or SRN. Consideration should be given to improvements to
sustainable modes when phasing allocations (Highways England).

Support welcomed.

Support welcomed.
The Transport and Movement section of the policy identifies actions
to encourage the use of sustainable modes. This is complemented
by policies in the Accessibility chapter. The emphasis for the City
Centre is very strongly on improving access by walking, cycling and
public transport.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.

Environmental Quality
Recommend additional wording “All development must be designed
to minimise the risk of flooding and the potential impact on flooding
elsewhere, taking opportunities to incorporate sustainable drainage
systems wherever practicable” (Environment Agency).
Support the policy to develop neighbourhoods that achieve high
environmental quality however additional wording should be added
to strengthen the policy to provide a commitment that new
developments achieve high standards of blue and green
infrastructure (Natural England).

The issues raised are addressed by policies WA5 and WA6 of the
Local Plan.
The following wording has been added to the environmental quality
section of the policy to address these issues. Explanatory text has
also been added at paragraph 9.5.
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Development along the River Irwell corridor should integrate with
adjoing green infrastructure to maintain a high quality and
multifunctional asset (Environment Agency).
Riverside development offers the opportunity to enhance the
ecological potential of the river (Environment Agency)(GMEU)

“Delivering a significant increase in the quantity and quality of City
Centre Salford’s green infrastructure will be a high priority, including
through:
a)
Ensuring that new development takes an innovative
approach to the incorporation of green infrastructure within a
high-density context
b)
Providing a riverside walkway and connected open spaces,
including a new Greengate Park (see policy AP2), that are
integrated into the wider Irwell River Park and designed to
enhance the ecological role of the river
c)
Providing open space incorporating walking and cycling
routes, public realm improvements and heritage interpretation
features along the line of the former Manchester, Bolton and
Bury Canal, and securing its restoration wherever
practicable”
Policy D9 (Waterside development) also addresses the issues raised
describing that development near to Salford’s waterways shall make
a positive contribution to their character, environmental quality,
public amenity value, and role as key walking and cycling routes.
Amongst other things the policy states that development shall
“Enhance the role of the waterway corridor within the green
infrastructure network, by supporting improvements to biodiversity,
water quality and flood risk management.”

Other significant changes made to policy CC1
Change
The boundary of the City Centre has been expanded to the northwest.
The boundaries of sub-areas ‘University of Salford, David Lewis and
Peel Park have been revised.

Reason for change
To incorporate the existing Salford Innovation Park and land
proposed for its enhancement and expansion in the Crescent
Masterplan published in March 2018.
To reflect the expansion of the City Centre and the current split of
uses within the area.
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Point ‘G’ of the policy has been revised including additional guidance
in respect of the Innovation Park. Links to Policies ED4 (University of
Salford) and EC5/2 (Salford Innovation Park) have been added.
The figures in the policy have been updated to refer to around
150,000sqm of new office space (an increase on the 140,000sqm
identified in the Draft Plan) and 10,420 dwellings (a decrease from
the 11,500 dwellings identified in the Draft Plan) coming forward
within the area.
The policy now identifies the potential for a new Metrolink connection
to Salford Quays and Victoria Station in Manchester and tram-train
to Wigan.
The following text has been added to the environmental quality
section of the policy:
“Measures will be taken to ensure that the railway infrastructure,
particularly the prominent viaducts, becomes a much more positive
feature within City Centre Salford. This will include seeking
opportunities to deliver additional and improved pedestrian routes
through the viaducts, securing active uses in the railway arches that
add to the vibrancy of the area, greening the infrastructure, and
enabling appreciation of the heritage interest. Development should
respond positively to the viaducts and support these opportunities.”

To reflect the Crescent Masterplan published in March 2018 and
provide links to key policies within the plan which also cover this part
of the City Centre.
To reflect the most up to date information.

To reflect the latest aspirations for the area
The additional text promotes measures to reduce that impact of and
positively utilise railway arches which are a prominent feature in the
area.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: CC2 Greengate Park
(Policy reference has been changed to AP2 Greengate Park in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support the creation of Greengate Park which will be a valuable
addition to the growing and increasingly residential City Centre area
(Salford City Council Conservative Group).
Policy is welcomed although it should cross refer to policy BG1
(Biodiversity spatial strategy) of the Draft Local Plan (Lancashire
Wildlife Trust).

Support welcomed

Policy is welcomed; however the Park should be extended to
connect into Irwell River Park (Greater Manchester Ecology Unit).

The Draft Local Plan policy referred to the Park bringing nature into
the city, this has been retained within the policy. Policies BG1 and
BG3 will ensure that issues of biodiversity are considered as part of
new development, and it is not considered necessary to include a
specific cross-reference within this policy. However, a reference has
been added to point 4 of the policy to refer to incorporating
biodiverse planting areas.
Since the publication of the Draft Local Plan a new Draft
Regeneration Strategy1 has been published for the Greengate area
as part of which further consideration has been given to the
feasibility of an open space at Greengate. The guidance identifies a
reconfigured space alongside the railway arches and stretching
across Gravel Lane. The allocation will be amended as a result.
The Irwell City Park concept comprises a riverside walkway and
nearby open spaces and areas of public realm. The adopted
guidance2 identifies an open space at the heart of Greengate with
connections to the riverside walkway via public routes rather than a
direct physical connection. The Consultation Draft Greengate
Framework similarly identifies a park at the heart of Greengate,

1
2

Salford City Council (November 2017) Greengate – Salford Regeneration Strategy Consultation Draft
Manchester City Council, Salford City Council, Trafford Metropolitan Borough Council (March 2008) Planning Guidance: Irwell City Park
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which will complement other areas of public realm within the area
including a riverside walkway accessible via New Bridge Street.
Other significant changes made to policy CC2
Change
Various changes to the policy, reasoned justification and allocation
boundary

3

Reason for change
To reflect the new Consultation Draft Greengate Framework3, and
updated evidence on the deliverability of the park.

Salford City Council (November 2017) Greengate – Salford Regeneration Strategy Consultation Draft
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Policy SQ1 Salford Quays
(Policy Reference changed to AP3 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Boundaries / Area definition
Policy would be assisted by a plan setting out the boundary of the
Salford Quays area to which the policy relates (developer).
The location and accessibility of the Quays means that it should rank
alongside the commercial core of the City Centre as focus for mixed
use growth and form part of a wider “Regional Centre” as opposed to
a “City Centre” (developers)

An explanation of the relationship between Salford Quays and
MediaCityUK is necessary as both terms are used throughout the
Plan (developer)

The relationship between the Salford Quays boundary and the town
centre boundary needs addressing; this could be best clarified on a
plan of Salford Quays (developer).

How is this being addressed
Supporting diagram now included.
Salford Quays and MediaCityUK has its own distinctive character
and identity. This is one of the area’s strengths. The Local Plan is
clear about the importance of both the City Centre and Salford
Quays in driving forward economic growth and tourism/ leisure
opportunities and, whilst improved connections between the two
locations is important, it is considered that the distinctive identity of
Salford Quays should be emphasised rather than subsuming it within
a larger City Centre.
The City Centre boundary has not therefore been extended to
include Salford Quays/MediaCityUK and Ordsall Waterfront.
However, the Spatial Strategy has been amended to emphasise the
importance of Salford Quays and MediaCityUK as part of a central
economic area.
Paragraph 5.10 describes that MediaCityUK is a cluster of specific
uses at Salford Quays:
“The development of MediaCityUK over the last decade has helped
to establish a major cluster of digital and media uses at Salford
Quays, with potential for considerable further expansion”.
Salford Quays and Salford Quays Town Centre are shown in the
diagram related to the policy and now have the same boundary.
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Support the allocation of Salford Quays for a wide mix of uses that
reflects our vision (developer)
Issues such as Salford Quays links to Trafford Wharfside have not
yet been addressed but there is an opportunity to do so. This would
provide a platform for discussions with neighbouring local authorities
about strategic cross boundary issues (such as transport
infrastructure).

Support welcomed
The Local Plan guides development within the city boundary. Links
to Trafford are identified in the policy in terms of the provision of a
bridge across the Ship Canal and the proximity of other tourist
attractions. The Plan cannot provide guidance in respect of
development in Trafford.
The synergies and cross-boundary approach to the Quays
(comprising Salford Quays and Trafford Wharfside) is appropriately
outlined in the GMSF.

Town Centre Designation and Uses
Support the designation of part of Salford Quays as a town centre
but would benefit from a bespoke approach responding to the
specific needs of Salford Quays (developers)
Strong support for a significant increase in retail, leisure and
community uses within the town centre but concerns about these
uses being restricted to the primary shopping area (developer)
Concerns raised about town centre uses being restricted to the town
centre boundary, specifically in respect of Exchange Quay
(developer).
Employment development
The identification of Salford Quays as “one of the most important
economic locations in the country” is supported. However the policy
suggests that it will grow into this role whereas it already has this
status (developers)
Support the continued growth of the digital and media cluster
(developer)
The designation for around 260,000sqm of office floorspace should
be seen as a minimum figure to ensure consistency with the city’s
growth agenda – policy EC2 notes that office development can
exceed 260,000sqm and this should be reflected in policy SQ1 for
consistency (developer).

The town centre boundary has been expanded to encompass
Exchange Quay reflecting the vision for Salford Quays as a vibrant
mixed-use area. The primary shopping area remains focused on Pier
9 and the Lowry Outlet Mall however, which has priority for certain
town centre uses within Salford Quays under the sequential
approach set out in Policy TC2.
All other issues relating to the designation of the Salford Quays
Town Centre are considered under Policy TC1.
First sentence of the policy has been amended as follows:
“Salford Quays will continue to grow as one of the most important
economic locations in the country, making a major contribution to
prosperity across Salford and Greater Manchester.”
Support welcomed
The office floorspace figure in the policy (now 250,000m2) is
intended to give an indication of the levels of development expected
over the plan period. The precise level of development that will take
place is uncertain given the extended period over which the estimate
is being made.
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A statement regarding the levels of development expected can be a
valuable reference point for infrastructure providers in particular.
Together, policies AP3 and EC3 and the inclusion of indicative
figures prefaced with ‘around’ provide this reference point whilst
recognising the uncertainties around long term estimates and the
potential of the area to exceed them. The policy does not impose a
cap on development and therefore higher levels could potentially be
achieved and this is specifically identified in Policy EC3.
The use of minimum targets would not reflect the fact that the figures
identified are long term estimates of development, nor would they
provide an indication of the levels of growth expected. An alternative
approach using minimum figures is not considered to add to the
policy approach and therefore no change has been made in this
regard.
Additional text has been added to point 1 of the policy, to clarify that
the level of floorspace identified is not intended to restrict
development at Salford Quays:

Text relating to the focus for business floorspace should be changed
to: “MediaCityUK and Anchorage Quay will be the focus for business
uses in Salford Quays but a wider mix of uses, including residential
use, will be supported in these areas where they are complementary
and will enhance the areas.” (developer).

1

“Even higher levels of employment development will be acceptable,
given the area’s strategic economic importance, provided the
necessary supporting infrastructure is delivered.”
The office floorspace figure within the policy anticipates the
expansion of the types of uses found to the west of the Metrolink
Line at Pier 9, between Broadway and North Bay/Erie Basin, onto
land to the east of the Metrolink line.
Pier 9 does not correspond with the boundary for MediaCityUK
identified in adopted guidance which is considerably larger1. The use
of this larger area does not provide the necessary level of spatial
direction.

Salford City Council and Trafford Council (2007) MediaCityUK and Quays Point planning guidance
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It is not considered appropriate to define a smaller MediaCityUK
boundary within the Local Plan. Whilst the core will be concentrated
on Pier 9, related uses have spread into surrounding areas and it is
therefore considered important that a level of flexibility is maintained
around the MediaCityUK concept.
It is not therefore considered that the use of the term ‘MediacityUK’
rather than ‘Pier 9’ is appropriate within the Policy.
The policy is clear that a mix of uses will be permitted across Salford
Quays. The wording identified in the comment is specifically
regarding the primary locations in which business uses will be
focused. It is not considered necessary to repeat the mix of uses
deemed appropriate at this point.
Residential Development
The policy should be amended so that the 5,200 dwellings to be
delivered are expressed as a minimum (rather than “around 5,200
new dwellings”). This provides flexibility and allows the Quays to
absorb demand from other locations that may under deliver in the
plan period (Peel Media Management Limited).

The net increase in residential units identified in the policy (now
6,750) is intended to give an indication of the levels of development
expected over the plan period. A slightly lower level of provision is
not necessarily problematic, provided that other equally sustainable
areas deliver higher levels of new housing, and nor would a higher
level within Salford Quays provided that appropriate infrastructure is
provided and the vision relating to the mix of uses is not
compromised.
A statement regarding the levels of development expected can be a
valuable reference point, for infrastructure providers in particular.
The inclusion of an indicative figure prefaced with ‘around’ provides
this reference point whilst recognising the uncertainties around long
term estimates and the potential of the area to exceed them. The
policy does not impose a specific cap on development however, as
referenced in the policy, any potential impacts on the area’s
economic role would be a key issue alongside infrastructure
consideration.
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The policy implies that residential development may be restricted in
parts of the area, but does not state where. Salford Quays is a mixed
use area and residential development is an important part of this; no
uses should be given primacy, flexibility is required (developer)

Salford Quays is one of the most important economic locations in the
country. Whilst a mix of uses is supported, and is an important part
of its character, it is critical that the area’s economic role, and its
future growth in this regard, is not compromised by competing land
uses. This is particularly the case for residential development where
comparable land and development values can lead to other uses
being pushed out.
The qualification in the policy that “residential development will
complement rather than be at the expense of the important business
and tourism functions” is therefore considered to be an important
one. The implications of the qualification are that as part of
residential proposals, consideration will need to be given to any
potential conflicts with Salford Quays’ business and tourism
functions and their future growth. This is not to say that there will be
a blanket restriction on residential proposals within specifically
defined areas or that parts will not be dominated by, or wholly,
residential. Rather it requires consideration to be given to any wider
implications. Given the area’s strategic economic importance this is
considered to be wholly appropriate. Masterplanning of parts of the
area, in accordance with Policy EF2, may be appropriate.
In response to the comment however, the statement has been
amended to refer to ‘Salford Quays’ rather than ‘the area’ in order to
ensure that its geographical application in clear.

Visitor attractions and hotels
Support for ‘additional hotel and visitor facilities’ as an important part
of Salford Quays’ offer (developer)
Support aspiration for delivering a nationally significant visitor
attraction but should be an ambition rather than a requirement and
need an infrastructure strategy to support it (developer).

Support welcomed
The wording relating to tourism facilities has been amended as
follows:
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“The tourism role of Salford Quays will be enhanced with the
potential for additional nationally significant visitor attractions
complementing the area’s existing offer.”
Infrastructure
Need for a robust transport infrastructure strategy to support the
plans growth with consideration of strategic interventions (e.g.
motorway improvements, heavy rail links, tram capacity) and funding
(developer)

Welcome commitment to maximise use of sustainable modes
(Salford City Council Conservative Group)(Highways England)
Modal shift and reducing traffic within Salford Quays core, along with
enhancing walking and cycling routes around the area supported
(developer).
There is no place to safely cross The Quays with a child buggy in
order to access Holyrood Media City nursery. In addition the area
around the nursery and Ohio Avenue has lots of car parking and so
there is no easy way to get into the nursery (individual).

Policy AP3 recognises the importance of improved transport links to
Salford Quays and MediaCityUK, describing that “new development
will be coordinated with the provision of new and improved transport
infrastructure and services”
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Support welcomed
Support welcomed
The transport and movement section of the policy promotes
improvements to transport infrastructure and services with a strong
emphasis on significantly reducing the proportion of trips made by
car.
In particular a reduction in traffic levels is sought within the area
bounded by Trafford Road, Broadway and the Manchester Ship
canal, and the policy identifies that significant enhancements in
walking and cycling routes will be required. The identification of
specific pedestrian crossing points is too detailed for the Local Plan.
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Specific reference to the provision of a new footbridge across the
Ship Canal from Clippers Quay is not the best approach to delivering
connectivity across the Ship Canal. May be alternative interventions
and the policy should be worded to allow all opportunities to be
considered (developer).
Strain on existing physical and social infrastructure, new housing
should be phased to allow existing services to manage increasing
demand and the plan should make provision for the expansion,
relocation, and/or the commissioning of new health services
(community group).

Policy A1 (Sustainable transport strategy) similarly identifies that
“significant improvements will be sought in the ability of people and
goods to move around and through the city in an efficient, safe and
sustainable way including encouraging a modal shift towards more
sustainable forms of transport with the highest priority being given to
improving access to and within the City Centre and
MediaCityUK/Salford Quays.
A footbridge from Clippers Quay remains an important aspiration
and would provide a valuable link to the Wharfside stop on the
Trafford Park Metrolink Line. The reference has therefore been
retained within the policy in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
The Draft Local Plan policy included the following text which has
been retained in the Revised Draft Local Plan:
“A significant increase in retail floorspace, leisure uses and
community facilities will be provided within the primary shopping
area (and, if necessary, its expansion) shown in Annex B, meeting
the needs of the major increase in the number of people working,
visiting and living in Salford Quays.”
Further guidance in relation to this issue has also been added to
Policy HH3 (Provision of health and social care facilities) of the
Revised Draft Local Plan. The revised policy includes the following
statements:
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The city council will work with the Clinical Commissioning
Group and other health care provides to ensure that the
capacity of health and social care facilities in Salford
increases in line with the growing population and its changing
needs
Areas that are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall
ensure that appropriate provision is made for primary health
care facilities. Individual developments that would generate a
significant additional demand for primary health care,



Environmental quality
There are areas of fluvial flood risk within this policy area. To align
with other policies the following additional wording should be
included “‘All development must be designed to minimise the risk of
flooding and the potential impact on flooding elsewhere, taking
opportunities to incorporate sustainable drainage systems wherever
practicable” (Environment Agency).
The Environment Agency has published new guidance on climate
change allowances and this evidence will need to be considered
further within this policy (Environment Agency).
Welcome commitment to include blue and green infrastructure
enhancements as part of Salford Quays development; however
protection alongside enhancement of the Quays environmental
quality should be recognised in the policy (Natural England).
Salford Quays’ role in supporting wildlife should be recognised the
policy:



Opportunities should be taken to soften the hard edges to the
water (docks/rivers) to make them more accessible to wildlife
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust).
Under bullet A) wildlife should be mentioned; Salford Quays
is an SBI primarily for its bird interest and this has been
eroded in recent years as a result of recreational activity due
to improvements in water quality (GMEU).

including all those involving 300 or more dwellings, will be
required to incorporate appropriate primary health care
facilities, unless satisfactory provision can be made
elsewhere within the local area
Developers should engage with the Clinical Commissioning
Group at the earliest opportunity in order to determine the
health care requirements associated with new development.

The issues raised are addressed by policies WA5 and WA6 of the
Local Plan.

The Environmental Quality section of the policy already refers to the
need to ensure that new development and infrastructure enhances
the distinctive identity of Salford Quays. This has been amended to
refer to ensuring that new development and infrastructure protects
and enhances that character.
The hard edges to the waterway are part of the character of Salford
Quays and the softening of the edges would bring with it additional
management requirements relating to litter/debris. It is not therefore
considered appropriate to promote this measure at Salford Quays.
A new criterion D has been added to the environmental quality
section of the policy as follows:
“Balancing the recreational use of the basins alongside their role in
supporting wildlife, ensuring the protection of the existing site of
biological importance and the successful management of their water
quality”
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Support the aspirations to create a high quality environment.
However point B) should be amended so that rather than just
increasing greenery as currently worded the policy should require
the provision of a variety of spaces that allow different user
experiences (developer).

Policy D9 (Waterside development) of the Revised Draft Local Plan
also ensures that development near to the city’s waterways makes a
“positive contribution to their character, environmental quality, public
amenity value, and role as key walking and cycling routes.”
A new criterion has been added to the policy as a way in which the
area’s high environmental quality will continue to be enhanced:
“Providing a variety of public spaces that allow different user
experiences and connect into the wider Irwell River Park”.
However, the criterion relating to increasing the level of greenery is
retained as this is an important priority for the area, and would need
to be taken into account in the design of any public spaces.

Other significant changes made to policy SQ1
Change

Reason for change

None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Policy OW1 Ordsall Waterfront
(Policy Reference changed to AP4 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Area and uses permitted
Support further development of Ordsall Waterfront as a high quality
and primarily residential area; development at a higher density on
brownfield land will enable greenspaces across Salford and GM to
be protected (Salford City Council Conservative Group).
Support the inclusion of land at Worrall Street (developer).
Concerns relating to restrictions on commercial uses along the
corridor, making the following comments:







No justification why commercial uses only acceptable to
support residential-led development or why commercial uses
are only allowed in some parts of the area.
Should allow for main town centre uses of an appropriate
scale outside of town centre locations, in line with one of the
12 Core Planning Principles in the NPPF (paragraph 17:
promote mixed use communities) and paragraph 69.
Question what is meant by “commercial uses”. Other
complementary uses such as leisure, restaurants/cafes,
conference and meeting spaces, and hotels should be
allowed.
Policy should be redrafted to read as follows: "Ordsall
waterfront will continue to be redeveloped as a residential-led
corridor, which can provide a range of supplementary town
centre use commercial uses to support the high-density
development and create sustainable communities removing
the need to travel. It will provide a key link between the City
Centre and Salford Quays, with high quality development

How is this being addressed
Support welcomed

Support welcomed
The vision for the corridor is one of residential led development with
opportunities for small scale active uses at ground floor level to
serve local needs and generate activity and interest along key
routes. The northern and southern ends of the corridor, which benefit
from better transport connections, and already have a commercial
focus, could present opportunities for alternative uses providing they
are compatible with the residential environment. This pattern of
development has largely been confirmed through existing land uses,
recent development and extant planning permissions spread
throughout the corridor.
It is intended that the policy allows for active town centre uses of an
appropriate scale in prominent locations along the corridor. It would
appear that the structure of the policy in the Draft Local Plan made
this unclear, unintentionally linking the comments about active uses
to those about the commercial clusters at the northern and southern
ends of the corridor. The policy has been restructured to address
this issue in the Revised Draft Local Plan
The locational guidance around active uses has also been amended
to remove reference to clusters and replace it with a requirement for
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presenting a striking waterside setting and a dynamic urban
street scope along Ordsall Lane." (developer).
 Paragraph 3 of the policy should be redrafted to read: "Other
uses compatible with the residential environment will be
permitted where they complement the residential provision or
create an active frontage to the waterside. Appropriate scale
active use at ground floor level, including local needs retail
and leisure uses, will be permitted where they are located in
a prominent location on the frontage to the canal or Ordsall
Lane, helping to generate activity and maximise their use."
(developer).
The policy should give greater emphasis to the regenerative role that
sites immediately border the canal will play in the regeneration of the
area and the role of commercial and leisure uses on these sites at
ground floor (developer).
Infrastructure
Given strains on existing services new housing should be phased to
allow existing services to manage increasing demand and the plan
should make provision for the expansion, relocation, and/or the
commissioning of new health services. What criteria or “trigger
mechanisms” might be used to determine when further new
development should be permitted? (community group).

active uses to be in “prominent locations along Ordsall Lane and to
the waterfront where they will help serve the needs of a growing
population and generate activity”. It is of course important that
accommodation to support active uses is attractive to the market and
remains occupied, and does not draw town centre uses away from
designated centres. The extent to which commercial units are
considered to be in ‘prominent locations’ and will ‘generate activity’
will therefore be key considerations, and they will need to comply
with the sequential approach set out in Policy TC2.
The policy as amended is considered to provide an appropriate
framework for the ongoing development of the area. The policy is
sufficiently promotional, describing that the corridor “will provide a
key link between the City Centre and Salford Quays, with high
quality development presenting a striking waterside setting and a
dynamic urban streetscape along Ordsall Lane.”
A statement identifying the need for additional social infrastructure
such as health facilities to support the growing population within the
corridor has been added to the policy in the Revised Draft Local
Plan.
Further guidance in relation to this issue has also been added to
Policy HH3 (Provision of health and social care facilities) of the
Revised Draft Local Plan. The revised policy includes the following
statements:
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The city council will work with the Clinical Commissioning
Group and other health care provides to ensure that the
capacity of health and social care facilities in Salford
increases in line with the growing population and its changing
needs
Areas that are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall
ensure that appropriate provision is made for primary health



Paragraph 5 of the policy should be redrafted to make reference to
development along the waterway “having to upgrade the existing
canalside walkway”, in addition to the current drafting which requires
development to “provide an attractive waterside walkway…”
(developer).

care facilities. Individual developments that would generate a
significant additional demand for primary health care,
including all those involving 300 or more dwellings, will be
required to incorporate appropriate primary health care
facilities, unless satisfactory provision can be made
elsewhere within the local area
Developers should engage with the Clinical Commissioning
Group at the earliest opportunity in order to determine the
health care requirements associated with new development.

The wording in the policy in relation to the waterside walkway has
been amended to require that development “must contribute to the
provision of” rather than “provide” an attractive waterside walkway.
The revised wording broadens the requirement which would be
applicable to the existing walkway and additional provision as part of
new development.
Text has also been added to the introduction/ justification to the
policy to refer to “improving the quality of the existing waterside
walkway”.
Policy D9 (Waterside Development) provides further guidance
relating to development near to Salford’s waterways which would
also be applicable here, and this is now cross-referenced in the
policy.

Strongly object to the requirement for a new footbridge across the
Ship Canal. There is an existing bridge at Woden Street providing
access to Cornbrook Metrolink stop which could be refurbished via
developer contributions and residents also benefit from easy access
to Exchange Quay Metrolink stop.
Land on the Trafford side is owned by Peel and forms part of the
Manchester Waters strategic site. Accommodating the landing of the
bridge alongside footpaths, ramps, lighting and landscaping would

Given uncertainties around its delivery, the policy no longer includes
a specific requirement in relation to a bridge from Worrall Street
across the river/canal. Improvements to cross river/canal
connections remain an aspiration however, and the policy describes
that these will be sought and that they could potentially include a
new footbridge link to improve access to Cornbrook Metrolink stop in
Trafford.
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require a significant area of land and hinder the efforts to create a
cohesive and high quality canal side development frontage
(developer).
Environmental quality
Opportunity to create a high quality amenity and landscape resource
along the river. New development should face the river and be set
back from it to provide a wide and uninterrupted recreational
routeway, with well designed and integrated soft landscaping that
can add new ecological and wildlife value to the urban environment
(Environment Agency).
Opportunities should be taken to improve the ecological value of the
River including measures to softening the edges of the river
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust)(GMEU) and to reduce diffuse pollution
(GMEU).
New guidance on climate change allowances will need to be
considered further within the policy (Environment Agency).
Heritage
Some of the older industrial and warehouse premises may be judged
to be non-designated heritage assets and worthy of protection
through decision making. The use of the word “redeveloped” at
paragraph 1 of the policy suggests demolition and rebuilding as
opposed to constructive conservatism , adaptation and reuse and
should therefore be avoided (Historic England).

The requirements around a riverside walkway have been
supplemented in Policy AP4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan. It
additionally specifies that the walkway will form part of Irwell River
Park and that it should meet the requirements of Policy D9.
Policy D9 (Waterside development) addresses the issues raised
describing that development near to Salford’s waterways shall make
a positive contribution to their character, environmental quality,
public amenity value, and role as key walking and cycling routes.
Amongst other things the policy states that development shall
“Enhance the role of the waterway corridor within the green
infrastructure network, by supporting improvements to biodiversity,
water quality and flood risk management.”
It is envisaged that the residential led development of the corridor
will involve demolition of much of the older industrial accommodation
found there. Whilst it may be suggestive of demolition and rebuild,
the term ‘redeveloped’ does not necessitate this. Nevertheless it has
been changed to ‘developed’ which would cover all of the terms
stated in the comment.
The guidance under policies HE1 (Heritage spatial strategy), HE3
(Heritage protection) and HE5 (A positive future for heritage assets)
would be applicable to any non-designated heritage assets within
the corridor.
The final sentence of the ‘Uses and Scale’ section of the policy,
which previously read “The redevelopment of older industrial and
warehouse premises, and similar types of sites and buildings, to
provide for the uses above, will be actively encouraged”, has also
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been deleted in response to this comment. The opening paragraph
of the policy is considered to be sufficiently clear about the continued
development of the corridor for residential uses.
Other significant changes made to policy OW1
Change
The number of dwellings identified within the policy has been
changed from 2,000 to 2,100.
Final sentence of the policy which read as follows has been deleted:
“All development must be designed to minimise the risk of flooding
and the potential impact on flooding elsewhere, taking opportunities
to incorporate sustainable drainage systems wherever practicable.”

Reason for change
To reflect the latest position in this regard.
Issues are adequately addressed by policies WA5 and WA6.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: C1 Cambridge
(The policy has not been carried forward in the Revised Draft Local Plan. The area is instead covered by a new Policy AP5, which
relates to three employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays, namely Cambridge, Eccles New Road and Liverpool
Street.)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The policy is designed to address the high level of flood risk in the
area and this is supported. However, reference should be made to
the role that part of the area can play in respect of housing delivery
as part of the comprehensive redevelopment of New Broughton
(Countryside Properties).

The policy has been replaced by a new policy (AP5) covering three
employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays,
Cambridge, Eccles New Road and Liverpool Street. This new policy
highlights that masterplans will be produced for these areas, and any
development brought forward will need to be in accordance with
them. Issues of flood risk and housing delivery are being considered
through the masterplanning process.

It is not clear on how a significantly lower risk of flooding will be
achieved and this will be particularly important if the Exception Test
(as required by NPPF) becomes difficult in light of the flood risk
issues (Environment Agency).
The Council should consider the opportunities to safeguard land for
flood risk management purposes or where climate change impacts
are so severe, seeking opportunities to relocate development to a
more sustainable location (NPPF Paragraph 100) (Environment
Agency).

The policy has been replaced by a new policy (AP5) covering three
employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays,
Cambridge, Eccles New Road and Liverpool Street. The policy
highlights that masterplans will be produced for these areas, and any
development brought forward will need to be in accordance with
them.
Flood risk is central to the masterplanning of the Cambridge area,
with specific measures being determined through that process and
as part of planning application decisions. Policy WA4 makes
reference to the potential for safeguarding land in Cambridge for
flood risk management purposes, stating that: “Opportunities for
further improvements in flood mitigation in Salford will be sought,
potentially including through the provision of new open space within
the Cambridge area and the raising of river banks.”
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Welcome any proposals to enhance the green infrastructure
associated with the River Irwell (GMEU).

The policy has been replaced by a new policy (AP5) covering three
employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays,
Cambridge, Eccles New Road and Liverpool Street. The policy
highlights that masterplans will be produced for these areas, and any
development brought forward will need to be in accordance with
them.
Green infrastructure provision is addressed by other policies within
the plan, as set out below, and specific opportunities within the
Cambridge area can be considered through the master planning
process and planning applications.
Requirements in respect of green infrastructure provision are set out
in Chapter 24 (Green Infrastructure), the Irwell Valley being
specifically identified as a strategic piece of green infrastructure in
Policy GI1.
Policy D9 sets out principles for waterside development, and
describes that such development shall “enhance the role of the
waterway corridor within the green infrastructure network, including
by supporting improvements to biodiversity, water quality and flood
risk management.

The area has fairly hard edges to the river and therefore
opportunities should be taken to soften these edges to make them
more accessible to wildlife (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).

Policy WA2 states that where practicable, development shall take
opportunities to support the improvement of water bodies to at least
‘good’ status. It identifies a number of measures to achieve this
including through the provision and design of green infrastructure,
the naturalisation of watercourses and reducing obstacles to the
movement of wildlife.
The policy has been replaced by a new policy (AP5) covering three
employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays,
Cambridge, Eccles New Road and Liverpool Street. The policy
highlights that masterplans will be produced for these areas, and any
development brought forward will need to be in accordance with
them.
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Policy WA2 states that where practicable, development shall take
opportunities to support the improvement of water bodies to at least
‘good’ status. It identifies a number of measures to achieve this
including through the provision and design of Green Infrastructure,
the naturalisation of watercourses and reducing obstacles to the
movement of wildlife.

Other significant changes made to policy C1
Change
Policy C1 has been removed from the plan and replaced with a new
policy covering three employment areas close to the City Centre and
Salford Quays, namely Cambridge, Eccles New Road and Liverpool
Street (reference AP5). The policy describes that masterplans will be
produced for these areas, and any development brought forward will
need to be in accordance with them.

Reason for change
To provide guidance covering three centrally located employment
areas within which development pressures are being felt. Given their
location it is important that best possible use is made of these
employment areas and to this end masterplans will be brought
forward to guide any future development.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES CHAPTER – GENERAL COMMENTS
Issue raised in the representations on the draft local plan
General
United Utilities assets running beneath sites and adjacent
wastewater treatment works should be considered in masterplanning
and United Utilities would welcome discussion.

How is this being addressed in the revised draft local plan
The presence of United Utilities assets beneath some of the Local
Plan site allocations is noted and the relevant site allocations have
been amended to reflect this, so as to ensure that developers are
aware of this infrastructure from the outset. Revised Draft Local Plan
policy EF2 is clear that where masterplans are considered
necessary, proper consultation with stakeholders will be a
requirement. This will ensure that consideration is given to existing
infrastructure within or close to the site in the design and layout of
any scheme.
In addition, Revised Local Plan policy PH1 explains that
development will not be permitted where it would itself be subject to
unacceptable levels of pollution (including noise, odour and a range
of other types of pollution), recognising the importance of controlling
development, particularly for sensitive uses such as residential, to
ensure that no unacceptable levels of risk or nuisance arise. This
should also assist in addressing United Utilities’ concerns about
locating additional sensitive receptors near to existing treatment
works.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY DP1: EFFICIENT USE OF LAND
(The policy reference has been changed to policy EF1 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the draft local plan
General
Support offered to the principal / content of the policy Persimmon
Homes / Highways England / Countryside Properties / CPRE
Lancashire).
Reference to efficient use of land with highest densities in the most
accessible locations to prevent increased car dependence is
welcomed (GMEU).
Minimum net density
Support the minimum net density of 35 dwellings per hectare and
that lower densities may be permitted where this can be justified
(Persimmon Homes).

How is this being addressed in the revised draft local plan
Comments noted.

Support noted. The reference to a minimum density of 35 dwellings
per hectare has been deleted from the policy and incorporated into a
separate policy on housing density in the housing chapter (policy
H6).

The policy could potentially be changed to allow a lower density for a
parcel of land within a wider area covered by an approved
masterplan (Persimmon Homes).

Comments noted although it is not considered appropriate to change
the policy given that this is only likely to be an issue for small
number of sites. If it is an issue then this would be a material
consideration in the determination of any planning application or
could be agreed with the city council through the masterplanning
process. Policy H6 allows for lower densities where there is a sitespecific justification.

The policy or supporting text should be amended to confirm that the
proposed minimum density of 35dph does not apply to allocation
H3/1 (East of Boothstown) (Love Brothers Ltd).

Allocations involving the loss of Green Belt are no longer set out
within the Local Plan, and instead they will be considered solely
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
process. Policy H6 allows for lower densities where there is a sitespecific justification.
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Policy H3/3, H3/4 and EC4/1 do not accord with the density
stipulations of policy DP1 (individuals).

It is important to note that the minimum density requirements of 35
dwellings per hectare are net not gross requirements (i.e. they apply
only to the part of a site that is developed for housing and directly
associated works and not to the whole site area).
Draft Local Plan allocation H3/3 (Hayes Road) (now policy H9/1)
required a 30-50 metre buffer between the site and the employment
site to the west and so this is excluded land is excluded when
calculating the actual net density. When account is taken of this then
the minimum net residential density of 35 dwellings per hectare
would be achievable on the allocation.
Draft Local Plan allocation H3/4 (Western Cadishead and Irlam)
involved the loss of Green Belt and so is now only being considered
through the GMSF process.
The development of EC4/1 (Port Salford expansion) would accord
with the density requirements of the policy.

Support is offered to the efficient use of land and high density
development at Salford Quays (Peel Media Management Limited).

Support noted.

Other significant changes made to policy DP1
Change

Reason for change

Details on residential density have been removed from the policy
with a cross reference made instead to a new policy on housing
density (policy H6).
The policy has been amended to remove examples of where high
density development will be appropriate, with reference simply made
to the highest density being in the most accessible locations.

The policy has been changed so that it is more strategic and
overarching in nature, with the detail on residential density
considered to be more appropriate in the housing chapter.
In relation to residential development, policy H6 of the revised draft
plan sets out minimum densities for different locations reflecting
accessibility characteristics.
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Reference made to proposed improvements to the accessibility of a
site being taken into account in implementing the policy, but only
where there is a high probability of their delivery and long-term
retention

To reflect the fact that density could be higher in certain
circumstances.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: DP2 COORDINATED DEVELOPMENT
(The policy reference has been changed to EF2 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Involvement in the production of masterplans
Landowners should be required to sign up to a memorandum of
understanding where sites are in multiple-ownership, to prevent one
landowner from dominating the process (individual).

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments.

Residents should be informed about and involved in masterplans
(individuals)

The policy has been amended to explain that proper consultation
with the local community within and adjoining the
masterplan/framework area will be required. This policy has been
further expanded to explain that consultation on a
masterplan/framework should meet the principles of a new policy ‘F1
Inclusive development process.’ Policy F1 seeks to ensure the
continuous, considered and effective involvement of residents in the
development process, recognising that a collaborative approach can
provide benefits for local communities, developers, and future
occupiers, and support the long-term success of development. This
policy is also clear that no development will be permitted on sites

Revised Draft Local Plan policy EF2 explains that in producing
masterplans/frameworks, proper consultation with the local
community and stakeholders within and adjoining the
masterplan/framework area will be required. It is considered
unnecessary to require the relevant parties to sign up to an
agreement in the form of a legal document, as this may create
unnecessary delays. The policy is clear that masterplans must be
endorsed by the city council in order to meet the requirements of the
policy, which would enable the city council to ensure that no party
unduly dominates the process.
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allocated for development in the Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework until a masterplan or supplementary planning document
has been developed with the local community and endorsed by the
city council.
Highways England should be involved (Highways England)

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. The relevant statutory consultees will be consulted
during the production of any masterplan, however it is not
appropriate to list every potential consultee in the policy.

Requirement for a masterplan
The requirement for development to be guided by a masterplan
could create unnecessary delays (developers) and masterplans
should be developed as quickly as possible (Highways England).

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. It is recognised that there is potential for this requirement
to create delays if the policy is not considered at an early stage in
the development process. Developers bringing forward proposals for
housing and commercial schemes, particularly on larger sites, would
be expected to seek pre-application advice from the city council as a
matter of course in order to obtain a clear understanding of the
objectives of, and constraints on, development. The city council
would then seek to work with all interested parties to produce any
masterplan/framework as quickly as possible, and this should help to
reduce potential delays later in the development management
process.

It is not clear when a masterplan would be required (developer)

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. It is considered that criteria 1) – 5) of Revised Draft Local
Plan policy EF2 provide sufficient clarity to consider when a
masterplan is likely to be required, as it will be important to respond
to the specifics of the particular situation. Attempting to provide more
detail would result in the policy being too prescriptive.
No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. It is recognised that masterplans will not be necessary in
the majority of cases, however the purpose of criteria 1) – 5) of

In the majority of circumstances, a masterplan would not be
appropriate and should only be required where it can be justified for
particular reasons and this should be generally related to specific
proposals on the policies map (developer)
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Revised Draft Local Plan policy EF2 is to identify the situations
where masterplans are likely to be required.
Requirement for the masterplan to be adopted is not justified/
required where there is one landowner. Why must masterplans for
Green Belt sites be adopted rather than endorsed (developers)?

The policy has been amended to require that, for sites allocated for
development in the Greater Manchester Development Framework,
masterplans are ‘endorsed’ or ‘adopted’ by the city council
depending on the type of document that is produced. Where a
supplementary planning document is produced for one of these
sites, it would need to be adopted by the city council in accordance
with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations
2012.

Masterplans are not required for:

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. The sites referred to in the comments are all currently
located in the Green Belt, and any decision on whether they will be
taken forward as allocations will be made through the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF).




Booths Bank Farm (developer)
Land east of Boothstown, Land west of Boothstown,
Hazelhurst Farm due to them not being sufficiently large and
being under the control of a single landowner (developer)

Additional guidance required
An SPD is required to guide development along the River Irwell
(GMEU)

The development of sites within the Green Belt raises particular
concerns for local communities, and it is essential that they are
designed so as to be successfully integrated into the existing
neighbourhoods. By definition, a site allocated in the GMSF must be
strategic. The requirement for the development of any such sites to
be guided by a masterplan or supplementary planning document
developed with the local community is considered to be the most
appropriate solution due to their sensitive nature and strategic
significance.
No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. The River Irwell is too extensive for a single masterplan.
Further consideration can be given to the need for an SPD in this
location to help implement Policy GI4 (Irwell Valley), potentially as
part of a wider green infrastructure SPD. The need for masterplans
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for parts of the area will be considered on a case-by-case basis
having regard to policy EF2.
The Local Plan should set out what the coordinated development
should be before anything is agreed (individuals)

Other issues raised
The principle of this policy is supported (CPRE, Highways England,
GMEU and the Canal and River Trust).

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. The Local Plan allocations set out the amount and type
of development that should be delivered on some sites and any site
specific requirements. On other sites that may be affected by this
policy, it is considered appropriate to respond to proposals put
forward by developers rather than seek to be prescriptive on every
site at this stage.
The support is welcomed.

For large infrastructure projects, EIAs would be required and
developers will be required to assess cumulative impact as part of
that process (Historic England).

The potential requirement for EIAs on these sites is noted. The
policy has been amended to explain that the EIA requirement should
be considered at an early stage in the masterplanning process, and
that the EIA process which follows should guide the development of
the masterplan as far as possible.

The policy is restrictive on development without proposing solutions
(developers)

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. Revised Draft Policy EF2 is effectively a continuation of
policy DP6 of the UDP, but provides further details as to the
circumstances where a masterplan is likely to be required, explains
the process that should be followed in producing masterplans (where
this is by someone other than the city council) and arrangements for
involving those with a land interest. The policy is not considered to
be restrictive on development, and indeed seeks to avoid one
development from restricting the successful development of nearby
sites, and will only be used in limited circumstances. It will provide a
mechanism for generating and implementing solutions, supporting
high quality development.
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Other significant changes made to policy DP2
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY DP3: PLANNING CONDITIONS AND OBLIGATIONS
(The policy reference has been changed to policy PC1 in the revised draft local plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the draft local plan
General
Support offered to the approach of the policy (RMS International Ltd
/ Bredale Properties Ltd / Highways England / Monkcton Properties
Ltd).
The City Council will need to update its Planning Obligations SPD
alongside the Local Plan. The updated SPD should not introduce
guidance on obligations that are not requirements of the Local Plan
itself (Countryside Properties).

Irlam and Cadishead
Building on the Green Belt would have “an adverse effect on
interests of acknowledged importance” such as wildlife. It would also
result in the demand for infrastructure services and facilities, such as
much needed improvement to the A57, schools and NHS facilities
within Irlam and Cadishead which are currently overstretched before
any development (individual).
Development planned will have an adverse impact on transport and
education in Irlam and Cadishead (individuals).
The A57 needs improving now (individuals).

How is this being addressed in the revised draft local plan
Support noted.
As set out in paragraph 8.2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan, priorities
for planning obligations may evolve over the plan period, depending
on changing circumstances, but those set out in the revised draft
policy reflect the anticipated pressures and additional demands
associated with the proposed scale and location of development in
Salford. Having regard to the fact that development costs, revenues
and immediate priorities can rapidly change, the detailed planning
obligation requirements will be set out in a supplementary planning
document.
In the revised draft local plan reference to “interests of
acknowledged importance” has been deleted from the policy. This
strengthens the policy by removing any ambiguity as to what
“interests of acknowledged importance” are in practice. The policy
now requires that:
“Development that would have an adverse impact, 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 and/or planning obligations
that would ensure adequate mitigation measures are put in place.”
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It is considered that this addresses the issues raised by the
respondents.
Biodiversity
Reference to ‘interests of acknowledged importance’ should include
an adverse impact on biodiversity and important wildlife site
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust).
The use of conditions and planning obligations to mitigate and/or
compensate for unavoidable ecological impacts is supported
(GMEU).
Clarification/ confirmation on how contributions would be used for
the restoration of Chat Moss should be included. One mechanism
would be planning obligations, alternatively biodiversity off-setting
could be utilised (GMEU).

Reference has been added to the revised draft policy to state that
one of the priorities for planning obligations will be biodiversity offsetting (as set out in policy BG3 of the revised draft plan).
Support from GMEU is welcomed.
Reference has been added to the revised draft policy to state that
one of the priorities for planning obligations will be biodiversity offsetting (as set out in policy BG3 of the revised draft plan). Policy
BG1 of the revised plan also states that a comparable net gain in
biodiversity will be sought, including through securing lowland bog
restoration and the provision of complementary habitats within the
‘Biodiversity Heartland’, and the improvement of the rest of Chat
Moss for species such as breeding birds, brown hare and water vole,
in accordance with Policy GI3 (criterion 5).
It is likely that any obligations secured for the restoration of Chat
Moss would be directed to those elements referred to in Policy GI3.
Consideration will be given to providing additional details within an
updated Planning Obligations SPD.

Heritage
Where development involves “at risk” sites / assets the policy /
justification could state that reduced contributions may be
acceptable, or a higher quantum of development than would
normally be needed should be allowed (Historic England).

This is considered to be too detailed for the Local Plan, and would
be a material consideration in the determination of planning
applications in any regard. Consideration will however be given to
including details around this issue within an updated Planning
Obligations SPD that will be published to supplement the adopted
Local Plan.

Highways
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It does not appear that the implications of proposed developments in
Irlam and Cadishead on the A57 have been addressed (Action
Against Astley Road Development).

The focus of the Local Plan accessibility policies is to collectively
promote and encourage sustainable travel choices through a variety
of ways. It is essential that the significant growth in the city’s
population over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar
level of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the policies
in the accessibility chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need for
additional infrastructure and services, and where this is the case,
policy A1 is clear that such development should be carefully phased
alongside the delivery of the necessary transport infrastructure.

Where a development is considered to have a severe impact on the
strategic road network, mitigation of impacts must be of the utmost
importance. If a developer is unable to meet the obligations
associated with the operation of the strategic road network,
Highways England should be engaged at the earliest possible
opportunity (Highways England).

Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.

It is commented that instances where a development cannot support
contributions and it is still permitted should be few and subject to
robust justification. Highways England should be involved in any
instances where this may affect the strategic road network
(Highways England)
Previously developed land
The policy does not go far enough to support the revitalisation and
redevelopment of previously developed sites which should be given
greater consideration due to higher abnormalities associated with
their redevelopment so as to ensure viability does not compromise
the ability to deliver some schemes (Monkcton Properties Ltd).

As a statutory consultee Highways England would be involved in any
instances where development may affect the strategic road network.
The revised draft plan requires a robust justification for reduced
planning obligations with this set out within criterion i. to iv.

It is recognised that there may be higher abnormals for brownfield
land than for greenfield sites. Where this means that the full planning
obligations would make a scheme unviable, the revised draft policy
sets out the circumstances where reduced obligations will be
permitted. This includes submitting a viability assessment (criterion
i); as part of this the level of abnormals would be a consideration if it
is a particular issue on a site.
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Typical priorities
The council should consider adding the following to the typical
priorities for the use of planning obligations:





Flood defence infrastructure (Environment Agency)
Green infrastructure networks alongside open space as a priority
(Natural England)
Heritage (Historic England)
Emergency services (individuals)

Reference has been added to the policy to green infrastructure being
a priority (criterion C) in response to the comment from Natural
England.
The priorities for planning obligations set out in the policy are not
intended to be an exhaustive list covering every possible use of
planning obligations. Criterion H identifies that there may be other
site specific contributions that would be a priority; this would include
issues relating to flood defence infrastructure and heritage, but these
are likely to be less common than the other priorities listed in the
policy.
A reference to health being a priority has been added to the policy. It
is not considered however appropriate to make a wider reference to
the emergency services being a priority for planning obligations
given that this would not meet the three tests set out in Regulation
122 (2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations. These
state that planning obligations should be: necessary to make the
development acceptable in planning terms; directly related to the
development; and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to
the development.

New schools / places, NHS buildings and recreation facilities should
be added to paragraph 6.13 of the reasoned justification (individual).
Viability
A clawback mechanism (criterion C) should only be used for larger
or phased developments (Persimmon Homes).

The revised draft plan makes reference to education, health and
open space/green infrastructure being priorities for planning
obligations.
The revised draft policy is clear that clawback may apply to all
developments irrespective of how small or large they are.
In any development where reduced planning obligations have been
agreed there is always going to be the potential for viability to be
better than anticipated. Given this, ‘clawback’ clauses will typically
be used to ensure that the final planning obligations reflect actual
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viability. This approach seeks to ensure that developments mitigate
their impact as far as is viable and is set out in paragraph 8.4 of the
introduction / justification to revised draft policy PC1. The policy
allows for clawback not to be used where its use would not be
appropriate.
The policy is broadly supported provided that planning obligations do
not render a development unviable (Countryside Properties).
Other issues
The policy should clarify that tariff style contributions will not be
sought for starter homes or small sites (Persimmon Homes).

The Local Plan does not set out a clear and deliverable
Infrastructure Delivery Plan to secure the necessary infrastructure
(The Peel Group).
The policy should be amended to be clear that mitigation needed to
realise development opportunities will be identified and secured
where necessary but this may be secured /part secured through
public sector funding and the implementation of an Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (The Peel Group).

Broad support noted.
A supplementary planning document will provide more details on the
use of tariff-style contributions. It will be in full accordance with
national guidance, which currently excludes starter homes exclusion
sites and sites with fewer than 10 dwellings from tariff-style
contributions.
An Infrastructure Delivery Plan will be published to accompany the
Publication Local Plan.
Comments noted. Reference has been added to the introduction /
justification to the policy to make it clear that the council will seek
opportunities to secure external public funding to assist in the
delivery of infrastructure, but that it will be very important to ensure
that the contributions obtained from developers are maximised.

The policy is unlikely to deliver the infrastructure required to facilitate
the scale of development projected in the plan (Peel Media
Management Limited).
An appropriate evidence base is not yet in place to identify the
infrastructure required to deliver development at Salford Quays,
although it is likely that the infrastructure needed will be strategic
and it is not feasible for this to be funded through section 106
contributions (Peel Media Management Limited).
The policy is in conflict with the NPPF and Community Infrastructure
Levy Regulations and is unsound (The Peel Group).

Disagree. The policy is considered to be in accordance with the
NPPF and also the CIL Regulations. The introduction / justification to
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the policy clearly states that the use of conditions and obligations will
be consistent with the tests set out in national guidance.
Paragraph 6.13 is inappropriate as it assumes that an education
contribution will be sought in all cases rather than only where there
is an identifiable shortfall (Persimmon Homes).

Paragraph 8.1 of the revised plan states that the use of conditions
and obligations will be consistent with the tests set out in national
guidance. If there is no shortfall then contributions towards education
will not be sought.

Funding through section 106 agreements is unlikely to work due to
timescales for the release of funds is likely to be phased, cannot be
predicted by the council, and is limited to pooling 5 contributions
towards one project. A strategy is needed to obtain public funding for
strategic transport infrastructure to act as a platform to support the
growth agenda (Peel Media Management Limited).

Comments noted. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will set out the
strategic transport infrastructure needed. However, it is considered
that any strategy for obtaining public funding for strategic transport
infrastructure will be outside of the Local Plan. In the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local Government document
“Government response to supporting housing delivery through
developer contributions: A summary of consultation responses and
the Government’s view on the way forward” (October 2018), the
Government stated its intention to lift the pooling restrictions.

Other significant changes made to policy DP3
Change

Reason for change

A new section has been added to the policy dealing with the artificial
splitting of sites as a means of avoiding planning obligations policy
requirements.

In order to ensure that developers do not seek to avoid mitigating the
impacts of their developments by artificially splitting their site. The
wording of the policy reflects the High Court judgement in New Dawn
Homes Limited v Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government & Tewksbury Borough Council [2016] EWHC 3314
(Admin).

Additional text has been added stating that where a viability
appraisal is submitted by an applicant in order to justify a reduced
contribution, it will be published prior to the determination of the
planning application unless there are exceptional circumstances.

To reflect the national planning practice guidance, which states that
any viability assessment should be prepared on the basis that it will
be made publicly available other than in exceptional circumstances
(Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 10-021-20180724), and the city
council’s commitment to transparency.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Chapter 7 Economic Development (General)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Accept the need to support economic growth and pleased to
see reference to wider issues including inequalities and to
developers signing up to the Mayor’s Employment Charter.
Business ethics and ethos are important to creating high
quality jobs and there should be greater reference to social
value and encouraging not for profit and social enterprises
(NHS Clinical Commissioning Group)

A new opening statement has been added to the chapter which
emphasises the need for the benefits of growth to be felt by all
segments of society.
Policy EC1 has been amended to refer to the development of a
“diverse inclusive economy” and includes a new point ‘8’ as
follows: 8) Work with developers, businesses and other
organisations to help residents take up high quality jobs and
training opportunities in the city
A new policy EC2 Economic Inclusion has also been added to
the chapter to address the issues raised.
More generally, fairness is now much more prominently the
central theme of the plan, and a new chapter on this topic has
been included near the start of document.

Support the identification of the line of the former Manchester
Bury and Bolton Canal on Figure 4 but suggest that it is
differentiated from existing waterways to avoid confusion
(Canal and River Trust).

Support welcomed, Figure 4 has been amended to address
this issue.

Other significant changes made to Chapter 7 Economic Development (General)
Change
Reason for change
Various - see individual policy tables for detail

See individual policy tables for detail
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A new policy EC6 (Economic Inclusion) has been added to the
Economic Development chapter of the Revised Draft Local Plan.

It is essential for the long term success of the city that its residents
share in the benefits of economic growth and development. In this
regard the policy states that new development should seek to
maximise its economic benefit for the city’s population, with
consideration given to the various ways this could be achieved
including on-site employment and training opportunities for Salford’s
residents, utilising local supply chains and signing up to the Mayor’s
Employment Charter.
The policy will contribute to a number of social objectives but also
other objectives, including reducing the need to travel by using local
labour. The policy should therefore help to secure a more inclusive
and sustainable city.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC1 Economic Development Spatial Strategy
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Levels of growth
Support the commitment to economic growth and the city’s role in
the economic growth of Greater Manchester, however consider that
the floorspace targets should be higher, taking a higher proportion of
GM growth (developers)

The levels of economic growth identified in the Local Plan reflect the
identified land supply in Salford and help to deliver the total
employment floorspace figures for Greater Manchester that are set
out in the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework.
Identified provision within the city reflects the key opportunities it
presents, with high levels of office growth within the City Centre and
Salford Quays. The figures also reflect the proposal in the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework for the expansion of Port Salford.
Additions to the identified supply for industry and warehousing would
require land either currently in the Green Belt or proposed as Green
Belt in the GMSF. All decisions about whether Green Belt
boundaries in Salford should be altered, including whether any
existing Green Belt should be de-designated so that it can be
developed, will be made through the GMSF and not through the
Local Plan.

Supportive of the housing and employment growth proposed, the
proposal for the Western Gateway complement Warrington’s own
growth aspirations (Warrington Borough Council)
City Centre and Salford Quays/ MediaCityUK
An alternative spatial definition of the City Centre is proposed,
incorporating Salford Quays/MediaCityUK, and a redefinition as also
being part of a wider Regional Centre. This more accurately reflects

The overall levels of growth identified in the Local Plan will continue
to be reviewed alongside progress on the Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework.
Support welcomed.

Salford Quays/MediaCityUK has its own distinctive character and
identity. This is one of the area’s strengths. The Local Plan is clear
about the importance of both the City Centre and Salford Quays in
driving forward economic growth and tourism/leisure opportunities
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its role, status and importance, as well as the proper spatial extent of
the economic centre of Greater Manchester (developer)

Support for the identification of MediaCityUK as a key component to
the economic spatial strategy, however the digital, creative and
media hub at MediaCityUK is established rather than emerging and
this should be reflected in Policy (developer)

Growth at MediaCityUK needs to be linked to a clear
infrastructure plan to ensure it is deliverable, which is not yet in
place (developer)
Port Salford
Port Salford does not fit with the Liverpool System, the need to
transfer goods from large to small ships meaning that goods will
instead be transported by road or rail (individual)

and, whilst improved connections between the two locations is
important, it is considered that the distinctive identity of Salford
Quays should be emphasised rather than subsuming it within a
larger City Centre.
No changes to the City Centre boundary have therefore been
proposed. However, the Spatial Vision to the plan has been
amended to emphasise the importance of these two areas at the
heart of the conurbation, as part of a wider central economic area.
Criterion 2 of Policy E1 has been amended to reflect the established
nature of MediaCityUK and is now proposed as follows:
2) Continue to develop the cluster of business activity at
MediaCityUK into a high-tech creative hub of international
significance that is able to attract a very broad range of
digital, creative and media-related businesses;
Policy AP3 recognises the importance of improved transport links to
Salford Quays and MediaCityUK, describing that “new development
will be coordinated with the provision of new and improved transport
infrastructure and services”
Port Salford to the south of the A57 already has planning
permission. An extension to the permitted scheme to provide
additional employment accommodation is proposed in the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework.
The potential benefits of Port Salford to support freight movements
by water are identified in the Greater Manchester Logistics Study
produced by MDS Transmodal, in association with Regeneris
Consulting and LCP Consulting, on behalf of Greater Manchester
Chief Executives Investment Group and MIDAS in 2014.
The study refers to the existing barge service from Seaforth to Irlam
utilising the Ship Canal and describes that this “is likely to be
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augmented by the use of larger barges or sea-going vessels and an
increased frequency once Port Salford is developed so that the
existing traffic of 20,000 containers per annum can be increased to
about 100,000 containers” (Technical Report Page 35).
It describes that “GM could extend its role to become a more costeffective location for NDCs for occupiers with an average national
distribution pattern if it can develop a distribution park with access to
rail and waterborne transport and so take advantage of GMs’ unique
selling point at a national level: the availability of a site at Port
Salford for a tri-modal distribution park on the Manchester Ship
Canal with a barge service to a deep water container port at
Liverpool. If the distribution centre is co-located with a rail terminal
then rail offers the means of receiving goods from south-east ports
at costs that are less than by road haulage to much of the ‘golden
triangle’ while providing a low cost means of delivering into southeast markets. Where the shipping line carrying imports is using the
Port of Liverpool, the barge service will provide an even lower cost
means of transporting a container to a Manchester terminal
(Technical Report page 66).
Infrastructure Provision
Strongly support improved transport connections to Manchester
Airport and Airport City, both for businesses and residents.
Recommend that Manchester Airport is labelled on Figure 3
(Manchester Airport)
Concerns regarding the city’s infrastructure and the impacts of
growth including:
 That the plan is not supported by a clear and deliverable
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (developers)
 The implications of development on the A57 in Irlam and
Cadishead (community group)
 No details of how improved connectivity will be achieved
(Highways England)

Support welcomed, labelling of Figure 3 has been amended.

The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
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Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
Other
There should be more emphasis on providing evidence for
encouraging manufacturing and production, technical facilities,
college, training etc we are going to need it when trade with Europe
on the East Coast slows down and a larger amount of trade will
move to the West Coast and the World (individual)

The Local Plan is a strategic planning document and so there are
limits to which it can address the issues raised.
Nevertheless, the city has a range of existing employment areas that
support a variety of businesses and these will continue to be given a
level of protection through Policy EC6. The existing supply will be
supplemented by development on new employment sites including
Port Salford which has the potential to bring wider benefits to the city
and conurbation. Port Salford will link Greater Manchester to the
post-Panamax facilities at the Port of Liverpool which will be
essential for tapping into the international trade referred to.
The Local Plan presents a positive policy framework towards the
city’s educational establishments in Chapter 14 and a new point 7 in
Policy EC1 expresses support for knowledge based employment
linked to higher education and research institutions.
A new allocation for ‘Salford Innovation Park’, Policy EC5/2, seeks to
enhance existing provision in the area in support of the connections
between education, research and industry.

Other significant changes made to policy EC1
Change

Reason for change
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The second sentence of the policy has been amended to refer to a
‘diverse and inclusive economy’.
‘Salford Quays’ added to point 1.
‘Salford Quays’ added to point 2
A new point ‘7’ added to the policy as follows:
7) Support the growth of knowledge-based businesses, including
opportunities associated with the high-tech creative hub at Salford
Quays and the city’s higher education and research institutions;
A new point ‘8’ added to the policy as follows:
8) Work with developers, businesses and other organisations to help
residents take up high quality jobs and training opportunities in the
city;
Points ‘7’ and ‘8’ as shown in the Draft Plan have been merged to
create a new point 9 as follows:
“Improve transport connections, particularly public transport, to key
employment areas within and outside the city, enabling Salford
residents and businesses to take full advantage of their diverse
opportunities, including the internationally important Manchester
Airport and Airport City, the City Centre, the wider Quays area,
Trafford Park, and Logistics North in Bolton; and”

The change emphasises the importance of economic growth that will
benefit all parts of the community, reflecting the plan’s central theme
of fairness.
To reflect the major increases in office floorspace identified for the
City Centre and Salford Quays.
To reflect the role of the wider Salford Quays area in respect of the
growing cluster of digital, creative and media-related businesses.
The Draft Local Plan provided support for knowledge based
businesses associated with the University of Salford and Salford
Royal Hospital Foundation Trust. This new point ‘7’ provides wider
support for knowledge based businesses recognising other
opportunities including the creative hub at Salford Quays.
The point emphasises the importance of economic growth that
benefits local people as an overarching principle. This complements
Policy EC2 (Economic inclusion) which has also been added to the
plan.
The two bullets were covering similar issues and the new bullet also
addresses the importance of transport connections within the city
which was not previously identified.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC2 Office Development
(Policy reference has been changed to EC3 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Levels of growth
Support that Salford is expected to deliver a very significant
proportion (at least 17%) of the office development requirement for
Greater Manchester. This reflects the economic role of the City and
its key office locations, including Salford Quays/MediaCityUK as a
critical part of the Regional Centre (developer)
Support the identification of Salford Quays as one of two key office
locations in Salford and that office development can exceed the
target identified in the Plan, if it is focused in the City Centre or
Salford Quays. As such the target for these areas should be set out
as a minimum figure. (developer)

How is this being addressed
Support welcomed.

Support welcomed.
Policy EC3 (previously EC2) describes that “around 400,000m2 of
new office floorspace will be provided in Salford over the period
2018-2037” and that “a higher overall level of office development will
be supported, provided that it is consistent with this strong focus on
the City Centre and Salford Quays”.
A statement regarding the levels of development expected can be a
valuable reference point, for infrastructure providers in particular.
Policy EC3 and the inclusion of indicative figures prefaced with
‘around’ provide this reference point whilst recognising the
uncertainties around long term estimates and the potential of the
area to exceed them. The policy does not impose a cap on
development and therefore higher levels could potentially be
achieved and this is specifically identified in the policy.
The use of minimum targets would not reflect the fact that the figures
identified are long term estimates of development, nor would they
provide an indication of the levels of growth expected. An alternative
approach using minimum figures is not considered to add to the
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policy approach and therefore no change has been made in this
regard.
Pleased to see focus on City Centre and MediaCityUK but query
The levels of office growth identified in the Local Plan have been
whether 915,000sqm of office, industrial and warehousing floorspace defined in the context of the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
to 2035 is really justified (CPRE Lancashire)
(GMSF) and reflect the key opportunities the city presents, with high
levels of office growth within the strategically important locations of
the City Centre and Salford Quays.
The overall levels of growth identified in the Local Plan will continue
to be reviewed alongside progress on the GMSF.

Want to see a marketing strategy that promotes and utilises vacant
and unoccupied space before new office blocks are provided at
Salford Quays (community group)

No alternative floorspace figure was provided as part of this
representation to the policy.
The marketing of completed office premises falls to the owner of the
property in question. MIDAS (Manchester Inward Investment
Agency) and Salford’s Business Team provide assistance in
matching investors with available accommodation and can provide
advice on the marketing of vacant premises.
Salford Quays and MediaCityUK is a strategic priority for the subregion and it is not considered necessary or appropriate for
development to be constrained due to the lack of a marketing
strategy for the area or on the basis of occupation levels which can
fluctuate over time.
No changes are therefore proposed to the policy.

Town Centre Hierarchy
Policy wording indicates a hierarchy of office locations, with Salford
Quays and the City Centre taking primacy over town and
neighbourhood centres, before other locations. This hierarchy could
be used as the basis for sequential site assessments and impact
assessments for office developments but it is considered that a more
detailed definition is required for Salford Quays role and its place in
the hierarchy (developer)

Policy EC3 (previously EC2) identifies Salford Quays and the City
Centre as the city’s primary office locations and that together they
will provide the vast majority of the 400,000sqm of office floorspace
expected within the city to 2037. Policies AP1 ‘City Centre’ and AP3 ‘
Salford Quays’ describe that the City Centre is expected to
accommodate around 150,000sqm and Salford Quays around
250,000sqm.
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Policy AP3 provides a wider description of the role of Salford Quays
and policy TC1 (Town Centre Hierarchy) identifies its position in the
town centre hierarchy.
Policy EC3 is clear that, should higher levels of office growth come
forward than envisaged within the plan, this should not be allowed to
detract from the achievement of the proposed levels of office
development in the City Centre or Salford Quays.
The guidance provided by the four policies identified above provides
a clear description of the role of Salford Quays and provides an
appropriate level of protection for the primacy of Salford Quays and
the City Centre. No changes are therefore proposed to Policy EC3.
Infrastructure
There are no good public transport links for people in West Salford
to Salford Quays, Port Salford and Manchester Airport where new
job opportunities will be created (individual)

Policy does not discuss the need to provide any additional
infrastructure, despite the concentration of development in specific
areas (Highways England)

Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies, in particular the accessibility
chapter. The locations listed in the representation are identified in
the plan as priority locations where a modal shift towards more
sustainable forms of transport such as walking, cycling and public
transport will be encouraged.
Policy AP3 ‘Salford Quays’ also describes that new development will
be coordinated with the provision of new and improved transport
infrastructure and services and that improved bus connections from
across the city will be sought.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
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Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter. The City Centre and Salford Quays, in
which the majority of new office floorspace will be delivered, are
identified in Policy A1 as the highest priority locations in which a
modal shift towards more sustainable forms of transport such as
walking, cycling and public transport will be encouraged.
Specific priorities and proposals are also identified in policies AP1
‘City Centre’ and AP3 ‘Salford Quays’.
Other significant changes made to policy EC2
Change

Reason for change

None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC3 Industrial and Warehousing Development
(Policy reference has been changed to EC4 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Levels of growth
The amount of new industrial and warehousing floorspace could be
increased to 600,000sqm to reflect a proposed extension to Logistics
North, and to better reflect Salford’s role in delivering the goals of the
GMSF (developer)

Query the justification for the levels of industrial and warehousing
growth identified:



Want to see adequate new jobs in Salford but query whether
915,000sqm of office, industrial and warehousing floorspace
to 2035 is really justified (CPRE Lancashire)
It is unclear how the level of growth has been derived and
Salford could potentially accommodate a greater level of
warehousing/industrial floorspace. Policy EC3 underplays its
role and potential in this regard, particularly having regard to
its current and planned infrastructure connections to the Port
of Liverpool and the new deep-sea port at Liverpool 2
(developer)

How is this being addressed
The expansion of Logistics North in Salford, as proposed in the
representation, would require incursions into the country park
committed as part of the original planning permission. The extension
identified comprises land currently in the Green Belt and further land
proposed as an addition to the Green Belt in the GMSF. All
decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford should be
altered, including whether any existing Green Belt should be dedesignated so that it can be developed, will be made through the
GMSF and not through the Local Plan.
The levels of industrial and warehousing growth identified in the
Local Plan have been defined in the context of the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) and reflect existing planning
permissions, vacant sites within existing employment areas, and the
expansion of Port Salford that is proposed in the GMSF.
The allocation of additional employment sites would require further
Green Belt release for which very special circumstances are not
considered to exist in the context of provision at the Greater
Manchester level.
The overall levels of growth identified in the Local Plan will continue
to be reviewed alongside progress on the Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework.
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The absence of a net change figure for industrial and warehousing
floorspace, together with the proposed development of existing
employment sites for residential, makes the policy unclear. It is
therefore not possible to consider the effectiveness or positivity of
the policy (developer)

The levels of industrial and warehousing growth identified in the
Revised Draft Local Plan have been defined in the context of the
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) and reflect existing
planning permissions, vacant sites within existing employment
areas, and the expansion of Port Salford that is proposed in the
GMSF.
The overall levels of growth identified in the Local Plan will continue
to be reviewed alongside progress on the GMSF.
The Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment, which is
updated on an annual basis, provides details of potential gains and
losses of industrial and warehousing floorspace. It can therefore be
used to give an indication of net change over the plan period. It is
however anticipated that there will be further losses than currently
identified in that assessment and which will be managed in
accordance with Policy EC6, but it is not possible to identify the
precise scale of these as it will depend on market conditions.
Therefore, whilst the policy does not include a net change figure for
industrial and warehousing uses, the HELAA provides an annually
updated source of information, and the plan provides an effective
policy framework to manage proposals involving the loss of existing
sites and premises.

Port Salford and Port Salford Expansion
Object to the expansion of Port Salford to the north of the A57
allocation of Barton Moss based on insufficient evidence that
negative impacts on biodiversity (including UK protected species and
priority species) can be adequately avoided (GMEU)
Support for the brownfield part of Port Salford and of water-borne
freight however oppose the development greenfield element and
view it as unsustainable development. (CPRE Lancashire)
Support the development of Port Salford but should be limited to the
east of Barton Moss Road and all infrastructure must be in place

The tri-modal connections to be provided as part of the permitted
Port Salford south of the A57, including ship, rail and road, will help
to improve the sustainability of Greater Manchester’s distribution and
supply chain activity, enabling goods and components to be moved
by more sustainable modes closer to their origin or destination, and
reducing the total distances travelled by road.
The direct connections via the Manchester Ship Canal to the postPanamax facilities at the Port of Liverpool will provide easy access
to the very largest container ships.
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before development commences (Irlam and Cadishead Branch
Labour Party)

Port Salford should help to boost the competitiveness of Greater
Manchester by significantly enhancing its logistics capabilities and
the quality of investment opportunities, both in the immediate vicinity
of the freight terminal and at nearby employment areas in both
Salford and Trafford.
The tri-modal connections will make Port Salford unique in Greater
Manchester, and hence it is appropriate to consider the ways in
which the benefits of these connections could be maximised. The
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework proposes the expansion of
Port Salford onto land that is currently in the Green Belt to the north
of the A57 and south of the M62 motorway, immediately to the north
and west of Barton Aerodrome. This expansion will only be allowed
to proceed once the rail spur, canal berths and further highway
improvements are completed and operational.
An ecological appraisal of the site has now been undertaken on
behalf of the city council by the Greater Manchester Ecology Unit
and it is not considered that the issues identified outweigh the
importance of the location in support of economic growth.
The proposed GMSF policy requirements include the following which
are of particular relevance to the issues raised in the
representations:
 Not commence until the rail link, highway improvements, canal
berths and container terminal associated with the permitted Port
Salford scheme to the south of the A57 have been completed
and are operational
 Be designed to form part of an integrated facility with the
permitted Port Salford site to the south of the A57 and associated
infrastructure, encouraging and enabling all occupiers to utilise
the rail and water connections for freight movement
 Incorporate high levels of landscaping, including the retention or
replacement of existing woodland, hedgerows and ponds where
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Small Business Uses
To enable Salford to move into the next two decades and encourage
the start-up of small businesses, small industrial units should be built
at low rents in industrial parks local to motorway access (individual)

practicable, so as to minimise the visual impact on the wider
landscape (including on the remaining Green Belt separating the
site from Irlam), maximise biodiversity and mitigate the
environmental impacts of development including noise;
Support the objectives for the Great Manchester Wetlands Nature
Improvement Area and avoid harm to protected species
Protect the quality of watercourses through and around the site
Not adversely affect the hydrology of surrounding areas of
peat/mossland

There are a range of employment sites and premises within the city
which can provide for a variety of investors and occupiers including
small businesses. The protective approach through Policy EC6 will
help to ensure that the city retains a range of such opportunities.
Text has been added to the introduction/ justification to the policy to
highlight the range of new opportunities available in the city away
from Port Salford. These include Ashton’s Field, which has outline
planning permission for industrial/warehouse development with
indicative layouts showing a range of unit sizes (planning application
reference 17/69776/OUT).
The allocation of additional employment sites would require further
Green Belt release for which very special circumstances are not
considered to exist in the context of provision at the Greater
Manchester level and locally.

Infrastructure
Policy does not discuss the need to provide any additional
infrastructure, despite the concentration of development in specific
areas (Highways England)

The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
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Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies within the Local Plan, in
particular the accessibility chapter. Port Salford, which accounts for
the majority of new industrial and warehouse floorspace to be
delivered, is identified in Policy A1 as an important priority
destination in which a modal shift towards more sustainable forms of
transport such as walking, cycling and public transport will be
encouraged.
The extension of Port Salford will now be considered and proposed
for allocation in the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than the Local Plan. The proposed GMSF policy
requirements include the following which are of particular relevance
to the issues raised in the representations:
 Not be commenced until the rail link, highway improvements,
canal berths and container terminal associated with the permitted
Port Salford scheme to the south of the A57 have been
completed and are operational;
 Be designed to form part of an integrated facility with the Port
Salford site to the south of the A57 and associated infrastructure,
encouraging and enabling all occupiers to utilise the rail and
water connections for freight movement
 Deliver highway improvements to cater for the additional traffic
created by the expansion of Port Salford in a way that is
compatible with any proposals for the enhancement of the wider
motorway network
 Provide high quality walking and cycling routes from across the
site to the bus stops on the A57 and the wider pedestrian and
cycling network;
 Maximise links to existing public transport services and support
new routes as appropriate, including accommodating a potential
extension of the Trafford Park Metrolink line to serve Port Salford
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Existing Employment Areas
The word ‘redevelopment’ suggests demolition and rebuilding as
opposed to constructive conservation, adaptation and reuse and
should be avoided (Historic England)

Other significant changes made to policy EC3
Change
A breakdown of the overall supply has been added to the policy.
Text has been added to the policy to explain that the allocation of
land to provide for the extension of Port Salford will be taken forward
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework rather than the
Revised Draft Local Plan. It also details the implications for the
supply of the extension not coming forward.

The policy has been amended to refer to the “gradual reuse,
refurbishment and redevelopment of existing older industrial and
warehousing floorspace” in order to address this issue. However, it
is important to recognise that redevelopment may be the most
appropriate way forward for some existing employment premises.
Other policies in the plan, and national guidance, would ensure that
the impact on any heritage assets is taken into account.
Reason for change
To provide further clarification of the elements of the supply.
To reflect the latest versions of the Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework and Salford’s Local Plan.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC4 Employment Allocations (General)
(Policy reference has been changed to EC5 in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for the overall economic ambitions of the plan. However
insufficient justification provided for the scale of employment
development, in order to be found sound the plan must
accommodate a higher proportion of the overall economic
development requirements of Greater Manchester (developer)

Identified provision within the city reflects the key opportunities
available, with high levels of office growth within the City Centre and
Salford Quays, and the expansion of Port Salford as a strategic
opportunity alongside the Manchester Ship Canal. No alternative
floorspace figures were identified as part of the representations to
Policy EC1. The Local Plan seeks to ensure that Salford is able to
make a proportionate contribution to meeting the economic
development needs of Greater Manchester.
The figures presented in the Local Plan have now been updated to
reflect the latest position and reflect an additional opportunity for new
development at Salford Innovation Park, as identified in the Crescent
Masterplan. The only additional opportunity identified in the
representations that would potentially add to the supply of floorspace
accommodated within the city was an expansion to Logistics North,
which is considered further in relation to Draft Local Plan Policy EC3.
Any other additions would require Green Belt development for which
very special circumstances would be difficult to demonstrate in the
context of the wider supply identified at the Greater Manchester
level.

Logistics North now has only limited plot availability for occupiers
seeking premises between 100,000 sq. ft. and 300,000 sq. ft and an

The overall levels of growth identified in the Local Plan will continue
to be reviewed alongside progress on the Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework.
The expansion of Logistics North in Salford, as proposed in the
representation, would require incursions into the country park
committed as part of the original planning permission. The extension
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extension to the south is proposed in Salford (along with extension in
Bolton) (developer)

Site allocations should be subject to the requirements of the NPPF
to undertake the flood risk sequential test, having regard to new
guidance on climate change allowances (The Environment Agency)

Other significant changes made to policy EC4
Change
Employment allocations EC4/2 Clifton Junction and EC4/3 Ashton’s
Field have been removed from the policy.
A new employment allocation EC5/2 Salford Innovation Park has
been added to the policy

identified comprises land currently in the Green Belt and further land
proposed as an addition to the Green Belt in the Revised Draft
GMSF. All decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford
should be altered, including whether any existing Green Belt should
be de-designated so that it can be developed, will be made through
the GMSF and not through the Local Plan.
The Port Salford (EC5/1) allocation has planning permission, and so
flood risk issues have already been assessed through the
application process. A very small part of the Innovation Park
allocation (EC5/2) could be subject to a 1% annual exceedance
probability if flows increased by 70% due to climate change and only
then in the undefended scenario, but the benefits of securing the
more effective economic use of the area are considered to outweigh
this risk.

Reason for change
See table of changes to EC4/2 and EC4/3.
To reflect the aspirations outlined in the Salford Crescent Masterplan
published in March 2018.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC4/1 Port Salford Expansion
Allocations involving development on land in Salford that is currently in the Green Belt are
now being considered solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than Salford’s Local Plan.
Issues raised in relation to Draft Local Plan policy EC4/1 are summarised below and have
been taken into account in the drafting of GM Allocation 33 (Port Salford Extension) in the
Revised Draft GMSF.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

Consultation / Masterplanning
Concerns expressed in relation to efforts of the council in notifying people of the plan
and its proposals and the opportunities for people to get involved
Need for Development, uses and extent of site
Extent of the allocation does not correspond with that being promoted by Peel, in
particular land immediately north of Barton Grange Farm on Fiddlers lane has been
excluded. The land follows the indicative route of a new highway link between the
A57 and M62 and would form a logical boundary (Peel Group)
A number of comments questioned why further development is needed given
progress of approved Port Salford (Individuals, community group, Hamilton Davis
Trust). Issues raised included:
 when approved there must have been consideration to a 10 - 20 year growth
plan, therefore why is this development being discussed at this point?
 The planning permission already granted state that before any further
permissions for expansion are granted that the tri-modal infrastructure is in
place
 Without approved elements in place it is premature. Once released this land
cannot be protected from speculative variance planning applications, e.g.
Culina Why can’t Port Salford work successfully with the land it already has
on the south side of the A57…was the granting of this permission flawed.
A number of comments questioned the demand for further warehousing space
(individuals, community groups, CPRE). Issues raised included:
 query whether 915,000m2 of new office, industrial and warehousing
floorspace over the period 2015-2035 is really justified. Support brownfield
elements of Port Salford but opposed to greenfield and view it as
unsustainable (CPRE)
 The economic needs post Brexit are uncertain and the size of the original
planned tri-modal hub may not be required
 The calculations both in housing and warehousing are unrealistic
 Why do we need such a mass of warehousing when we live in a just in time
delivery world
 Why is Salford electing to use ‘exceptional’ growth percentages as opposed
to long/medium historical growth information?
 If distribution is all retail based is it susceptible to economic volatility? Is this
the best way to achieve a secure and diverse economy? Overall Greater
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Manchester needs to export goods and services, it cannot survive as a net
importer or distribution centre
 Jobs targets seem very high based on the growth policy with little regard for
the damage long term. We want new jobs and homes but not at all cost to the
natural environment
We support the building of Port Salford and welcome the economic growth it will
bring to our area, we also agree that some of the extra workers creating this growth
should have homes in Irlam and Cadishead but object to the development of Green
Belt land (individual)
The benefits of the scheme were questioned by a number of respondents
(individuals, community group, Hamilton Davis Trust). Comments received included:
 Port Salford does not fit with the Liverpool System, the need to transfer goods
from large to small ships meaning that goods will instead be transported by
road or rail. The respondent identifies that the journey along the Ship Canal is
a perilous one and that the Liverpool docks have their own problems with the
larger ships berthing.
 Question the number of jobs warehousing will provide given low job densities
 Question the skill levels of jobs in the warehouses and the salaries that will be
available
 No mention of any white collar jobs coming to the area
 Question how much it will benefit local people
 Question GVA benefits
 Question balance of environmental cost versus economic benefit
 Hamilton Davis Trust commented that if greenbelt is to be lost then it should
be only to housing to minimise such loss
 For the benefit of the community to live a healthier lifestyle under the GMSF
plan under 'polluter pays' there should measures in place with a more greener
suitable infrastructure, other countries are already doing green warehouses.
 The proposal of half work units and housing only ever produces slums over
time where no one would live if they had the choice
A more limited number of comments expressed support for the expansion of Port
Salford within the Green Belt:
 Support the proposal but consider some of the detailed policy requirements
should be amended (Peel Group)
 I do not object to warehouses being built to ensure Port Salford becomes one
of the most profitable businesses (individual)
 Support the Port Salford proposals set out in Policy EC4/1 within the context
of the wider plan strategy which seeks to support high levels of economic
growth and increase the unique competitive advantages of the area, enabling
residents to share in this (Persimmon Homes)
 Acknowledge that Port Salford is of huge national and international
significance. The scheme should progress green technologies and methods.
However some comments from their community meetings that suggest some
objection to the proposal (community group)
 Agree in principle with plans to grow, develop and build houses, employment
zones and infrastructure. Although concern at loss of mosses, feel it is
inevitable for growth of towns (individual)
We need warehousing for jobs to support the economy (Councillor)
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Reasoned Justification Para 7.19 - High quality manufacturing should also be
provided - we request that "should" be changed to "may" as the precise blend of
uses will be market led (Peel Group)
Highways and Transport Infrastructure
A very large number of comments objected to the expansion of Port Salford in
relation to existing and potential congestion and assocated impacts including poor
air quality and highway safety. Specific comments referred to:
 Unreliable Public Transport services (including cancellation of timetabled
services, over crowding and inclusive access to Irlam Station)
 Distance to Irlam Station
 Ability to interchange at Irlam Station needs to be examined
 Approach is not the most appropriate given alternatives, with reference to
better connections in town and city centres and arterial routes.
(individuals, community groups, Salford City Council Conservative Group,
Barbara Keeley MP).
The impacts of this development cannot be fully evaluated or conclusively
commented on. The involvement of Highways England will be crucial in fully
assessing the potential impacts of these allocations, developing the required
mitigatory measures and developing an appropriate strategy for the phasing of
development. (Highways England).
A number of other representations questioned whether assessments of transport
impacts had taken place, and how extensive this had been in factoring in particular
proposals including:
 Why were Port Salford traffic numbers/ travel plan not made available as part
of this draft?
 Impacts on the A57 from HS2
 Railway line entering the Port
 Red Diesel Routes around the Port
 Carrington-M62 road link
 existing congestion, anticipated extra 4000 cars expected as a result of the
new dwellings, additional traffic associated with articulated lorry movements
to and from Port Salford as well as traffic crossing from warehouse to the
North and South of the A57, trains crossing the A57 going into Port Salford,
HS2 crossing the A57 just past Glaze Brook, and the new Carrington spur to
the M62.
 response times for emergency vehicles on the A57 (individuals and
community groups)
Concerns relating to a lack of infrastructure upgrades and further details were
sought (individuals and community groups).
The benefits of the potential M62 / A57 link were questioned (individuals).
Comments included:
 rather than alleviate traffic, it would add to traffic within an already congested
area
 it will bring more fine particulates to the area
 as development cannot progress until transport infrastructure is in place, does
this include the A57/M62 link?
The benefits of the Western Gateway Infrastructure Scheme were questioned
(individual)
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Support for a Metrolink extension and suggestion that more justification if extended
to Irlam but questioned time period over which it would be delivered (individuals and
community group)
It is essential that infrastructure is provided in tandem expansion. The infrastructure
works specified at 1) B of the policy and in particular the delivery of a new junction of
the M62, north-east of Irlam must be delivered from the outset, whilst the Metrolink
extension along with park and ride should be evaluated as the Local Plan evolves
and included as a specific requirement as appropriate (Persimmon Homes)
The site should not be developed until the current Port Salford site is complete and
new transport infrastructure is in place. Agree with extension of Metrolink line to Port
Salford and would like further investigation of route to Irlam and Cadishead
(individual and Salford City Council Conservative Group)
The original Port Salford was based on tri-modal connections, the rail link was based
on European funding that will not happen post-Brexit (individual)
Concerns relating to the proposed park and ride including that it will not help local
people, will add to congestion on Liverpool Road and question whether it will be
delivered (individuals and community group)
No explanation what will happen to Barton Moss Road as access to existing
homes/businesses (individuals)
Loss of Green Belt together with HS2 will change Cadishead and Irlam and not for
the better (individual)
The cost of the infrastructure within moss land will be far greater than other lands
due to the nature of the ground and this will mean that there will be a reliance on the
residents of Salford to subsidise the cost of infrastructure to allow development to
proceed (individual)
Recommend that a fifth bullet is added to 1B) requiring the Manchester Ship Canal
to be fully operational to freight ship traffic between Liverpool and Salford'. (GMEU)
Criterion 1B - The proposed rail link is a key part of the scheme and will therefore be
delivered prior to operation of the development. It is considered that "prior to
commencement" is too onerous a condition (Peel Group)
Criteria 1Bii - Whilst water access is an important aspect of the project, it is not
necessary to enable access to the site or to make the development acceptable in
planning terms. Furthermore, the requirement to deliver water access was not
included as a condition on the planning permission for the original Port Salford
scheme and there has been no material change in circumstances which would
warrant a different approach being taken now. The design and timing of such
facilities will need to relate to the types of businesses attracted to Port Salford to
ensure that the significant investment involved in their provision is properly and
effectively directed. It is not appropriate that they should have to be completed in
advance. As such, the requirement in respect of the wharves is unjustified and
should be deleted accordingly. It should also be noted in terms of terminology that
the existing planning permission refers inter alia to ‘ancillary facilities including a
canal quay and berths’. There is no mention of ‘wharves’. (Peel Group)
Criteria 1Biii and 1Biv - Concerns about the scale of burden placed on the
development of the site which includes a new motorway junction and link road prior
to commencement. The representation identifies several flaws in this approach
including:
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Proposals for the new junction and link road need to be properly evaluated in
terms of benefits to the strategic road network and not just in respect of a
single development site
 Establishing disproportionate requirements for development to forward-fund
new infrastructure would fail the relevant legal tests of being necessary,
directly related, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind, to the
development. This is particularly the case given that these are strategic
highway improvements for the wider the area which should fall within the
scope of the North West Quadrant Study [Manchester North-West Quadrant
Strategy Study: Stage 3 Report, Department for Transport (November 2016)],
the Highways England Route Investment Strategy or other more localised or
GM level funding streams.
 the proposed requirements are highly commercially onerous for the proposed
development to deliver on its own (or indeed contribute a lion’s share of) and
would simply undermine viability and deter investment.
 No comparable restrictions are placed on any other proposed GMSF
employment allocation - placing Port Salford as a multi-modal site at a
competitive disadvantage to road-only sites across GM and beyond. (Peel
Group)
The priority must therefore be to establish the infrastructure evidence and develop a
funding strategy appropriate to the infrastructure. An appropriate trigger mechanism
may then be considered (Peel Group)
Criterion 2 - The policy states that occupiers must have "easy access" to the rail link
and wharves. There should be no restriction in relation to the water access. As
regards the rail link, whilst all occupiers will be able to access it, only some will have
direct access or frontage. This reflects the scale and layout of the site. Peel
therefore requests that the reference to "easy access" is amended to simply
"access" such that the requirement is precise in what it requires and capable of
objective assessment (Peel Group)
Criterion 3 – Requirements relating to the operation and safety of City Airport are
unneccesary as they are covered by other legislation and policies (Peel Group)
Criterion 8 - There is no evidence regarding the need for or feasibility of Metrolink at
the present time. Indeed, Peel understands that TfGM has no plans for such an
extension and that such a route is likely to be unfeasible due to the constraints of the
Port Salford railway bridge. Unless and until such evidence is available the Metrolink
criterion is unjustified and should be removed (Peel Group)
Criterion 9 - to our knowledge no work has been undertaken to demonstrate that a
park and ride is required in this location or who and where it would serve. The ‘need’
for such a facility is not generated by the development itself and the requirement for
it is unclear and unjustified. Such a facility would be land hungry and could detract
from the viability of the Expansion development, including the need for a critical
mass of floorspace to support investment in other infrastructure (Peel Group)
Loss of Green Belt / Seperation
A large number of comments objected to the reclassification of Green Belt land for
development (individuals, petition, community groups, Hamilton Davis Trust, Salford
City Council Conservative Group, and Barbara Keeley MP)
Exceptional / Special Circumstances have not been shown (individuals, community
groups and Barbara Keeley MP).
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A number of representation identified alternative brownfield sites that should be
developed and/or alternative ways of accommodating growth including:
 Cadishead petrol station
 Cadishead South (north of Cadishead Way)
 Kingsland Wines
 Sites discounted as alternative options in the sustainability appraisal
 Trafford Park
 Smart Growth
(individuals, community groups and Barbara Keeley MP)
Has anyone completed a survey of Warehouse space standing idle in Greater
Manchester / Greater Liverpool (individual)
Concerns relating to the loss of land that breaks up development / separates
settlements / prevents urban sprawl. Reference was made to the gap between Irlam
and Winton/Barton/Eccles and the potential for continuous development from the
City Centre to Warrington (individuals, community groups, Hamilton Davis Trust,
Salford Council Conservative Group, Irlam and Cadishead Branch Labour Party).
We are separated from other towns and this is keeping crime figures down
(individual and community group)
The A57 was identified as a definite and easily defendable boundary (individual and
community group)
The proposal could create a precedent (individual and Barbara Keeley MP)
With reference to ‘on the ground’ knowledge of these areas, it was suggested that
the moderate rating in the Greater Manchester Green Belt Assessment should /
must be reclassified as Strong (individual)
The use of Green Belt land for warehousing is a poor use of the lost amenity, and
job creation in warehousing is low for the amenity lost (Hamilton Davis Trust)
Unfair to develop these highly values areas of land in an otherwise urban
environment to meet targets set for the whole of GM (Barbara Keeley MP)
The development weakens the ability of adjacent Green Belt land (between the site
and Irlam) to perform its Green Belt function (community group)
The development makes it all the more important to retain the residual area
(between the site and Irlam), as it makes a vital contribution to maintaining the
separation of Irlam and Eccles (Persimmon Homes).
If industrial development must proceed there needs to be a hard boundary at Barton
Moss Road. This is both to protect the green space and acknowledge the high
probability of an M62 link road in the future (Hamilton Davis Trust)
Support for Policy A9 Park and ride facilities, but opposed to sites in the Green Belt
due to the adverse impact on openness (CPRE)
Peel Group do not agree with the findings of the Green Belt assessment. Issues
raised included that:




The parcel is separate and detached from the wider Green Belt given its
location south of the M62
The site is surrounded by urbanising features which, along with urbanising
features within the site, affect openness
The site has an urban fringe character
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The Green Belt designation therefore serves relatively limited purpose and
the release would not result in significant harm against the purposes or
objectives of Green Belt.

The Peel Group state that the site is suitable for development and is in a highly
sustainable location for large scale mixed-use development. Jobs, homes, leisure
and community uses, green space and road and public transport investment make
this one of the most sustainable and logical locations for development in GM. There
are therefore clearly exceptional circumstances to justify its release.
Landscape/ Countryside
A number of comments related to the loss of landscape quality/ openness/
countryside (individual, community group and Barbara Keeled MP). Reference was
made to the loss of outstanding natural beauty, whether a large very visually
intrusive warehouse is appropriate for this open rural location, loss of openness and
loss of countryside.
Mossland
Protection of the mosslands should extend to land south of the M62 (Salford City
Council Conservative Group)
Land is unsuitable for building, land is peat and very wet (individuals and community
group)
Concerns relating to cumulative impacts of Green Belt development proposals and
the lack of detail regarding biodiversity off-setting (GMEU)
Objections relating to the role of Mossland in respect of carbon sink / contribution to
the carbon emissions target within the Salford and Greater Manchester area/ air
quality (individuals, community groups and Barbara Keeley MP)
Objections relating to the role of the impact of development on role of mosslands as
flood protection and in supplying fresh/drinking water (individuals and community
groups)
The site should contribute to the enhancement of Chat Moss in the interests of
environmental sustainability (Persimmon Homes)
Lancashire Wildlife Trust identified a lack of definitions for "significant" and “Chat
Moss” in criteria 12 and question how improvements will be delivered.
Objection to lack of evidence relating to improvements to Chat Moss and that
biodiversity off-setting can be guaranteed and biodiversity safeguarded. (GMEU)
Criterion 12 – the policy requires development to make a "significant contribution" to
the enhancement of Chat Moss. The Reasoned Justification states that this is as
compensation for the loss of Green Belt land, peat and mossland. In respect of the
Green Belt, a decision to remove land from the Green Belt does not require
"compensation". Such an approach does not feature in national policy. By definition
it is justified by the exceptional circumstances which allow the land to be removed
from the Green Belt in the first place. In respect of peat and mossland the impact of
the allocation needs to be properly considered with regard to the quality of the Port
Salford Extension land.
At this stage it is unclear and questionable whether such contributions would satisfy
the relevant legal tests of being necessary, directly related, and fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind, to the development. No assessment has been undertaken
of the potential impact of such contributions on the viability and deliverability of
development on the Site. Furthermore, no evidence has been presented as to what
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actual enhancements might be made, by whom and whether they are achievable.
Unless and until these points can be addressed, this criterion must be omitted from
Policy EC4/1 to ensure it is sound and legal (Peel Group).
Biodiversity / Natural Environment
Concerns relating to impact on the natural environment, habitats and species including
protected red and amber bird species, mammals, reptiles and amphibians (individuals,
community groups, Barbara Keeley MP)
Natural history of the site far outweighs the need for development and the area is part of
major conservation efforts including the Carbon Landscape Initiative, GM Wetlands Project,
Mosslands Strategy, Nature Improvement Area, State of Nature Report, the Birds of
Conservation Report (individual)
Concerns relating to the information / evidence provided relating to habitats and species
(GMEU and Lancashire Wildlife Trust)
No reference to the Great Manchester Wetlands Nature Improvement Areas (Lancashire
Wildlife Trust)
Little reference to ecological networks which would guide development. The site provides an
opportunity to enhance severed north south ecological networks across the M62 but these
are not mentioned, nor is there cross-reference to biodiversity policies (Lancashire Wildlife
Trust)

Welcome policy requirements 5, 6 and 12 where they make reference to Local
Wildlife Sites (SBIs), and wetland habitats of principal importance (Lancashire
Wildlife Trust)
Propose a further requirement that: ‘where retention of existing habitat is not
practicable, compensation will be required to provide / retain connectivity of existing
habitat and produce net gain of quantity and quality of equivalent
habitats’(Lancashire Wildlife Trust)
Question whether the policy should also include the requirement to ‘Protect and
enhance the Foxhill Glen site of biological importance and other marsh habitats
around Boyle Brook’ as appears in the GMSF (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).

The size, quality, diversity and interconnectedness of Salford's habitats will be significantly
reduced. The development will impede and disrupt connectivity between Woolston Eyes
Nature reserve SSI, Risley Moss SSSI, and Astley & Bedford Mosses SSSI, compromising
their ecological integrity. These mossland sites form the Manchester Mosses Special Area
of Conservation (SAC), which is protected under the EC Habitats Directive (individuals and
community groups)
Allocations for development should prioritise land of lesser environmental value (individuals
and community group)

Food Production / Loss of Agriculture
Concerns relating to loss of Grade 1 agricultural land and potential for food
production. Comments included reference to food security and livlihoods
(individuals, community groups and Barbara Keeley MP)
Referencing low employment densities, Hamilton Davis Trust felt strongly that if any
grade 1 agricultural land must be lost, it should be to housing, not industry (Hamilton
Davis Trust)
Surface water and groundwater
A number of objections cited issues relating to the impact development would have
on water movement and storage (individuals and community group).
The Environment agency stated that Bullet point 6 should be strengthened to ensure
development seeks to ‘enhance’ rather than just ‘protect’ watercourses through the
site. This supports the objectives of the Water Framework Directive and NPPF
Paragraph 109. They also identified that dewatering and drainage of peat may lead
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to land subsidence and can release stored carbon. Any development on peatlands
will need to be supported by a hydrological assessment.
Two responses highlighted the impact drainage issues and a shallow water table
could have on deliverability (individuals)
Green infrastructure based SuDS also need to be included within any development
(City of Trees).
Consideration must be given to disposal of surface water in the most sustainable
way (United Utilities)
Environment Agency suggested wording regarding SUDS: Incorporate measures to
mimic natural drainage through the use of green sustainable urban drainage to
control the rate of surface water run-off (Environment Agency)
Green Infrastructure
Point 12 extended to cover enhancement of green infrastructure and trees. In the
reasoned justification the reference to high quality green infrastructure should read
as “extensive and high quality green infrastructure”. In the reasoned justification the
contribution to the enhancement of green infrastructure of trees and other green
infrastructure needs to be included (City of Trees).
Minerals
Pleased to note reference to mineral safeguarding areas and prior extraction where
practicable so as to ensure that important mineral resources are not lost (Minerals
and Waste Planning Unit)
Recreation, health and well being
Concerns relating to the loss of the recreational, health and well being benefits of the
Green Belt were exclicit and implicit in a large number of representations.
Comments included concerns relating to the loss of the Golf Course (individuals,
community groups, Hamilton Davis Trust and Barbara Keeley MP)
Air Quality
The area already suffers from poor air quality and respiratory illness in adults and children
which will be made worse with additional vehicles and loss of mosslands (the latter
considered to function as a “Green Lung” (individuals, community groups, Barbara Keeley
MP)

Light and Noise Pollution
Objections relating to 24 hour operation of the scheme, noise and light pollution
(individuals)
Community Infrastructure
Concerns relating to the impact of development in respect of the capacity of
community facilities and transport infrastructure to support it (individuals and
community group)
Developers should be made to sign that the are committed to the development of
new schools, hospitals and a fully and properly coordinated infrastructure and all that
this encompasses. Should quite clearly state they have to or planning permission will
not be permitted (individuals)
Heritage
Concern that there is not a proper assessment of the potential impact on nearby
Grade II listed buildings (Historic England)
The site is of archaeological significance (individual and community group)
The land is part of Irlam and Cadishead’s heritage (individual)
Delivery and policy requirements (not addressed under the topic summaries
above)
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Concerned that the requirements of the policy are extremely onerous and well
beyond other proposed employment allocations in the GMSF. They risk making Port
Salford uncompetitive relative to road-only employment sites emerging elsewhere in
Greater Manchester. (Peel Group)
Strong prospect of the site commencing shortly after plan adoption and completed in
its entirety over the plan period (Peel Group)
Criterion 1A - There is no objective basis for the 75% limit. It removes flexibility to
respond to market opportunities which may be better suited to the Expansion site
rather than the existing Port Salford site. Similarly, no other proposed allocations
have a restriction requiring existing employment land to be completed first, such as
those in the Northern Gateway or Eastern Gateway areas of GMSF. The criteria
should be removed or significantly reworded to ensure fair competition in the GM
context and to allow for market flexibility (Peel Group)
Recommend further strengthening of the triggers, 'that 75% of proposed floor space
is occupied rather than completed (GMEU)
Criterion 5 - The phrase ‘very high levels of landscaping’ is unclear and imprecise. It
should read "appropriate landscaping" (Peel Group)
Criterion 10 - The requirement to maintain the direct pedestrian link between the golf
course and clubhouse is not an appropriate matter for a Local Plan policy. It is a
detailed design issue that relates to a private facility. The criterion should be
removed (Peel Group)
Criterion 13 - Community engagement is covered by NPPF and the SCI. There is no
need to duplicate it in the Local Plan. Additionally there is no definition of ‘high levels
of community engagement’ or ‘frequent liaison meetings’ (Peel Group).
Reasoned Justification Para 7.21 - contains additional text to that found in the
corresponding GMSF policy WG3 in relation to the golf course and playing fields.
The second sentence reads as a policy requirement which as Reasoned Justification
text it cannot be. The sentence should be deleted. It should not be replicated within
the policy itself, as these matters are not evidenced as being necessary or
achievable (Peel Group)
In America ships are able to hook up to land side electrics when in dock so they can
turn off their engines which give off pollutants. Can this be seriously considered at
the Port (individual)
Development of site could raise the possibility of fracking (individual)
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC4/2 Clifton Junction
(Allocation EC4/2 Clifton Junction has not been carried forward in the Revised Draft Local Plan (see below))
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support the continued and more efficient use of Clifton Junction for
employment use (Salford City Council Conservative Group)
Welcome the reference within the supporting text that the site is
identified in the Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan
Document as being a suitable location for a range of enclosed waste
management facilities (Minerals and Waste Planning Unit)
No justification for its allocation for employment. The site is
extensively developed and whilst limited infill opportunities may
exist, it would appear that the site does not provide significant
development potential over the plan period. There is a significant
level of uncertainty over the deliverability of development at the site
and should be managed under policy EC5 (developer)

The Clifton Junction allocation was included in the Draft Local Plan
to highlight the potential of undeveloped sites within the existing
employment area to accommodate employment uses, including
those relocated from elsewhere in the city.

Large areas of open space should be provided alongside the River,
in excess of the 8 metres identified in the policy where feasible
(GMEU and Environment Agency)

The area can be broadly split into three parts, comprising
Magnesium Elektron, Junction Eco Park and Pilkington’s tiles. It is
the latter two elements in which available land is concentrated.
Junction Eco Park has an advertised focus on green and renewable
related industries and additional such uses have continued to locate
there. Since the publication of the Draft Local Plan a further planning
permission for waste uses has been granted on a cleared section of
the Pilkington’s tiles site. Given the advertised focus on waste
related uses at Junction Eco Park and the increasing coverage of
these uses, the capacity of the site to support other employment
uses is considered to be more limited and uncertain.
As such it is not considered that the opportunities that the site
presents warrant a specific allocation and, as an existing
employment area, future development can be adequately managed
under the guidance of Local Plan Policy EC6 (Existing employment
areas).
With the removal of the Clifton Junction policy specific guidance will
no longer be provided. The provision of green infrastructure and
access to and along the river will be addressed by the requirements
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of policies D9 (Waterside development) GI2 (Green infrastructure
requirements for development) and GI4 (Irwell Valley).
Flood storage and attenuation requirements be integrated with
biodiversity and landscape enhancement measures (Environment
Agency);

Incorporate long term conservation management/monitoring of
retained and new semi-natural greenspaces within the site and/or
adjoining areas (Environment Agency)
Consideration should be given to an amendment to the allocation
boundary, or to the wording for the five policy requirements of any
development, to reflect the pack saddle bridge and Fletchers Canal
which are closely related to Clifton Aqueduct. It is suggested that
they both be named in Point 4 and their restoration required/allowed
for (Bury Council)
Highways Agency identified that further work will be required to
assess the potential of impact of this allocation on the SRN as the
transport evidence becomes available.

With the removal of the Clifton Junction policy, specific guidance will
no longer be provided. The Local Plan provides a framework that
promotes the multi-functional nature of green infrastructure including
surface water management and habitat creation. Key policies
include WA5 (Development and flood risk), WA6 (Surface water and
sustainable drainage), GI2 (Green infrastructure requirements for
new development), and BG1 (Biodiversity spatial strategy).
With the removal of the Clifton Junction policy specific guidance will
no longer be provided. Policy GI4 (Irwell Valley) provides an
overarching strategy for the Valley corridor.
With the removal of the Clifton Junction policy specific guidance will
no longer be provided. There are currently no commitments to
reinstate Fletchers Canal however such a proposal would fit with the
priorities identified in Policy GI4 (Irwell Valley). Clifton Aqueduct
along with its setting is protected as a statutorily listed structure. The
Local Plan supplements this through Local Plan Policies HE1
(Heritage spatial strategy) and HE3 (Heritage protection).
The allocation relates to an established employment area. Whilst
development opportunities remain, the allocation has been removed
from the plan given the more limited opportunities it now presents.
The requirements of the transport chapter of the plan will ensure that
the transport implications of forthcoming development proposals in
the area are given proper consideration.

Other significant changes made to policy EC4/2
Change

Reason for change

None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC4/3 Ashton’s Field
(The site now has planning permission and as a result allocation EC4/3 Ashton’s Field has not been carried forward in the Revised
Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support the reference to waste uses on the site in paragraph 7.26
(GMEU)
Support the allocation for employment use but not waste uses
(Salford Council Conservative Group)
Welcome the requirement to protect wildlife and green infrastructure
(GMEU).
Further work required to understand the transport implications of
development, particularly the impact on junctions 3 and 4 of the M61
(Highways England)

The Draft Local Plan Ashton’s Field allocation was granted outline
planning permission for flexible B1(b), B1(c), B2 and B8 employment
use with ancillary B1(a) office space on 11 May 2017
(17/69776/OUT). A reserved matters application for infrastructure
and enabling works was approved 23 February 2018
(17/70983/REM).
As the site now has planning permission the allocation has not been
carried forward in the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Other significant changes made to policy EC4/3
Change

Reason for change

None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EC5 Existing Employment Areas
(The policy reference has been changed to EC6 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Measures encouraged or supported within existing employment areas
A further measure that should occur for existing employment areas
In response to this comment a third item has been added to the list
is reduction of flood risk and diffuse pollution. Employment sites
of measures to be encouraged within existing employment areas:
adjacent to rivers could be susceptible to flooding and may also be
contributing to flood risk downstream through impervious surfaces
3)
Environmental improvements that enhance the appearance
adjacent to the watercourse. Development of areas within these
and overall quality of the employment area, including
employment sites as Green Infrastructure could provide economic
addressing issues such as flood risk.
benefits to the wider City (GMEU)
Further to the above, it should be noted that many of the issues
highlighted in Local Plan policies WA1 and WA2 in terms of flood
risk mitigation, water efficiency and recycling measures, and
improving the quality of water bodies would be valid considerations
for development proposals within employment areas.
Pleased to note that Policy EC5 supports the use of waste
management developments within existing employment areas
(Minerals and Waste Planning Unit).

Support welcomed.

Criteria based test for other non-employment uses within employment areas (Criteria 6 and 7)
If part 7 is satisfied, this would effectively render part 6 superfluous
The issues covered by criteria 6 and 7 of Policy EC5 of the 2016
in cases where it can satisfactorily be proven that the whole of an
Draft Local Plan are now addressed by criteria 7 and 8 of Policy EC6
"existing employment area" (as defined by paragraph 7.31) can be
in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
redeveloped for an alternative non-employment use. Object to Policy
EC5 part 6 as worded and request that it be amended to reflect that
If a proposal was justified under criterion 8 of Policy EC6 of the
it would not apply if part 7 is satisfied. (developer)
Revised Draft Local Plan and would result in the redevelopment of
the totality of the relevant existing employment area there would be
no “employment uses remaining within the employment area” and no
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“potential to reuse vacant sites and buildings for employment uses”.
No further justification would therefore be required in relation to
criterion 7. This is considered to be a straight-forward interpretation
of the policy and therefore no changes to the policy are proposed to
reflect this specific circumstance.
Spatial application of the criteria based test (Criteria 6 and 7 and paragraph 7.31)
Object to the allocation of existing employment sites for residential.
Policy EC6 of the Revised Draft Local Plan does not allocate sites
No evidence has been presented that these sites do not have a
for residential use but requires an assessment of the viability of
viable future as employment locations nor of the impact on the local
retaining sites in employment use. No change is therefore proposed
economy. Unless such sites have planning permission, until the
to the policy in response to this comment. However, the proposed
Council has undertaken a proper assessment of the viability of
allocation of the Swinton Hall Road employment area (policy H3/12
retaining these sites in employment use through a comprehensive
in the Draft Local Plan) has been deleted.
employment land review, it cannot be concluded that such sites
provide a suitable source of residential development land,
particularly given the provisions of Policy EC5 of the DSLP
(developer)
The applicability of the policy through paragraph 7.31 is unclear and
uncertain. The Local Plan should identify those areas which are
expected to be released, those that may be released, and those
which should not be. The policy should be accompanied by
allocations on the Policies Map that identifies main employment
areas which can expect to be protected. Parts 6 and 7 of the Policy
could then be adapted to identify those circumstances whereby nonemployment uses may be permitted within types of existing
employment areas. (developer)

It is not considered appropriate to categorise employment areas in
this way through Revised Draft Local Plan Policy EC6 and the
policies map. There are many factors affecting the future of
employment areas and it is therefore important that a flexible policy
approach is adopted.
The various criteria ensure that proposals relating to the introduction
of non-employment uses are properly considered without attempting
to predict the long term future of all areas at this point.
The definition of an existing employment area is based on that in
saved UDP Policy E5 and has been shown, through numerous
planning application decisions, to be a workable solution to this
issue.
No change is therefore proposed to policy in response to this
comment.
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Support policy approach but should be extended to all existing
employment sites and not just those which meet the definition of an
"established employment area". (Royal Mail).

The definition is considered to be an appropriate threshold such that
onerous requirements are not placed on applicants proposing
smaller scale developments with limited wider impacts.
The definition of an existing employment area is based on that in
saved UDP Policy E5 and has been shown through numerous
planning application decisions to be a workable definition.
No change is therefore proposed to the policy in response to this
comment.

Other
In reference to policy EC5 reasoned justification 7.29, site H3/4 is
ready for food production at no extra cost. Before joining the
European market the area produced a wide range of crops,
supplying areas as far south as London and north as Carlisle. With
Brexit, which this plan has not been based around, food production
will be just as important, if not more important, than housing. Chat
Moss is Grade 1A arable land and should therefore not be sacrificed
for housing

Other significant changes made to policy EC5
Change
The words “area-based” have been removed from criterion 7(A) as
shown in the 2016 Draft Local Plan. The criterion is numbered 8(A)
in the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Revised Draft Local Plan Policy EC6 would not be applicable to the
area identified. The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a policy on
soils and agricultural land (Policy GB2), which encourages the
positive use of agricultural land for farming. However, it is not
considered necessary or appropriate to specify agricultural uses on
particular sites, especially as this use does not require planning
permission.
Decisions regarding the allocation of the land covered by Draft Local
Plan Policy H3/4 will now be considered solely through the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework process.

Reason for change
The term ‘area-based’ was considered to be unnecessary and
potentially inflexible. It is considered that the important parts of this
criterion are that a relevant plan or strategy has been subject to
public consultation (8Ai) and formally adopted by the city council
(8Aii).
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Part 7(B) of Policy EC5 as shown in the 2016 Draft Local Plan has
been restructured and expanded in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
The criterion is numbered 8(B) in the Revised Draft Local Plan.

The redrafting clarifies and provides further guidance around the
issues to be addressed in the market appraisal required in relation to
this criterion. The changes to the policy ensure that consideration is
given to the wider employment area in which a site/premises is
located, and others in the local area, and emphasises the need to
take a long term view of economic prospects.

The definition of an existing employment area has been modified
slightly, and the following text added: “Other areas of land or
buildings that are not, or have not previously been, used for nonretail employment uses but are entirely or predominantly surrounded
by land/buildings that fall within the above definition of an existing
employment area will themselves be considered to form part of an
existing employment area.”

The amendments are intended to clarify the definition of an existing
employment area and reduce any potential uncertainty around the
status of a site.
Recognising the nature of the city’s employment areas, the
additional text clarifies that in addition to the employment uses that
meet the threshold set in the policy, existing employment areas may
also include land or buildings that are not, or have not previously
been, used for employment purposes.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: CT1 Tourism Development
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

Biodiversity

Policy should be cross-refenced to the Biodiversity Policies
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust)
Ordsall Hall
Ordsall Hall should be referred to by name given its historical
importance (Salford Community Leisure)

How is this being addressed
The biodiversity policies may be important considerations in relation
to new and expanded tourism facilities however it is not considered
necessary to include a specific cross-reference.
The redrafted Policy CT1 identifies four main clusters of tourism
development within the city. In respect of Salford Quays it identifies
as an action “improving links to other tourist attractions in the wider
area including Ordsall Hall in Salford, and Old Trafford football
stadium, Old Trafford cricket ground and the Imperial War Museum
in Trafford”.
Paragraph 8.3 of the introduction/ justification to Policy CT2 also
identifies Ordsall Hall as one of a number of arts and cultural
facilities within the city.

RHS Bridgewater
Support the identification of RHS Garden Bridgewater however, in
planning terms, it does not amount to a nationally significant project
and the term should be removed (developer) (RHS)
Salford Quays
Support allocation of Salford Quays as a centre for culture, arts,
media and watersports. Business uses are addressed through
Policies EC1 & EC2 and so do not need to be included in a tourism
policy (developer)
It is not possible to formulate a robust tourism strategy for Salford
Quays without it referencing nearby cultural, media and sporting
assets including The Imperial War Museum North, ITV Studios, Old
Trafford football stadium and Old Trafford Cricket Ground. This

References to RHS Garden Bridgewater being ‘nationally significant’
have been removed from the chapter.
It is considered appropriate to retain reference to ‘business’ within
the policy to reflect the business tourism potential of the area,
including for major conferences.
The redrafted Policy CT1 identifies four main clusters of tourism
development within the city. In respect of Salford Quays it identifies
as an action “improving links to other tourist attractions in the wider
area including Ordsall Hall in Salford, and Old Trafford football
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should be through a map that highlights the connectivity between
these locations (developer)

stadium, Old Trafford cricket ground and the Imperial War Museum
in Trafford”.
Additional labels have been incorporated in the diagram after Policy
CT1.

Worsley
The scale and nature of tourism activity in this area, and uses along
the canal corridor, will need to be carefully and sensitively managed
to ensure that the historic assets and environmental quality that are
fundamental to its attractiveness are not compromised. It will be
important to concentrate visitor facilities in a small number of
locations along the corridor, as this will help to encourage their use
and promote linked trips, rather than activity being dispersed across
a wide area. Worsley Village needs to be enhanced with shops, a
Village Hall containing a Heritage centre, residents could be helped
to start up Bed and Breakfast Guest Houses (Worsley Councillors)
Transport
Increase in tourist destinations is likely to increase trips on the SRN,
particularly the AJ Bell and RHS Garden Bridgewater in close
proximity to M60 junctions 11 and 13. Important for Highways
England to understand the cumulative impacts of increased tourism
and the impacts of these two allocated destinations. Consideration of
any mitigatory measures should also take account of nearby housing
allocations (Highways England)

In relation to Worsley Village, RHS Bridgewater and the Bridgewater
Canal Corridor, the policy recognises the importance of heritage
assets and environmental quality. The policy also describes that
activity will be clustered in a small number of key locations along the
canal corridor to promote linked trips.

RHS Garden Bridgewater now has planning permission and the site
is under development. In respect of Land Around the AJ Bell, Policy
CT3 requires high quality walking and cycling routes as part of the
site’s development and the retention of a line for the potential
extension of the Trafford Park Metrolink line. The AJ Bell stadium is
also identified as an important priority destination to encourage a
modal shift towards more sustainable forms of transport in Policy A1.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
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Other significant changes made to policy CT1 Tourism Development
Change
Reason for change
Policy has been restructured around the key concentrations of
To improve the structure of the policy and clarity around the priorities
tourism activity in the city and additional guidance added to reflect
for the destinations identified.
their tourism potential.
Reference to the potential for additional nationally significant tourist
Consistency with policy SQ1 (Salford Quays).
attractions at Salford Quays has been added to the policy.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: CT2 Art and Culture
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for policy CT2. It clearly reflects guidance in Paragraph 70
on the NPPF. Welcome inclusion of the 'agent of change' principles
(Theatres Trust)

Support welcomed.

Ordsall Hall should be referred to by name given its historical
importance (Salford Community Leisure)

Ordsall Hall is now specifically referenced in paragraph 8.3.

Support identification of Salford Quays for significant expansion of
cultural activities and facilities. For consistency Policy CT2 should
reference the ambition for a nationally significant visitor attraction for
Salford Quays that is referenced in Policy SQ1 (developer)

The ambition for nationally significant visitor attractions is identified
in Policies SQ1 (Salford Quays) and CT1 (Tourism development). It
is not considered necessary to include a further reference in Policy
CT2 which is specifically about art and culture, and already
describes that a significant expansion of activities and facilities will
be sought at Salford Quays.
Suggested change made with slightly different wording.

Propose change to CT2/5 to read as follows ‘....interpretation of any
heritage the site and area possesses; and....’ (Historic England)
Other significant changes made to policy CT2 Art and Culture
Change
None

Reason for change
NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: CT3/1 Land around AJ Bell Stadium (Irlam)
(Policy reference has been changed to CT3 Land around AJ Bell Stadium (Irlam))
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Designation of the area
Welcome designation. This site forms part of the wider City Gateway
area. The case for designating a specific Area Policy for this location
has been set out. (developers)

How is this being addressed
The part of the Western Gateway in Salford, as defined in the
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), contains a number
of significant existing uses and major proposals including Port
Salford and its extension north of the A57, City Airport and Heliport,
AJ Bell Stadium and surrounding land, and new residential
development on land to the north of Irlam Station.
Through the Revised Draft Local Plan and the GMSF each of the
uses/proposals above will be addressed in a specific policy. It is not
considered that they are sufficiently linked or raise similar issues to
the extent that an area policy is warranted.

Greater certainty would be provided by designating the area as a
‘commercial centre’, within which planning applications for the uses
listed in the policy would not require a sequential assessment under
NPPF paragraph 24 (developer)

The Spatial Vision of the Revised Draft Local Plan does however
identify a “Central Economic Area” which is of “fundamental
importance to the economic prosperity and prospects of Greater
Manchester” (paragraph 3.7). The area shown includes Port Salford,
City Airport and Heliport and the AJ Bell Stadium.
The area does not constitute a town centre or local centre for the
purposes of NPPF sequential assessment. It does not currently
have, nor is proposed to have, the scale and mix of town centre uses
that would justify such a designation and does not act as the focus
for a residential neighbourhood.
Paragraph 86 of the NPPF describes that “local planning authorities
should apply a sequential test to planning applications for main town
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centre uses which are neither in an existing centre nor in accordance
with an up-to-date plan”.
Policy CT3 identifies a number of specific uses deemed to be
appropriate within the allocation boundary in order to develop the
area’s tourism role. This includes hotels; food and drink; leisure
facilities; and comparison goods shops where there would be no
significant adverse impact on vitality and viability of designated
centres.
Therefore, other than shops, proposals for the uses listed in the
policy would generally be in accordance with an up-to-date plan and
no sequential assessment would be required. Retaining the
sequential approach for other types of shops is important for
ensuring that any retail-based tourism role for the site does not come
at the expense of the successful functioning of existing centres on
which local residents rely.
It is considered that the NPPF and Local Plan policy are sufficiently
clear on this issue and no change is therefore proposed.
Policy Requirements
Concern that the criteria 1 to 6 could unacceptably stifle
development, especially criteria 1, 2, 5 and 6.
Criterion 1 - the requirement for high quality public realm could have
a major effect on development viability.
Criterion 2 - Object to the current wording which would be
inconsistent with the site layout of the stadium retail development as
approved. Any potential route for Metrolink extension would need to
be agreed to establish whether it is feasible without sterilising
development plots.

Criterion 1 - If the area is to achieve its potential as a tourism
destination it is important that it is well planned with high quality
public realm. This is not considered to be an onerous requirement.
Criterion 2 - The extension of the Trafford Park Metrolink to Port
Salford remains an aspiration and the need to retain a line through
the site has been retained within the policy. The most appropriate
line of any extension is to be determined and therefore the
requirement for it to specifically pass through the public realm at the
centre of the site has been removed from the policy.
Criterion 5 – The specific measures required to maintain and
enhance the role of Salteye Brook as a wildlife corridor and protect
its water quality and that of nearby watercourses will be determined
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Criterion 5 - more information needed in respect of how the Salteye
Brook might be enhanced to determine whether this requirement can
be supported,
Criterion 6 - needs to clarify that it is any serious flood risk that would
be posed by potential development that would need to be mitigated
(developer)

Criterion 4 is a totally inaccurate statement as the only feed to these
new roads is from the A57 (community group)

on a case by case basis. Such measures may include the protection
of landscape buffers to the watercourse and the incorporation of
sustainable urban drainage systems as part of new developments.
The specific measures would be considered in relation to
development proposals as they are forthcoming. This is not
considered to be an onerous requirement and can be adequately
dealt with through the development management process.
Criterion 6 – Much of the allocation falls within Environment Agency
Flood Zone 2, with elements alongside the canal and following the
line of Salteye Brook within Flood Zone 3. It is therefore important
that development proposals mitigate flood risk in terms of protecting
the use in question and ensuring that it does not lead to greater
levels of risk elsewhere. Measures to achieve this will be determined
on a case by case basis having regard to the level of risk and the
opportunities that the proposal presents. It is not considered
necessary or appropriate to include reference to ’serious flood risk’.
Criterion 4 of the policy is intended to specify that new developments
will take their access points from the internal road structure rather
than via new entrance points directly onto the A57. For clarity point 4
of the policy has been amended to read:
“Ensure that access to individual developments is taken from the
road infrastructure within the site rather than directly from the A57”

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***

Policy CT3 (Land around AJ Bell Stadium) has been amended as
follows (changes in bold):

An objection is made to the locally set impact assessment threshold
being applied to the land at the AJ Bell Stadium. It is suggested that
a 2,500m2 impact threshold instead should be applied to ‘land
around the AJ Bell Stadium’ so that development on this site is not
stifled unnecessarily (City of Salford Community Stadium, NJL
Consulting on behalf of).

A wide range of tourism and related uses will be suitable on
the land around the AJ Bell Stadium, including:
A)
B)
C)
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Hotels;
Food and drink, such as bars and restaurants;
Leisure facilities; and

D)
Comparison goods shops, where there would be no
significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of
designated centres.
Proposals for these uses on the site will not be required
to apply the sequential approach in policy TC2.
Proposals for uses in points A-C on the site will be
exempt from the impact assessment requirements in
policy TC2.
Main town centre uses including hotels, leisure facilities and food
and drink uses are proposed to be exempt from the impact
assessment process given their key role in supporting the tourism
role of the AJ Bell Stadium and wider area. This in part, is
considered to address comments. However, in order to protect the
vitality and viability of existing centres, it is considered important to
have the opportunity to take into account impact of shops in line with
the locally set impact threshold set out in Policy TC2.
Transport and Services
Concerns relating to cumulative impacts of development in the area
on congestion and local services (individual) (community group)
Important to understand the cumulative impacts of increased tourism
in Salford, and to understand the impacts of CT3/1 and CT3/2 which
lie in close proximity to sections of the M60 which are already known
to experience congestion. Consideration of any mitigatory measures
should also take account of nearby housing allocations in the vicinity
(Highways England)

Policy CT3/2 (RHS Garden Bridgewater) of the Draft Local Plan has
not been carried forward in the Revised Draft given that the site now
has planning permission and works have commenced on site.
Land Around the AJ Bell stadium is now allocated under Policy CT3
in the Revised Draft Local Plan (CT3/1 in the 2016 Draft Local Plan).
The policy requires high quality walking and cycling routes as part of
the site’s development and the retention of a line for the potential
extension of the Trafford Park Metrolink line. The AJ Bell stadium is
also identified as an important priority destination to encourage a
modal shift towards more sustainable forms of transport in Policy A1.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
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(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.

Other significant changes made to policy CT3/1
Change

Reason for change

None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: CT3/2 RHS Bridgewater
(The site now has planning permission and works have commenced on site. As a result the policy has not been carried forward in the
Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
General
Support RHS Garden Bridgewater (Salford City Council
Conservative Group) (developer) (RHS)
In planning terms RHS Bridgewater does not amount to a nationally
significant project and the term should be removed (developer)

Agree that the RHS garden is an excellent piece of green space
which the local residents should be proud of but this does not give
the council free licence to develop on every other free piece of space
remaining. The RHS garden is a pay to enter attraction and local
residents should have the option to enjoy some green space that
doesn’t have an admission fee (individual)
Transport
Concerns relating to the transport impacts of the proposal
individually and cumulatively:


important to understand the cumulative impacts of increased
tourism in Salford, any mitigatory measures should also take

How is this being addressed
Support welcomed.
Since the publication of the Draft Local Plan RHS Garden
Bridgewater has been granted planning permission and as a result
Policy CT3/2 has been removed from the plan. The importance of
RHS Garden Bridgewater and access to it will however continue to
be emphasised through Local Plan Policies CT1 (Tourism
Development) and GI3 (Chat Moss).
The reference to the garden being nationally significant has been
removed from the reasoned justification to Policy CT1 where it also
appeared.
Comments noted. The Recreation and Green Infrastructure chapters
of the plan provide a framework for the protection, enhancement and
provision of new green spaces.

Since the publication of the Draft Local Plan RHS Garden
Bridgewater has been granted planning permission as part of which
the transport implications of the scheme were considered.
It is understood that the entrance to RHS Garden Bridgewater has
been designed to accommodate the development of the proposed
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account of nearby housing allocations in the vicinity
(Highways England)
acknowledge that there is further work to do to provide
sustainable travel options to the new site which do not impact
on the amenity of neighbouring communities (Salford City
Council Conservative Group)
Significant highways restructuring of Leigh Road is being
proposed to accommodate the RHS project which as
councillors we do not feel answers the increase in traffic onto
this road. What should be being looked at with Highway
England would be a new Junction from the M62 leading into
the site (Worsley Councillors)
Concerns relating to transport impacts of the proposal
alongside housing development in the area (3)(community
group)
Strongly object to criterion 5 of Policy CT3/2. A significant
increase in the provision of public transport services to the
site would be an unjustified obligation (developer)(RHS)

residential allocation immediately to the west (Land East of
Boothstown).
As a result of planning permission having been granted, Policy
CT3/2 has been removed from the plan. The importance of RHS
Garden Bridgewater and access to it will however continue to be
emphasised through Local Plan Policies CT1 (Tourism development)
and GI3 (Chat Moss).
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.

Policy requirements
To afford greater flexibility the wording of the start of the policy
should be amended to state "the development of the garden should
where possible include:". This would allow the Council to retain
control of new development whilst ensuring that the requirements of
the policy do not hinder the deliverability of this significant tourism
development (RHS)
Strongly support requirement for access to the canal (community
group)(CPRE Lancashire)
Strongly object to all links made between Chat Moss to the south,
whilst aspirational links may not be achievable due to third party land

Since the publication of the Draft Local Plan RHS Garden
Bridgewater has been granted planning permission and as a result
Policy CT3/2 has been removed from the plan. The importance of
RHS Garden Bridgewater and access to it will however continue to
be emphasised through Local Plan Policies CT1 (Tourism
development) and GI3 (Chat Moss).
Access to the Bridgewater Canal and Chat Moss are encouraged
through Local Plan Policy D9 (Waterside development) and the
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ownership interests and funding considerations. It is therefore
unacceptable for such an onerous requirement to be included as a
fundamental element at this stage. This would be contrary to
paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(developer)(RHS)

policies of the Green Infrastructure chapter, particularly GI3 (Chat
Moss).

Other significant changes made to policy CT3/2 RHS Bridgewater
Change
Reason for change
None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER 9 HOUSING: GENERAL COMMENTS
(The housing chapter has been changed to chapter 12 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the 2016 Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan

Recently built houses are not affordable particularly to first time
buyers (individuals).

The city council in its Draft Local Plan and subsequently through the
revised plan has sought to maximise the level of affordable housing
that developers provide in new developments – the most recent
approach is set out in policy H7 of the revised draft plan. However in
preparing revised policy H7 the city council has had to have regard
to the NPPF and associated planning guidance which require
viability of development to be considered when setting policy
requirements such as that for affordable housing. In addition a
developer can submit a viability appraisal with a planning application
seeking to reduce or even waive the affordable housing requirement
if it would make their development unviable. This is supported by the
government’s planning guidance on viability.

Not enough rented accommodation that is affordable is being
provided (individual).

The Revised Draft Local Plan proposes a minimum requirement of
20% affordable housing for new major residential developments, but
it is recognised that viability considerations may mean that this is not
achievable on some sites in some parts of the city. Viability evidence
prepared in support of the Revised Draft Local Plan shows that there
is the potential for up to 50% of new dwellings to be affordable in the
higher value areas. The preferred tenure mix in the policy for this
affordable housing is 75% rented (split evenly between social rent
and affordable rent) and 25% shared ownership, but an alternative
mix may need to be considered where viability is more challenging.
As well as seeking to secure affordable housing through new
developments, the city council will also continue to work with the
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Homes England, landowners and registered providers to secure the
delivery of more affordable housing.
There is a lack of amenities to cope with the proposed population
increase as a result of new housing (individual).

A new criterion has been inserted into Revised Draft Local Plan
policy H1 (as criterion 2) to make it clear that a key component of the
spatial strategy for housing in Salford over the period 2018-37 is to:
“Develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and health
services, transport infrastructure and green infrastructure to serve
new housing development and their occupiers”.

The plan needs to make reference to Green Homes with all housing
development being built to the highest levels of self sustainability
possible, including photo-voltaic roofs, maximum insulation etc
(individuals).

Policy H1 criterion 7 of the Draft Local Plan required that new
dwellings should be energy efficient whilst policy EG1 specifically set
out policy relating to sustainable energy. In the Revised Draft Local
Plan a new criterion has been added to the policy (criterion A)
requiring that the energy efficeincy of all new dwellings should
exceed Part L of the Building Regulations by at least 19%. This will
ensure high levels of energy sustainability.

Given some sites that are in agricultural use will be needed for new
housing, farms should be created in new developments to
compensate for their loss (individual).

It is not considered appropriate for new farms to be created as part
of new developments

Green Belt land to the north and south of Manchester Road in
Walkden should not be built on as this would lead to Wardley, Little
Hulton and Worsley merging (individual).

Green Belt land to the north and south of Manchester Road was
suggested for new housing by a landowner / developer as part of a
‘call for sites’ exercise at an earlier stage of the preparation of the
Local Plan. However, the city council did not subsequently allocate
the land for housing in the Draft Local Plan.

Notwithstanding this, the Revised Draft Local Plan does promote
food growing in new housing developments. Policy R1 (criterion D)
requires that a comprehensive supply of allotments will be secured,
whilst policy R2 (criterion 5) requires that new residential
development should contribute to the achievement of a minimum
5,000 square metres (or 0.5 hectares of allotments per 1,000
households.
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Green Belt boundary changes in Salford are now being considered
solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than the Local Plan. The Revised Draft GMSF proposes that
the land should remain part of the Green Belt.
At least 33% of land per square kilometre within housing
developments should be designated as public greenspaces, with half
of this being designated for natural habitat (individual).

The appropriate proportion of land within new housing developments
that should be used for public greenspace will vary depending on the
type of housing, the location, and the availability of existing
greenspace in the surrounding area.
Policy R2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out the recreation
standards that will apply to residential developments. These include
standards for publicly accessible amenity space, playing pitches,
other outdoor sports facilities, local nature reserves, allotments,
parks, natural greenspace, and woodland. Many of these standards
have been used in Salford for several years or more, and are
derived from national standards produced by organisations such as
the National Playing Fields Association and Natural England.

New development will add to congestion during rush hour and create
additional air pollution (individual)

With regards to congestion, improvements to public transport
infrastructure within the city are encouraged in a number of policies
in the Revised Draft Local Plan, in particular the accessibility
chapter. The City Centre and Salford Quays, in which the majority of
new office floorspace will be delivered, are identified in Policy A1 as
the highest priority locations in which a modal shift towards more
sustainable forms of transport such as walking, cycling and public
transport will be encouraged.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
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Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
The Revised Draft Local Plan contains a policy on air quality and
sets out measures to secure a substantial improvement in Salford’s
air quality (policy AQ1). Air pollution is also an issue that is being
considered at the Greater Manchester level. On behalf of the
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), Transport for
Greater Manchester (TfGM) has developed the Greater Manchester
Low-Emission Strategy and Greater Manchester Air Quality Action
Plan, concentrating on ways to tackle emissions from road transport
to improve air quality and to help in reducing carbon dioxide
emissions. TfGM is currently conducting feasibility studies on behalf
of the Greater Manchester Combined Authority to identify how best
to meet legal limits for nitrogen dioxide as soon as possible. They
have identified a range of measures that could help Greater
Manchester tackle instances of air pollution breaching legal limits in
the shortest possible time.
Kingsland Wines and Spirits in Irlam should not be developed for
new housing; it has historical industrial value and moving it out of the
area would lead to increased commuting (individual)

The Kingsland Wines site in Irlam has not been specifically identified
for new housing in the Local Plan and there is no indication that the
occupier is considering moving from the site. Notwithstanding this,
should the owners of the site wish to bring the site forward for
housing any planning application would be treated on its own merits
having regard to the saved policies of the UDP (until the Local Plan
is adopted) and other material considerations.

Housing should be sited within 1 mile of Port Salford to encourage
short distance commuting. In addition there should be some

The emphasis in the Local Plan is on delivering housing in the most
sustainable locations, particularly where it would support greater
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development in the Broughton and Higher Broughton areas given
the proximity to Manchester City Centre (individual)

public transport use, rather than close to specific employment areas.
The only significant site within 1 mile of Port Salford that has been
suggested for housing is the Green Belt land to the east of Irlam.
The Revised Draft GMSF proposes that this should be retained as
Green Belt rather than developed for housing.
With regards to locating new development in Broughton and Higher
Broughton the council’s interim 2018 Housing and Economic Land
Availability Assessment identifies the potential for 1,500 dwellings in
the ward of Broughton up to 2037, with this including the
redevelopment of the southern part of the Cambridge industrial
estate for around 850 apartments.

There is likely to be a serious shortfall in specialist accommodation
for older population due to the increasingly ageing demograhic
profile of the City (older persons housing provider)

Criterion 6 of policy H1 in the Revised Draft Local Plan is an
overarching part of the housing spatial strategy over the plan period
that includes the provision of accommodation of accommodation for
older people.
Further detail on housing for older people is set out in policy H10 of
the Revised Draft Local Plan, which sets out how a broad range of
housing choices will be secured for older people in Salford, and also
sets out the criteria that would apply when determining planning
applications for new residential accommodation specifically targeted
at older people.
The policy requires that residential developments of over 100
dwellings shall incorporate housing provision specifically targeted at
older people. This provides clarity from what was in the Draft Local
Pplan which only made reference to ‘major’ residential developments
having to incorporate housing provision for older people, but did not
specify what was meant by ’major’.

Under provision of family accommodation will lead to unsustainable
patterns of development by encouraging commuting - apartments
will not meet the needs of families (developer)

The Draft Local Plan identified a requirement of 34,900 net
additional dwellings for the period 2015-35, made up of between 3035% houses and 65-70% apartments. There was a strong focus in
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the plan on the delivery of high density apartments in locations such
as City Centre Salford, Salford Quays and Ordsall Waterfront
reflecting the accessibility of these locations to services and public
transport. This fully supported the spatial strategy for the city and will
help to minimise the need to travel.
The city council gave careful consideration to the provision of
releasing more land for houses that are suitable for families as part
of producing the Draft Local Plan. As a result, it allocated a number
of greenfield sites in the western part of the city for houses, including
some land to be taken out of the Green Belt (land to be taken out of
the Green Belt was identified in both the Draft Local Plan and the
Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)).
The issue of seeking to secure the delivery of an appropriate mix of
housing has again been carefully considered in producing the
Revised Draft Local Plan, as part of the overall approach in the
GMSF to delivering an appropriate mix of dwellings across Greater
Manchester. Green Belt boundary changes in Salford are now being
considered solely through the GMSF rather than the Salford Local
Plan, and the GMSF proposes the allocation of three sites in Salford
that are currently in the Green Belt for housing which would provide
a total of 2,300 dwellings (2,000 before 2037).
Policy H4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out that the housing
requirement is 32,680 over the period 2018-37, with this being
comprised of around 8,450 houses (26%) and 24,230 apartments
(74%). The allocation of a small number of greenfield sites in the
Revised Draft Local Plan and the release of the three Green Belt
sites for housing in the Revised Draft GMSF will help to deliver this
mix, which is considered to be appropriate having regard to the
forecast household types/sizes and the mix of housing proposed
elsewhere in Greater Manchester. Additional release of greenfield
and/or Green Belt land for housing is not considered necessary in
order to meet the needs of households.
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Consider that there are exceptional circumstances to justify the
release of sites from the Green Belt (particularly H3/1, H3/2 and
H3/15). These circumstances relate to the quantitative and
qualitative need in the city (developer)

Green Belt boundary changes in Salford are now being considered
solely through the GMSF rather than the Salford Local Plan. The
Revised Draft GMSF carries forward the H3/1 allocation largely
unchanged as GM Allocation 31 (East of Boothstown). It also carries
forward the H3/15 allocation as GM Allocation 30 (Land at
Hazelhurst Farm), which has been reduced from 24 hectares to 16
hectares, with the approximate number of dwellings dropping from
450 to 400. The H3/2 allocation (land west of Boothstown) has not
been taken forward in the Revised Draft GMSF, with it instead
proposing that the land remains in the Green Belt.

Other significant changes made to Chapter 9 Housing (General)
Change

Reason for change

Various - see individual policy tables for detail

See individual policy tables for detail
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H1: HOUSING STRATEGY
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan. Note however that the ordering of the policy has been
amended)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan

Comments relating to the policy as a whole
Key components of the housing strategy overall are comprehensive
and well balanced – we anticipate it will need updating pending
national guidance on starter homes (developer).

Criterion 1 – dwelling type

Comments relating to the housing spatial strategy for Salford being
comprehensive and well balanced are welcomed.
With regards to starter homes, Annex 2 of the 2018 National
Planning Policy Framework defines affordable housing, which
includes starter homes. Planning Practice Guidance on starter
homes was published on 27 March 2015. It is not however
considered that policy H1 should be amended to refer to starter
homes given that the policy is strategic in nature and does not any
make specific reference to the types of affordable housing that will
be secured within the city.
Policy H7 of the Revised Draft Local Plan is concerned with the
provision of affordable housing. The policy references the affordable
definition from the NPPF, which includes starter homes, although the
introduction / justification to the policy is clear that the priority for
affordable housing in the city is for social and affordable rented
accommodation and to a lesser extent shared ownership dwellings.
A different tenure mix may however be appropriate having regard to
criteria A to H of policy H7; this could include the provision of starter
homes.
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Too many flats are proposed; there needs to be more houses for
families (individuals).
The plan places a significant reliance upon delivery from urban
apartment sites (developer).

Policy H4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out that the housing
requirement is 32,680 net additional dwellings over the period 20182037, with this being comprised of approximately 8,450 houses
(26%) and 24,230 apartments (74%). This reflects the importance of
delivering as much new housing as possible on previously
developed land in the most accessible locations, so as to minimise
the need to travel, maximise the use of sustainable modes of
transport, and minimise the need for the development of greenfield
sites and existing Green Belt land.
This total housing requirement for Salford is 6,612 dwellings above
the Local Housing Need figure for the city, and this additional
housing growth is targeted at City Centre Salford and Salford Quays
reflecting the high demand across Greater Manchester to live in
locations close to the main concentrations of employment
opportunities. The mix of houses and apartments in Salford is
considered appropriate in light of these issues, and having regard to
the type of household growth that has been forecast and the overall
supply of new houses and apartments proposed across the rest of
Greater Manchester.

Criterion 1 – a good supply of housing
Support for the scale housing proposed in the Draft Local Plan
(Warrington Borough Council).

Scale of housing across GM (and potentially the requirement in the
Draft Local Plan) is 30,000 too high according to an independent
demographer (CPRE Lancashire).

Support welcomed. The scale of development in the 2016 Draft
Local Plan was 34,900 dwellings over the period 2015-35, which
was an annual average of 1,745 dwellings. The Revised Draft Local
Plan includes a requirement of 32,680 over the period 2018-37
which is an annual average of 1,720. This figure has come from the
revised draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), in
which the overall housing figure for Greater Manchester is sufficient
to meet the total Local Housing Need for the sub-region.
The overall scale of development for Greater Manchester in the
revised draft GMSF has been calculated having regard to the
government’s standard methodology for Local Housing Need. The
requirement for Salford in the revised draft GMSF (and which has

189

More dwellings are not needed due to the implications of Brexit
(individuals).

been carried forward into the Revised Draft Local Plan) has been
calculated having regard to the overall Greater Manchester
requirement and the redistribution of new housing across the subregion to the most sustainable locations.
The government’s planning practice guidance is clear that any
alternative approach which results in a lower housing need figure
than identified using the standard methodology would be unsound,
unless there are local exceptional circumstances to deviate from the
standard method. The GMSF process has not identified that there
are exceptional circumstances to justify this. Brexit is not considered
to be a suitable justification for lower housing figures, as the
Government would have factored this into its Local Housing Need
methodology if it deemed it relevant. Indeed, the Government has
chosen to ignore the latest 2016-based household projections and
instead requires the use of the 2014-based household projections
that result in higher forecast household growth.

No need for more houses in the Walkden area given existing
developments under construction in the area; more development will
make the area an undesirable place to live (individual).

Policy H3 of the Revised Draft Local Plan identifies that there is the
potential for around 2,350 additional dwellings in the Walkden and
Little Hulton area (the wards of Walkden North and South, and Little
Hulton) between 2018 and the end of the plan period in 2037. Many
of these dwellings already have planning permission, and are sites
that are suitable, available and achievable for new housing
development in accordance with government guidance.
A significant proportion of these dwellings will be on brownfield land
and this represents an efficient use of land. Some release of
greenfield land is proposed in this part of the city across six sites
(H9/4 Brackley Golf Course, H9/5 Ladywell Avenue, H9/6 Land west
of Burgess Farm, H9/7 Land west of Kenyon Way, H9/10 Land south
of Hill Top Road, and H9/11 Land south of Moss Lane) in order to
provide a good supply of houses across Salford. These six sites
would deliver a total of around 1,220 dwellings, just over half of the
total number of dwellings proposed in the area. It is considered that
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this scale of development can be accommodated within the area
without detracting from its attractiveness.
The scale of development proposed for Walkden and Little Hulton
represents around 7% of the total housing proposed across the city
and is not considered to be excessive compared to other parts of the
city. The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework does not propose
the removal of any land from the Green Belt for development in this
area, and indeed proposes the designation of additional Green Belt
(including around Ellenbrook Brickworks, part of Cutacre Country
Park, Wharton Lane Playing Fields, and Blackleach Country Park) to
ensure that important open land in the area is properly protected.
Criterion 2 – development of previously developed land
The viability of some of the brownfield sites relied upon by the
council may be challenging and so there will be a need for the plan
to have sufficient in-built flexibility to deal with under or no delivery
from some sites (developers).

It is considered that the identified land supply has sufficient flexibility
to address this issue, totalling over 40,000 dwellings compared to
the housing requirement for Salford of 32,680 dwellings for the
period 2018-2037. Brownfield sites that have previously been
suggested as being unviable have come forward in Salford,
demonstrating the high level of demand for such sites and the
attractiveness of the city as a development location.
Over the last 15 years or so around 90% of dwellings in Salford have
come forward on brownfield land. This shows that brownfield
development is viable and will continue to come forward over the
plan period.

The focus on brownfield sites may have implications for the delivery
of affordable housing (developer).

The focus on brownfield sites is fully in accordance with the 2018
NPPF which states that planning policies should give substantial
weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within
settlements within homes. It is also clear from responses to the 2016
Draft Local Plan that local communities place great weight in the
need to focus on the development of brownfield land.
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It is recognised that brownfield sites may deliver a lower level of
affordable housing than greenfield sites due to issues around
contamination and abnormal costs, although this is not necessarily
always the case given the infrastructure costs that can be associated
with the development of greenfield land. Through the Local Plan /
GMSF the city council has sought to maximise the delivery of
affordable housing whilst striking a balance between the amounts of
greenfield land (including Green Belt) that it is releasing for
development. Furthermore, some of the brownfield sites are in
areas with low house prices and rents, and so new housing
development on them is likely to come forward at a relatively
affordable price.
Research by Durham University evidenced a link between poor
health and the incidence of brownfield land. Vacant brownfield sites
that are in a neglected condition blight communities (CPRE
Lancashire).

Criterion 2 – development of greenfield and Green Belt land
Selected release of Green Belt land is supported (registered
provider).

The city council remains committed to working with developers and
landowners to bring forward brownfield sites for new housing,
including those that are in a neglected condition blighting local
communities. The council has a long history of prioritising the
delivery of brownfield land and remains committed to the vast
majority of dwellings being delivered over the plan period on
brownfield land.
Support welcomed.

Release of greenfield land including Green Belt in order to diversify
the housing mix within the city is supported (developer).

Support welcomed.

Green areas should be preserved (individual).

The justification to policy H9 of the Revised Draft Local Plan states
that it should be possible to provide more than 80% on new
dwellings on brownfield land with a strong focus on City Centre
Salford, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas. The release of
greenfield land through the Revised Draft Local Plan and Green Belt
through the Revised Draft GMSF is considered appropriate to enable
a good mix of dwellings, including an increased supply of houses, to

The City Centre, Salford Quays and the rest of urban Salford can
absorb more housing, before farmland is released for development
(CPRE Lancashire).
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come forward in sustainable locations. The delivery of housing on
brownfield land within the existing urban is being maximised as far
as possible, helping to minimise the need for greenfield release.
Greenfield development should be minimised by the Local Plan in
order to not hamper regeneration (CPRE Lancashire).

Criterion 3 – energy efficiency and high quality homes
Welcome the requirement for new properties to have good energy
efficient features (registered provider).
Energy efficiency measures are a matter for Building Regulations not
planning policy. It was made clear in a Ministerial Statement dated
25 March 2016 that planning permission should not require
compliance with any uplifted enegy requirements (developer).

There is no evidence that the development of greenfield land in the
west of Salford will hamper the regeneration of parts of the city,
particularly areas within Central Salford. Greenfield development has
been minimised as far as possible, but some is considered
necessary to deliver an appropriate mix of new housing in terms of
location, type and size.
Support welcomed.
The government response to consultation responses received
regarding the 2018 NPPF clearly states at page 48 the following:
“A number of local authority respondents stated the view that the text
in the revised Framework restricted their ability to require energy
efficiency standards above Building Regulations. To clarify, the
Framework does not prevent local authorities from using their
existing powers under the Planning and Energy Act 2008 or other
legislation where applicable to set higher ambition. In particular, local
authorities are not restricted in their ability to require energy
efficiency standards above Building Regulations. The Government
remains committed to delivering the clean growth mission to halve
the energy usage of new buildings by 2030.”
The issue of energy efficiency is set out in more detail in policy EG1
(Sustainable energy in new development) and D7 (Housing design)
of the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Pleased to see the reference to high quality homes given the
relationship between poor housing and health (NHS Clinical
Commissioning Group).

Support welcomed.

193

Criterion 4 – public sector land assets
The release of public sector land assets for housing is welcomed
(registered provider).

Support welcomed.

Criterion 6 – affordable housing
The use of developer contributions for new affordable development
is welcomed (registered provider).

Support welcomed.

Criterion 8 – efficient use of the housing stock
Paragraph 5.78 of the 2016 GM SHMA identifies that 64% of
dwellings were under occupied in 2011. Under occupancy would be
reduced if 1 and 2 bed energy efficient apartments were provided
that would be attractive to older people currently living in
accommodation which it too big and potentially costly to maintain
(individual).

It is acknowledged that the 2016 GM SHMA shows that 64% of
properties in Salford were under-occupied at the time of the 2011
Census in relation to the number of bedrooms relative to the number
of people living in the property. However, some households will
actively seek to ‘under-occupy’, as defined by the Census, for
example due to a desire to maintain spare bedrooms for visiting
family.
A significant proportion of the dwellings that will be delivered over
the plan period will be in the form of 1 and 2 bed apartments that will
be built to high energy efficiency standards, with policy EG1
(Sustainable energy in new developments) and D7 (Housing design)
of the Revised Draft Local Plan requiring developments to exceed
building regulations. These dwellings will potentially be attractive to
older people who want to downsize.

Wording of this criterion should be amended as it is unclear how this
might be interpreted and demonstrated in the context of a planning
application for housing (in relation to the requirement to secure the
efficient use of the housing stock by ensuring that new
developments are located and designed to minimise the potential for
long-term vacancies) (developer).

A range of issues could lead to a new residential development
suffering from long-term vacancies, such as limited accessibility to
jobs and facilities, poor quality design, low amenity levels, and a lack
of demand for the product provided. Given the wide range of factors
that will need to be taken into account, it is not considered
appropriate to seek to list such issues within the criterion.

Criterion 10 – specialist housing needs
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The positive approach in seeking to provide appropriate
accommodation to meet the need of an ageing popuialtion in
criterion 10 is welcomed (developer of accommodation for older
people)

Support welcomed.

Not enough provision is being made for housing for older people
(individuals)

Criterion 6 of policy H1 in the Revised Draft Local Plan is an
overarching part of the housing spatial strategy over the plan period
that includes the provision of accommodation of accommodation for
older people.

There should be a policy to develop apartments in areas close to
shops, public transport etc. for the over 55s, where there is some
communal space including a garden (individual)
2 bed bungalows built in circles / squares should be provided for
older people, with the fitter older people able to keep an eye on
those less fit (individual)
There is a need for more spacious care homes with up to date
facilities in and around Worsley (individual)

Homelessness is increasing due to the closure of hostels and
shelters. Empty properties around the Chapel Street area (such as
the former education offices, the former police station and bank
offices) should be used for homeless people, and better use made of
the former Crescent Hostel (individual)

Further detail on housing for older people is set out in policy H10 of
the Revised Draft Local Plan. This sets out how a broad range of
housing choices will be secured for older people in Salford, and also
sets out the criteria that would apply when determining planning
applications for new residential accommodation specifically targeted
at older people. Criteria include ensuring accommodation is
integrated into the wider neighbourhood with easy access to
community facilities, local services and public transport, and also
requiring that properties reflect design best practice, including
provision of balconies and outdoor space.
The policy also specifically requires that residential developments of
over 100 dwellings shall incorporate housing provision specifically
targeted at older people (which could include for example
bungalows). This will help to ensure the supply of new housing of the
types sought in the representations.
Reducing homelessness is a priority for Salford. The city council
recently published a homelessness strategy that will shape the work
done by the council and its partners over the period 2018-23. This
strategy has three priorities: 1) Preventing homelessness; 2)
Reducing the impact of homelessness; and 3) Eradicating the need
for rough sleeping. Part of the action plan for the strategy is to bring
empty properties back into use by implementation of an empty
properties initiative.
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The issue of homelessness is also a key priority across Greater
Manchester and the top priority for the GM Mayor. In November
2018 the Mayor launched ‘A bed every night’ the goal of which is to
provide a place for every person sleeping rough every night from
November 1 2018 to March 31 2019. In addition a target has been
set to end the need for anyone to sleep rough on the streets of
Greater Manchester by May 2020, which is seven years ahead of
the government target.
Criterion 12 – efficient use of land
Cross reference should be made to policy DP1 as it is important that
the minimum density of 35 dwellings per hectare should not be
regarded as an absolute minimum regardless of site specific
circumstances or the housing market (developer)
Flexibility should be built into the policy to allow deviation in more
peripheral areas, for example to diversify the housing mix, respect
local character or due to site specific circumstances (developer)

Other issues raised
There is a need to preserve green areas and wildlife (individual)

Policy DP1 (Efficient use of land) of the draft local plan has been
updated in the Revised Draft Local Plan and is now in the plan as
policy EF1. It does not go into detail in relation to residential density
requirements, and much more detailed requirements than in the
Draft Local Plan are now included in a new Policy H6 (Housing
density).
Criterion 4 of revised draft local plan policy H1 requires that land is
used efficiently in new residential developments in accordance with
policy H6 of the revised plan. Policy H6 is clear that that there is a
minimum density requirement of 35 dwellings per hectare. The policy
is though clear that a lower density may be acceptable where this is
justified by local housing market issues.
There are policies and chapters in the plan that look to preserve
green areas and wildlife, including those on green infrastructure,
green belt, biodiversity and recreation.
Some greenfield land and, through the Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework, Green Belt land is being released for new housing in
order to provide a good mix of dwellings in terms of location and
type. These allocations contain significant mitigation requirements,
whilst policy BG3 (Development and biodiversity) specifically
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requires that all development shall deliver a net gain in biodiversity
value.
There is a lack of capacity with regards to schools, doctors and
dentists (individual)
More housing will create additional problems of traffic congestion
(individual)

A new criterion has been inserted into Revised Draft Local Plan
policy H1 (as criterion 2) to make it clear that a key component of the
spatial strategy for housing in Salford over the period 2018-37 is to:
“Ensure the provision of sufficient community facilities (such as
schools and health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing development and their
occupiers”.
The scale of additional housing proposed in the Local Plan will
increase the pressure on existing facilities, and ensuring that new
housing developments support improvements to the quality and
where needed, capacity of these facilities will be important. Some
amendments have been made to policies in the Revised Draft Local
Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Health facilities: Policy HH3 (Provision of health and social
care facilities) (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 (Residential developments and
school places) (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments must enable an increase

in school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.


There should be a requirement for a minimum of 20 allotments per
1,000 units of housing (individual)

Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.

The importance of new allotments is recognised elsewhere in the
plan, and it is not considered appropriate to refer to it specifically in
the policy on the housing spatial strategy for Salford.
Policy R2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out a minimum
standard of 5,000sqm (or 0.5 hectares) of allotments per 1,000
households, and the reasoned justification refers to this being in the
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form of half-sized plots that are 125m2 in size. Hence this effectively
corresponds to the suggestion of 20 full-sized allotments, or 40 halfsized allotments, per 1,000 households.

Other significant changes made to policy H1 of the Draft Local Plan
Change
Reason for change
The criteria in the policy have been reordered.
Criterion 1 of policy H1 of the Draft Local Plan has been amended in
the Revised Draft Local Plan to refer to delivering a good supply and
mix of dwellings across the city and within individual developments
(the 2016 draft only referred to the mix across the city).

In order to make the policy flow better. Note that the criteria are not
ranked in order of importance.
To emphasise that new developments should deliver a good supply
and mix of dwellings, which will then lead to a good mix across the
city.

Criterion 5 of policy H1 of the Draft Local Plan stated that a key
component of the spatial strategy for housing was to “Implement
housing-led neighbourhood renewal schemes, and use compulsory
purchase orders where required”. This criterion has been carried
forward into the Revised Draft Local Plan (as criterion 9) with
reference being added to involving local residents in renewal
schemes.

To make it clear that the implementation of any housing led
neighbourhood renewal schemes will be developed in partnership
with local residents, rather than them being imposed on residents
without them having any involvement.

Criterion 7 of policy H1 of the Draft Local Plan referred to
improvements in the private rented sector, including the prevention
of short-term letting of new apartments where it can be clearly
demonstrated that this is having a detrimental impact. This issue has
been carried forward into the Revised Draft Local Plan (criterion 10)
although the wording has been changed to “restricting the short-term
letting of new apartments in order to ensure that an acceptable level
of amenity is provided for longer-term residents”.

The revised wording seeks to ensure that short term letting is
restricted more generally in order to protect residential amenity,
rather than waiting for significant harm to occur before taking action.
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Addition of a new criterion to the Revised Draft Local Plan (criterion
2) to state that a key component of the spatial strategy for housing is
to:

To reflect consultee comments to the Draft Local Plan, particularly
from local residents.

“Ensure the provision of sufficient community facilities (such as
schools and health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers.”
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H2 SCALE, PHASING, DISTRIBUTION AND MIX OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
The policy references in the Revised Draft Local Plan have been amended as follows:




Scale and phasing of housing – revised draft policy H2
Distribution of housing – revised draft policy H3
Mix of housing (type) – revised draft policy H4
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Requirement expressed as a minimum
The reference to the requirement as a net minimum (i.e. ‘at least’) is
supported and considered consistent with the NPPF requirements
for plans to be positively prepared and the need to significantly boost
housing supply (Home Builders Federation, Persimmon Homes and
Countryside Properties).
Scale of proposed housing is too low
The Peel Group noted that the overall requirement figure for Salford
is derived from Policy GM5 of the Draft GMSF. However, they
considered that there is no clear explanation as to how the overall
Greater Manchester housing figure has been disaggregated
amongst the Local Authorities.
The Peel Group stated that the objectively assessed need (OAN) is
not policy compliant and does not accurately reflect the needs of the
conurbation. It fails to meet either the quantitative need for homes or
the qualitative need for different types of homes that ensure a mixed
and balanced community.
The Peel Group set out a technical critique of the OAN and the
derived housing requirement within its representations to the Draft
GMSF (this document is provided at Appendix 1 of Document 3 of

How is this being addressed
Support noted. The revised draft local plan refers to a requirement of
“…at least 32,680 net additional dwellings” being provided over the
period 1 April 2018 to 31 March 2037 (policy H2).

Issues relating to the scale of housing across Greater Manchester
and its distribution continue to be considered through the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) process.
The overall level of housing need for Greater Manchester that is
identified in the Revised Draft GMSF has been calculated in
accordance with the government’s local housing need methodology
(specifically the approach in the Ministry of Housing, Communities
and Local Government (October 2018) Technical consultation on
updates to national planning policy and guidance, which uses the
2014-based household projections, rather than the more recent
2016-based household projections, and the 2017 affordability ratio).
For Salford the methodology suggests that on average there is a
need for around 1,372 net additional dwellings each year in the city,
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their representations to the Local Plan, and the full extent of these
concerns is not repeated here).

whilst the individual local housing need figures for the 10 districts in
Greater Manchester total 10,583 dwellings per annum.

Peel’s critique of the OAN for GM identified that it is flawed and falls
below the minimum number of new homes needed. The review
identified that the OAN for GM:

Having regard to the local housing need methodology, the revised
draft GMSF identifies that a minimum of 201,000 net additional
dwellings will be delivered over the period 2018-37, equating to an
annual average of 10,580 dwellings.





Does not make a reasonable and appropriate adjustment for
‘market signals’
Does not strike a sustainable balance between economic growth
and housing provision by number and type
Does not consider implications of need for affordable housing

As a result they considered that housing requirements for all districts
should increase for a sound plan.
In this context, Peel concluded that Policy H2 should be re-drafted to
reflect the vision set out within the Draft GMSF and reinforced within
the local plan to ensure that the aspirations for economic growth are
matched though a supporting level of housing provision. It is critical
that a more aspirational level of job growth within Salford is
transparently presented within the plan.
The Peel Group made detailed comments in their representations to
the approach taken to calculating the OAN and translating these into
requirements. They highlighted what they consider to be
methodological flaws that confirm that the full need for housing in
Salford is higher than that identified within the GMSF. These are
summarised below:


The projected rate of population growth falls below recent and
longer term trends (i.e. the last 10 years), with the projection
continuing to assume a significant out-migration to other parts of
the UK. This is unduly pessimistic and reflects sustained under
provision of housing in Salford over recent years.

Further details relating to the calculation of local housing need are
set out within the January 2019 GM Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (GM SHMA).
Taking the overall housing need identified using the government’s
local housing need methodology, the Revised Draft GMSF sets out
housing requirements for the 10 districts. These requirements are
informed by the 2019 SHMA but also take into account issues such
as land supply, Green Belt, other development constraints and
infrastructure in order to ensure new housing is located in the most
sustainable locations.
The housing requirement for Salford set out in the Revised Draft
GMSF is 1,720 dwellings per annum, which is significantly above the
local housing need of 1,372 dwellings per annum (which in turn is
well above the average household growth of 962 households per
annum in the latest 2016-based household projections). This
effectively means that there is some redistribution of the overall
Greater Manchester housing need to Salford. It specifically reflects
the ability within Salford to deliver large numbers of new homes in
central locations such as City Centre Salford and Salford Quays, as
well as there being a small number of Green Belt sites in Salford that
have been assessed as appropriate for housing development
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework when compared
to other potential sites across the sub-region.
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The application of an adjustment to household formation rates for
younger people is broadly supported; however this is only an
increase of 11% to the ‘starting point’ for Salford which is below
the overall GM adjustment of 18%.
The change to household formation rates is the only adjustment
applied - no further uplifts to respond to market signals or
economic factors are considered necessary for any of the ten
GM authorities. This is not considered to be consistent with the
PPG and is expolored further in representations by Peel to the
Draft GMSF (provided as Appendix 1 of Document 3 of Peel’s
representations to the Draft Local Plan).
As noted in the GM SHMA under the LPEG methodology Salford
would need to incldue an additonal 10% uplift to provide a supply
led resposne to market signals that reflect evidnce of worsening
affordability. Such evidence includes: increasing house price to
income ratios; rapid rises in average entry level rents and the
relationship between median rent and median income.
The limiting of uplifts to the ‘starting point’ projections in the
calculation of the OAN for Salford to a single adjustment to
household formation rates, with no further adjustments to
respond positively to evidenced affordability issues and an
acknowledged historic under-provision of housing, is in this
context considered to conflict with the PPG and produce an
unsound assessment of OAN
The comparatively modest assumption regarding future levels of
projected migration into the city which underpins the starting
point projection of need noted above is also considered to fail to
reflect the implications of strong anticipated job growth in Salford.

Given that the Local Plan has to be in conformity with the GMSF,
policy H2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan identifies a housing
requirement for Salford of at least 32,680 dwellings over the period 1
April 2018 to 31 March 2037, equating to an annual average of
1,720 net additional dwellings (i.e. it is the same requirement as that
in the Revised Draft GMSF).

Peel also criticised the evidence and approach relating to the links
between economic growth and housing. These can be summarised
as follows:


Whilst it is recognised that the authority is currently a net
importer of labour and that this role is likely to be sustained in the
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future Peel considers that the proposed level of housing under
Policy H2 will fail to sustainably support forecast job growth in
the authority.
Evidence from edge Analytics to the GMSF (submitted as
Appendix 1 to Peel’s representations to the local plan) highlights
that a failure to set a more positive level of housing provision will
serve to either constrain economic growth or lead to further
unsustainable increases in net commuting into the city which
have not been adequately justified in the context of evidenced
housing market relationships
The Draft GMSF evidence base does not include a local
authority disaggregation of even the 0.7% p.a. growth forecast
across GM albeit it is assumed that Salford would see a
significant proportion of the additional growth based on its
current share and the stated ambition within the lcoal plan.

Having regard to all of the above, the evidence underpinning the
OAN for GM and therefore Salford should be revisited to address the
identified points of the critique. Peel considers that the full demand
for housing in Salford is likely to be in excess of the current housing
requirement of 1,745 homes per annum when full account is given to
forecast levels of potential job growth in Salford in particular.
Further points made by Peel were that it is inappropriate and at odds
with national policy that the GMSF should limit itself to planning for a
provision of housing which is simply aligned to the OAN. This applies
equally to the Draft Local Plan.
They also considered that 0.7% annual average employment growth
over the plan period remains insufficiently ambitious in the context of
the local and national aspirations for the role of Greater Manchester
in the Northern Powerhouse (see paper by Frontier Economics
included as Appendix 3 to draft GMSF consultation). Comments
related to this were that:
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Job growth of 0.9% would more closely align with historic trends
and the GMSF vision and is similar to the 1.0% considered
appropriate by NLP on behalf of the Housing the Powerhouse
campaign
Supporting a higher level of job growth than the 0.7% per annum
presented within the Draft GMSF will require the retention and
attraction of working households to GM. This in turn will require
an uplift in housing provision which reflects the investment in
infrastructure and wider investment associated with the
Government’s Devolution Deal with GM.
The draft local plan plans for delivery of 915,000sqm of new
office, industrial and warehousing floorspace and even higher
levels could be achieved (see paragraph 7.12 of the Draft Local
Plan).

Reference was made by Peel to the Deep Dives Background report
submitted as part of the Draft GMSF consultation. This report refers
to a focus on jobs in the Regional Centre, growth in ‘Digital and
creative industries’ at MediaCityUK/ Salford Quays, and the potential
for logistics at Port Salford and Carrington (Western Gateway).
Comments in relation to this are that:




Planned level of housing should reflect these opportunities;
inadequate allowance is made in the housing requirement to
respond to the potential implications of the concentration and
scale of new employment opportunities in Salford.
It is recognised that the significant growth potential of Salford will
in part depend upon improving accessibility for residents in other
parts of the conurbation to access employment opportunities.
However, account must also be made of the operation of HMAs
in GM which has implications for labour mobility.

The Home Builders Federation commented that the GM
requirements are based on a lack of aspiration relating to
employment growth, the lack of uplift applied for market signals and
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other assumptions applied. Given this, the overall Greater
Manchester housing requirement is not robust nor sufficiently
aspirational. They further noted that:




Based upon the 2016 GM SHMA we consider the OAN to be
somewhere in excess of 14,622 per annum as identified in
Appendix 3 of the document. However a figure in excess of this
is suggested by us due to overly optimistic assumptions over
resident economic activity rates.
Work undertaken by NLP on behalf of the Housing the
Powerhouse Campaign identifies an annual average of 16,643
dwellings across GM to ensure that Greater Manchester rightfully
fulfils its role as the key city driving growth within the North of
England and providing a counterbalance to the strength of
London and the South East.

Persimmon Homes agreed with the Housing the Powerhouse
campaign that insufficient housing is proposed; at least 16,000
homes per annum should be provided to achieve a 1% growth rate
in the GM economy (which is below the 1.2% achieved since 1999).
They also commented that:






The proposed level of housing is only marginally above
household forecasts - meaning that there is little scope to both
address the existing shortfall and cater for housing need arising
from increased economic growth
Housing is a key contributor to economic growth, with evidence
from the Housing the Powerhouse campaign finding that building
16,000 homes per annum would support additional: capital
investment; FTE construction jobs; local jobs as a result of
expenditure from new residents; new homes bonus; and council
tax.
The most effective way of tackling the shortfall in affordable
housing is to allocate more land for market housing with an
element of affordable housing.
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If Salford were to retain the same proportion of the GMSF total
as present (15.36%), having regard to the overall GM
requirement advocated by Housing the Powerhouse this
translates into a housing requirement of 53,700 for Salford.

The housing requirement being in conformity with GMSF policy GM5
is welcomed, but there are significant concerns in relation to these
requirements (Home Builders Federation).
Peel noted that the Draft Local Plan affordable housing policy states
that there is a need for 750 affordable dwellings per annum as set
out in the GM SHMA. However they consider that there is a lack of
detail in the SHMA about this calculation and this udnermines it.
They went on to say that the Draft Local Plan refers to the challenge
of providing affordable housing in the context of public funding
reductions and that affordable gousing is a key priority for the
council. They state that within this context the plan fails to take into
account the significant benefits a higher OAN would make in
delivering affordable housing as part of market housing schemes.

Scale of proposed housing is too high
Going off past trends there is a real possibility that the city will fail to
meet the proposed housing target. Being realistic in the housing
target does not mean the city isn’t being ambitious, it means it is
learning from past mistakes and caring about the future (Cllr
Critchley).

The Revised Draft Local Plan is in conformity with the Revised Draft
GMSF with regards to the housing requirement. The way the
requirements in the GMSF have been derived are set out above.
The January 2019 GM SHMA identifies a need for 4,678 affordable
dwellings per annum across Greater Manchester, with a specific
need for 613 affordable dwellings per annum in Salford. These
figures assume that the existing backlog of need is addressed within
five years. Full details of how they have been calculated are set out
in the SHMA.
Although it is recognised that a higher housing requirement could
potentially lead to higher levels of affordable housing, the housing
requirement in the Revised Draft Local Plan is considered to be
appropriate having regard to the objectives of the plan. The
requirement is 6,612 dwellings above the Local Housing Need figure
for the city and so provides considerable scope for more affordable
housing to be delivered in Salford than would be the case if just the
Local Housing Need was being planned for (particularly also having
regard to the affordable housing requirements in the Revised Draft
Local Plan). It should also be noted that the Local Housing Need
methodology applies an uplift compared to the household projections
specifically in order to address affordability issues, and effectively
seeks to ‘over-supply’ new dwellings compared to forecast demand
in order to improve affordability.
Issues relating to the scale of housing across Greater Manchester
and its distribution continue to be considered through the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) process.
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The Department for Communities and Local Government Household
projections in GMSF Background Paper 3 - Objectively Assessed
Housing Need - show an overall figure of 28,108. However, the Draft
Local Plan requires 34,900. This 6700+ difference requires
clarification (Planning for Our Future in Irlam and Cadishead).
Action Against Astley Road Development (AAARD) and a local
resident considered that the calculation of the housing requirement
for Salford is flawed and therefore there is no need to release Green
Belt land, especially in Irlam and Cadishead. AAARD went on to
state that:








1

The 2011 Census states the average UK household contains
2.40 people
The current 2016 population in Salford is 246,000 and in 2035 it
will be 290,0001 which represents a 44,000 increase
Dividing the forecast population increase of 44,000 by the
dwelling requirement of 34,900 in the Draft Local plan gives an
average household size of 1.25
Having regard to the estimated dwelling type split in policy H2
and the dwelling requirement of 34,900 there will be a population
increase of 55,666 calculated as follows:
o Apartments: 34,900 x 70% x 1.25 people per household =
30,538
o Houses: 34,900 x 30% x 2.4 people per household =
25,128
The 55,666 population increase is 11,666 higher than the 44,000
forecast.
The release of land in Western Irlam and Cadishead for 2,250
dwellings (that would have a population of 5,400 people if an
average size of 2.4 per people per is applied) is therefore not
required.

The overall level of housing need for Greater Manchester that is
identified in the Revised Draft GMSF has been calculated in
accordance with the government’s local housing need methodology
(specifically the approach in the Ministry of Housing, Communities
and Local Government (October 2018) Technical consultation on
updates to national planning policy and guidance, which uses the
2014-based household projections, rather than the more recent
2016-based household projections, and the 2017 affordability ratio).
For Salford the methodology suggests that on average there is a
need for around 1,372 net additional dwellings each year in the city,
whilst the individual local housing need figures for the 10 districts in
Greater Manchester total 10,583 dwellings per annum.
Having regard to the local housing need methodology, the revised
draft GMSF identifies that a minimum of 201,000 net additional
dwellings will be delivered over the period 2018-37, equating to an
annual average of 10,580 dwellings.
The government’s planning practice guidance is clear that any
alternative approach which results in a lower housing need figure
than identified using the standard methodology would be unsound,
unless there are local exceptional circumstances to deviate from the
standard method. The GMSF process has not identified that there
are exceptional circumstances to justify this.
Further details relating to the calculation of local housing need are
set out within the January 2019 GM Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (GM SHMA).
Taking the overall housing need identified using the government’s
local housing need methodology, the Revised Draft GMSF sets out
housing requirements for the 10 districts. These requirements are

Note that AARD do not quote the source for these figures – they are slightly different to the 2014 based Subnational population projections for Salford
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informed by the 2019 SHMA but also take into account issues such
as land supply, Green Belt, other development constraints and
infrastructure in order to ensure new housing is located in the most
sustainable locations.
The housing requirement for Salford set out in the Revised Draft
GMSF is 1,720 dwellings per annum, which is significantly above the
local housing need of 1,372 dwellings per annum (which in turn is
well above the average household growth of 962 households per
annum in the latest 2016-based household projections). This
effectively means that there is some redistribution of the overall
Greater Manchester housing need to Salford. It specifically reflects
the ability within Salford to deliver large numbers of new homes in
central locations such as City Centre Salford and Salford Quays, as
well as there being a small number of Green Belt sites in Salford that
have been assessed as appropriate for housing development
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework when compared
to other potential sites across the sub-region.
Given that the Local Plan has to be in conformity with the GMSF,
policy H2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan identifies a housing
requirement for Salford of at least 32,680 dwellings over the period 1
April 2018 to 31 March 2037, equating to an annual average of
1,720 net additional dwellings (i.e. it is the same requirement as that
in the Revised Draft GMSF).
Redistribution of need across Greater Manchester
The Peel Group noted that Salford’s requirement represents an uplift
to the OAN due to redistribution between the 10 GM districts and
there is a strong rationale for this due to current and anticipated
employment opportunities and a rapidly growing population in
Salford. However the level of housing under H2 is inadequate
because:


Where the full OAN is met across GM there will be a higher OAN
for Salford.

The housing requirement for Salford set out in the Revised Draft
GMSF for Salford is 1,720 dwellings per annum, which is above the
local housing need figure for Salford of 1,372 dwellings per annum.
This effectively means that there is some redistribution of the overall
Greater Manchester housing need to Salford.
The redistribution of some of Greater Manchester’s housing need to
Salford continues to be considered appropriate, and specifically
reflects the ability within Salford to deliver large numbers of new
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The GM redistribution of the OAN is not adequately justified or
sufficiently in line with the spatial distribution of economic
investment across GM. In particular Salford will generate
significant labour force demand which will need sufficient
housing within the city.
Insufficient consideration given to scale of affordable housing
need in the city and the benefits of planning for higher housing
provision will bring in relation to this.
Due to issues around housing markets additional needs
generated in Salford, or the authorities with which it has
strongest housing market links, cannot therefore be ‘redistributed’ indiscriminately around other housing markets in the
conurbation.

homes in central locations such as City Centre Salford and Salford
Quays. It also takes into account there being a small number of
Green Belt sites in Salford that have been assessed as appropriate
for housing development through the Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework when compared to other potential sites across the subregion.

Through the GMSF, Salford is accommodating a higher requirement
than its need. The housing requirement should be revisited in order
to prevent development on greenfield land and Green Belt sites
(Worsley Councillors). The local plan should only provide housing to
meet Salford’s need (Cllr Critchley).
The proposal to reallocate housing from some districts to others
should be based on size of the borough (for example Wigan is nearly
twice the area of Salford but is meeting less of the redistribution),
existing housing density, access to good public transport links as
well as potential land supply (individual).
It does not seem justifiable that Salford’s housing requirement
includes an additional requirement to offset under-development in
other areas, particualrly as: Salford is the second smallest district in
GM but providing the second highest scale of development; and
many of the houses will be built at the west end of Salford which
already has an over-crowded road network (individual).
Housing land supply
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As set out in Appendix 2 of Document 3 of The Peel Group’s
representations to the Draft Local Plan, they consider that green belt
release is needed and exceptional circumstances exist to justify this
across GM, including Salford. They went on to state that the
proposed housing requirement for Salford is too low and should be
increased; any increase can only realistically be met through the
release of additional land within the Green Belt.
Peel also noted that there is also a need to release additional land
across GM to meet the draft GMSF requirement of 227,200 as the
supply will deliver 47,500 fewer units than assumed (i.e. only deliver
179,671 dwellings) as a result of overestimating yield from identified
sites – see Appendix 2 of Document 3 of Peel’s representations to
the Draft Local Plan.

Peel made the following comments in relation to Salford’s 2016
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment:
 DCLG analysis indicates that between 10-20% of planning
permissions are not delivered at all (DCLG presentation to 2015
HBF Planning Conference in September 2015), whilst a further
proportion of sites deemed developable will inevitably not
materialise as planning applications. As a starting point at least
10% of the supply will not come forward in the plan period.
 3,300 dwellings are proposed on sites to be released from the
Green belt. This equates to less than 2 years supply against the
Draft Local Plan requirement. An additional 6 sites are identified
in policy H3 that do not comply with the current policy framework,
equating to 1,560 dwellings. Together this represents less than 3
years supply. The remainder of the supply (over 85% is on
unconstrained sites that could have come forward at any point
over the last 20+ years).

Issues relating to the scale of housing across Greater Manchester
and its distribution continue to be considered through the GMSF
process.
The Revised Draft GMSF and Revised Draft Local Plan both identify
a requirement of 32,680 dwellings over the period 1 April 2018 to 31
March 2037 for Salford. The introduction / justification to Policy H9 of
the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out that there is an identified
supply of 40,300 dwellings to meet the requirement. This supply
includes the release of 3 sites through the GMSF that are currently
in the Green Belt, totalling 2,000 dwellings in order to diversify the
mix of housing coming forward in the city. The release of additional
land in the Green Belt for new housing in Salford is not considered to
be necessary or appropriate given the land supply position.

Responses to Peel’s comments with regards to the 2016 HELAA are
set out in the separate schedule that sets out and responds to all
comments received to the HELAA.
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 As no policy change is required for over 85% of the supply,
historic delivery rates in the city from non-Green belt land supply
can provide a proxy for the likely yield from the same non-Green
belt supply going forward.
 The policy unconstrained supply is expected to deliver 30,040
dwellings equating to 1,502 per annum [It is unclear where the
respondent has got this unconstrained figure from].
 Since the UDP was adopted in 2006 there has been an annual
average of 972 per annum, with 1,502 only being exceeded on
two occasions. This is an increase in delivery of 55% from
effectively the same supply which has delivered an annual
average of 972 per year over 10 years. Although there may be a
short term boost to delivery over the next 2-3 years, there is no
evidence to support a 55% increase in delivery year on year from
the same land supply.
 The short term boost to supply is from the least constrained and
most viable sites within the land supply – such sites will reduce
over time. More complex sites (such as those which require land
assembly, remediation etc) and those in less established parts of
the Regional Centre (eg. Ordsall Riverside) will not sustain
current delivery levels over the plan period
 The scale and rate of development assumed is unprecedented
and, even allowing for maximum delivery from stronger
performing market areas, is unlikely to be achieved.
The Peel Group considered that there are qualitative deficiencies in
the identified supply. In particular they commented that:




57% of dwellings will be directed to single ward (Ordsall) which
accounts for the majority of the Regional Centre located in
Salford. The housing market in this ward is predominantly
investor-led and one which is vulnerable to fluctuations in market
confidence. Occupier and investor demand and confidence
within a single market area is evidently finite.
The above will fail to meet qualitative needs: most will be 1 or 2
bed apartments; a very significant proportion will be private

Policy H4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out that the housing
requirement is 32,680 net additional dwellings over the period 20182037, with this being comprised of approximately 8,450 houses
(26%) and 24,230 apartments (74%). This reflects the importance of
delivering as much new housing as possible on previously
developed land in the most accessible locations, so as to minimise
the need to travel, maximise the use of sustainable modes of
transport, and minimise the need for the development of greenfield
sites and existing Green Belt land.
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rented by design or default; and very little affordable housing will
be delivered particularly given high density apartment schemes
in the City Centre and Salford Quays only have a 10% affordable
housing requirement)
 Given relatively low delivery of family housing in recent years
resulting in significant pent up demand, and clear qualitative
deficiencies in the forward supply, there is a need to allocate
additional family housing sites that can come forward in the very
early years of the plan period (such as Broadoak).
 A more balanced approach whereby reliance on different
residential markets is more evenly distributed, and more closely
aligned to the identified housing needs and aspirations of the city
is needed. This will ensure a more robust plan with added
certainty of deliverability and which secures the qualitative mix of
housing which the city needs. This requires a more balanced
distribution of housing across the city and a significant increase
in the level of family housing which the city plans for.
 Notwithstanding the above, delivery within the Regional Centre
market area should not be capped in anyway but rather it should
not be so heavily relied upon to deliver the Local Plan’s housing
requirements.
The identified need for housing can be met through building on
brownfield land, existing properties that are for sale or rent, bringing
empty properties back into use, also sites with planning permission
where development has not yet started (individuals).

This total housing requirement for Salford is 6,612 dwellings above
the Local Housing Need figure for the city, and this additional
housing growth is targeted at City Centre Salford and Salford Quays
reflecting the high demand across Greater Manchester to live in
locations close to the main concentrations of employment
opportunities. The mix of houses and apartments in Salford is
considered appropriate in light of these issues, and having regard to
the type of household growth that has been forecast and the overall
supply of new houses and apartments proposed across the rest of
Greater Manchester.

The city council has sought to maximise the amount of new housing
that will be built on brownfield land. The introduction / justification to
Revised Draft Local Plan policy H9 is clear that the vast majority of
the total supply is previously-developed land, although some
greenfield and Green Belt sites are being released through the Local
Plan and GMSF allocations to help deliver an appropriate scale, and
more diverse distribution and mix, of housing. Overall, it should be
possible to exceed a target of 80% of new homes being on
previously-developed sites.
It is recognised that empty properties can play a role in meeting the
need for housing. An indicator that will be used to monitor the
housing chapter of the Revised Draft Local Plan is to maintain a
vacancy rate below 3% (which is considered to represent a low
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vacancy rate that takes into account natural churn in the housing
market). The city council also has a team that seeks to bring empty
properties back into use.

Brownfield land must be reused rather than the unnecessary use of
greenfield and particularly Green Belt land. The loss of Grade 1, 2 or
3a farmland should be avoided (Planning for Our Future in Irlam and
Cadishead).

Through the February 2013 Local Plan ‘call for sites’, sites for 600
homes were identified in Irlam and Cadishead; these sites must be
developed before any others (Planning for Our Future in Irlam and
Cadishead).

Sites that already have planning permission form part of the
identified supply of dwellings that will come forward for development
over the plan period. An assessment of the deliverability/
developability of each site with permission has been undertaken in
line with government guidance.
Issues relating to the release of Green Belt across Greater
Manchester is being considered through the GMSF process. Land to
the north of Irlam Station has been allocated in the Revised Draft
GMSF; it has been assessed as appropriate for housing
development through the GMSF process when compared to other
potential sites across the sub-region, primarily based on its proximity
to Irlam Station.
It is unclear what sites the respondent is referring to as part of this
representation.
The council published a neighbourhood area document for Irlam and
Cadishead in January 2014 relating to “Local Plan: suggested sites
consultation”. In this document the following non-green belt sites
were considered for housing use:





IC002 – Land west of Hayes Road (172 dwellings)
IC012 – Land at Astley Road (35 dwellings)
IC018 – Makro, Liverpool Road (288 dwellings)
IC022 – Land south of Fairhills Road – Kingsland Wines (247
dwellings)

IC002 is allocated for housing in the Revised Draft Local Plan for
200 dwellings (policy H9/1), whilst IC012 is accounted for in the
housing supply identified within Irlam and Cadishead (as identified in
policy H3 of the Revised Draft Local Plan).
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Appendix 6 of the Draft Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal sets out
“Sites discounted as alternative options for local plan allocations”.
This document details sites that are either currently being developed
for housing (which amount to circa 2500 homes) or have the
potential to be used for housing (circa 2400) and are being
discounted from the overall figures. These homes must be included
in the overall figures for the Salford Local Plan, as this would remove
the requirement for H3/4 for housing (Planning for Our Future in
Irlam and Cadishead).

Going off all past trends there is a real possibility that the city will fail
to meet the proposed housing target, meaning we will not have a 5
year housing supply, threatening further green spaces from
development (Cllr Critchley)

Sites IC018 and IC022 have not been allocated in the Revised Draft
Local Plan, or included elsewhere within the identified supply of
40,300 (as set out in policy H9 of the revised plan). This is because
there has been no recent indication that the current active uses on
each site will cease, and therefore they will not become available for
new housing. ICO18 will be surrounded by Port Salford and so its
use for housing is unlikely to be appropriate. ICO22 is within an
existing employment area and is occupied by a major employer, and
so the presumption is that it will remain in employment use.
Appendix 6 of the Draft Local Plan sustainability appraisal (SA) has
been updated as part of the SA for the Revised Draft Local Plan. It
should be noted that many of the sites discounted as potential
housing allocations are actually included within the supply of 40,300
dwellings that will be delivered over the plan period (2018-37), as
highlighted in the introduction / justification to policy H9 of the
revised draft plan.
Reasons why some sites have not been allocated are fully set out in
the updated Revised Draft Local Plan SA (at appendix 6). It is not
necessary for all potential housing sites to be allocated, and seeking
to do so would increase the size, complexity and production time of
the Local Plan. For example, where a site already has planning
permission or where housing on it would raise no policy objections, it
is unnecessary to allocate it in the Local Plan. However, such sites
appear in the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability
Assessment, and where relevant on the Brownfield Land Register,
which helps to draw them to the attention of potential developers.
It is recognised that there are likely to be significant peaks and
troughs in net completions due to changing wider economic and
housing market conditions, and depending on when individual large
apartment schemes are completed. However, policy H2 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan is clear that If any cumulative shortfall in
housing delivery arises compared to the average per annum
requirement of 1,720 net additional dwellings then this will be
addressed over the remainder of the plan period, reflecting the
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Housing supply – flexibility and reserve sites
The Peel Group stated that the Local Plan needs to allocate
significantly more land than proposed to achieve the level of growth
proposed in order to mitigate against non-delivery of the supply and
to ensure a sound plan. This would be in accordance with paragraph
21 of the NPPF. Moreoever, they highlighted that although the NPPF
does not prescribe a “Flexbility Factor” in realtion to housing
allocations, LPEG reccomended the release of developable
“Reserve sites” equivalent to 20% of their total housing requirement
to respond to rapid change (see paragraph 11.4 of March 2016
report).
Paper 2 of Peel’s representations to the Draft GMSF at Appendix 2
of Document 3 of Peel’s representations to the DSLP) sets out the
need for the GMSF to identify a sufficient supply of reserve sites.
They consider that the same approach should apply to Salford.

extended period over which the impacts of a downturn may be felt
(rather than it all being made up in the relevant five year period).
Given this, and the expected timing of delivery of dwellings over the
plan period, it is envisaged that there will be a 5 year housing supply
throughout the plan period.
The 2018 NPPF does not require either a ‘Flexibility Factor’ in
relation to housing allocations, or the release of ‘Reserve sites’
equivalent to 20% of their total housing requirement as
recommended by LPEG.
Notwithstanding this, the Revised Draft Local Plan identifies a supply
of 40,300 dwellings to meet a requirement of 32,680 dwellings.
There is therefore 23% flexibility in the supply, which is considered
to accord with the paragraph 11a of the 2018 Framework which
requires that plans should be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid
change.

Peel noted that the 2016 HELAA non Green Belt supply is 35,727;
when Green Belt sites are added to this and delivery between 201516 is factored in (to provide a supply figure of 40,125) there is only a
15% flexibility factor. There is not a suffcient buffer as recommended
by LPEG. [It is unclear where the respondent has got the supply
figure of 40,125 from].
The Home Builders Federation commented that they have concerns
over the overall quantum of allocations and the lack of an
appropriate buffer. They raised the following specific issues:


Table 6 of the HELAA identifies a total supply of 35,727 over the
period 2016-35. Once the 1,098 completions for 2015-16 are
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factored in the plan period supply is 36,825. This is a buffer of
only 5.5% against the requirement of 34,900.
The supply in the GM SHMA at figure 10 is 38,726 dwellings
which is a 11% buffer. Clarity is required over the differences
between this and the HELAA identified supply
A 5.5% or 11% is contrary to the 20% buffer recommended by
LPEG

Persimmon Homes also stated that consideration should be given to
the need to identify Reserve Sites equivalent to 20% of the housing
requirement, as recommended by LPEG.
Housing supply – safeguarded land
The Peel Group considered that The Draft Local Plan is contrary to
paragraph 85 of the NPPF as it does not identify a proper supply of
safeguarded land “"...in order to meet longer-term development
needs stretching well beyond the plan period..". There is only an
over supply of 3 years against the Draft Local Plan requriement
(assuming a total supply of 40,197).
Peel were further of the view that The potential land supply post2035 will be wholly insufficient to meet longer term development
needs. A proper strategy for the identification of safeguarded land,
consistent with the NPPF requirement that Green Belt boundaries
should endure over the long term and that safeguarded land should
be identified to meet development needs stretching ‘well beyond’ the
plan period is needed.
Housing supply – reliance on employment sites
The Peel Group objected to the allocation of existing employment
sites for residential development (e.g. Draft allocations H3/10,
H3/12). No evidence has been presented by the Council that these
sites do not have a viable future as employment locations nor has an
assessment of the impact on the local economy and local
businesses and employment arising from the release of these sites
for alternative uses being undertaken.

Issues relating to Green Belt boundary changes are being
considered solely through the GMSF process, rather than the Local
Plan. Through the GMSF it has not been considered appropriate or
necessary to identify safeguarded land to meet needs following the
plan period.

Draft Local Plan housing allocations H3/10 (Clifton Business Park)
and H3/12 (Swinton Hall Road employment area) have been deleted
in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
H3/10 was allocated in the draft plan as there was known interest
from the landowner for the site to be used for housing and there was
an undetermined planning application for such use; since then the

217

They further stated that any existing employment sites within the
Council’s identified housing land supply which do not benefit from
planning permission should not be included in the supply at this
stage and until a proper assessment of the viability of retaining these
sites in employment use is undertaken as part of the progression of
the Local Plan.

owner has invested in the site and it is now being marketed as M60
Office Park and so therefore will not become available for housing.
H3/12 was allocated for residential development as it presents one
of only a few opportunities to significantly increase the supply of
housing in close proximity to a town centre, rail station and busy bus
routes (in this case along the A6 and A666). However on balance
the allocation has been deleted from the Revised Draft Local Plan in
recognition of the fact that the site overall is well occupied by
employment uses (with around 50 separate properties / plots),
supports a considerable number of jobs, and there is ongoing
interest from an employment perspective including existing
businesses wanting to invest in their premises.
An additional existing employment site has been allocated for
housing in the Revised Draft Local Plan (H9/8 – Land at Orchard
street: 470 dwellings). The site was put forward to the council for
housing during consultation on the Draft Local Plan. Although it is
important to protect most existing employment areas in the city in
order to ensure a good range of business sites and premises, in this
instance it is considered more appropriate to support the site’s
redevelopment for residential uses. This is primarily because the
majority of the site is in use for aggregate recycling and this conflicts
with the residential uses located to the north of Langley Road South.
Only a small number of existing employment sites that do not benefit
from planning permission for housing have been included in the
housing land supply. Where such sites have been identified they
include land within masterplan / development framework areas
where land uses will change (for example through the Crescent
Masterplan), undetermined planning applications for housing, and
known interest in redevelopment of sites for housing.

Phasing of development
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It is not clear how the phasing of development would be
implemented in the Ordsall / Quays area; therefore further guidance
should be provided showing how this phasing would work in practice
i.e. what criteria or 'trigger mechanisms' might be used to determine
when further new development should be permitted (Ordsall Health
Surgery Patient Participation Group and Imperial Point and
Sovereign Point Residents' Association).

Notwithstanding concerns over the scale of housing proposed,
equally spreading the requirement over the plan period is supported
in order to ensure needs are met as soon as possible (Home
Builders Federation).
Although phasing is referred to in the title of the policy it is not
discussed within the policy wording or reasoned justification. We do
not favour phasing policies as in general they frustrate early delivery
and are not compatible with significantly boosting the supply of
housing. Policy DP2 addresses issues relating to sites proceeding in
a coordinated manner (Persimmon Homes).
Mix of dwellings over the plan period
The Peel Group stated that the requirement across Salford is
essentially a product of the city’s assumed housing land supply, with
non-Green Belt developable sites identified and then additional sites
to be released from the Green Belt to meet any residual quantitative
and qualitative requirement identified. They noted that whilst it is
recognised that there is likely to be a strong demand for apartments
and that the housing market in Salford in particular is shaped by the
location of the Regional Centre and the associated apartment
market, there is a failure to provide for sufficient family housing.
Having regard to the above, they identified that between 2003 and
2015, 67% of new homes (gross) in Salford were apartments.

Policy HH3 Provision of health and social care facilities (previously
policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan) of the Revised Draft Local Plan
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work with
health care providers to ensure that the capacity of health facilities
(such as GPs and dentists) increases in line with the growing
population, and to direct developers to engage with the Clinical
Commissioning Group to determine requirements associated with
development. Developments of 300 or more dwellings will be
required to incorporate health care facilities as part of the
development unless provision can be made elsewhere within the
local area.
Policy H2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan identifies that it is
anticipated that the rate of housing delivery will be reasonably even
across the whole plan period (i.e. it does not take a phased
approach). Nevertheless, there are likely to be significant peaks and
troughs in net completions due to changing wider economic and
housing market conditions, and depending on when individual large
apartment schemes are completed. Consequently, the policy
identifies that housing delivery is likely to be broadly in the range of
1,150-2,290 net additional dwellings per annum.

Policy H4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out that the housing
requirement is 32,680 net additional dwellings over the period 20182037, with this being comprised of approximately 8,450 houses
(26%) and 24,230 apartments (74%). This reflects the importance of
delivering as much new housing as possible on previously
developed land in the most accessible locations, so as to minimise
the need to travel, maximise the use of sustainable modes of
transport, and minimise the need for the development of greenfield
sites and existing Green Belt land.
This total housing requirement for Salford is 6,612 dwellings above
the Local Housing Need figure for the city, and this additional
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Further they considered that the pipeline of planning permissions is
skewed towards apartments, with a concentration of permissions in
a limited geographical part of the city (predominantly the Regional
Centre Ward of Ordsall). Moreover they stated that the pipeline:



Accentuates highly restricted delivery of homes of any sort of
strong West Salford market area. Contrary to paragraph 50 of
the NPPF which requires a wide choice of high quality homes
When overlaid by ward against the value areas used for the Draft
Local Plan affordable housing policy shows that development
has been skewed to the provision of housing (majority of which
are apartments) within the City Centre and Salford Quays with
very little development seen across many of the other stronger
and more traditional family housing markets.

housing growth is targeted at City Centre Salford and Salford Quays
reflecting the high demand across Greater Manchester to live in
locations close to the main concentrations of employment
opportunities. The mix of houses and apartments in Salford is
considered appropriate in light of these issues, and having regard to
the type of household growth that has been forecast and the overall
supply of new houses and apartments proposed across the rest of
Greater Manchester.

Peel went on to make reference to various strategies / documents
referring to retaining talent and providing more family and
aspirational homes in locations of demand (Northern Powerhouse
Strategy; Manchester Independent Economic Review; Centre for
urban Cities). They further noted that Salford’s growing economy will
include a significant proportion of jobs for highly skilled people. The
latest GMFM baseline forecasts show that 68% of jobs in Salford are
forecast to be in business, financial and professional services and
cultural and creative sectors. With regards to this a proportion of this
workforce may be attracted to living in the regional centre; different
life-stage circumstances of the employees in Salford will be
expected to translate into requirement for family houses in other
parts of the city. The Draft Local Plan recognises these issues at 9.3
and 9.12 with the release of greenfield and Green Belt land in West
Salford.
Peel identified that the Draft Local Plan proposes around 10,500 to
12,200 houses; on the basis of the SHMA’s own analysis of need
based on changing demographics this will fail to accommodate
locally generated demand (based upon the SHMA’s disaggregation
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of the potential split in the need for housing and apartments in
Salford). In relation to this:




Under the modelled scenario of need by housing type presented
within the SHMA (Dwelling Mix 4) which most closely aligns with
the Draft GMSF split across GM (55% housing and 45%
apartments) the SHMA identifies a higher need for family
housing in Salford than accommodated through policy H2
Notwithstanding the above comment, the evidence set out in the
GMSF SHMA to inform the Draft GMSF’s split of housing by type
is not soundly evidenced (see Paper 3 ‘GMSF Housing and
Economic Growth Evidence Growth Evidence Critical Review’ to
Peel’s submitted representations to the Draft GMSF, January
2016, section 8)

Peel recognises the role of the City Centre and Salford Quays /
Ordsall Waterfront in providing apartments to respond to a specific
element of the housing market but to be sound needs to plan more
positively for additional family housing beyond the Regional Centre.
They went on to state that 16,200 homes in the rest of Salford
(outside of the City Centre, and Salford Quays / Ordsall Waterfront)
is not sufficient to meet needs and does not reflect significant
employment growth in the west of the City – most notably Port
Salford and land around AJ Bell Stadium. Housing should be located
in close proximity to areas of such economic growth.



The rationale for only a maximum 11,200 dwellings of the 16,200
being houses is unclear and contradicts evidence of need
The assumption that 5,000 apartments will be delivered outside
of the City Centre and Quays fails to reflect the market or
suitability of land within the city
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Further comments from Peel were that failure to provide sufficient
family housing will continue the historic out-migration of working
family households outside of Salford. In particular:





Some may chose to live within GM and travel to employment in
Salford; current commuting patterns however show that others
will locate outside GM.
Reference is made to a KPMG report which found that 59% of
employees at MediaCityUK lived within GM with comparatively
strong representation of people living in Cheshire and Warrington
These patterns fail to capture the full fiscal and socio-economic
benefits of growth within the conurbation
Continued out-migration of labour and in particular higher-skilled
labour to other areas surrounding GM will in turn lead businesses
to follow the labour-market resulting

Perel concluded by stating that there is very little evidence of
affordable housing being provided through historic completions of or
the planned pipeline of apartment schemes. Failing to provide for
greater numbers of housing sites which are likely to be able to viably
support a greater proportion of affordable housing will further
exacerbate the issue of under-providing for affordable housing.
The Home Builders Federation and Countyrside Properties noted
that ppartments will undoubtedly form a significant part of the
housing needs and supply for Salford over the plan period. It is,
however, important that other forms of housing are also provided to
ensure that the needs of working families and those aspiring to start
families are also met. To provide a more balanced approach a
higher percentage of houses would appear justified.
Concerns that the Draft Local Plan does not allocate enough land
which is suitable for family housing (Persimmon Homes).
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The need for a mix of dwelling types is recognised but this can be
achieved by policies stipulating a broader mix of dwellings on
specific sites, not by allocating more land (Cllr Critchley).

In the Salford Quays area a broader mix of residential dwelling types
other than high-rise apartments would be welcomed; low level,
traditional housing with some outdoor space would be appreciated
(for example Lawrence Quay and Chimney Pot Park) (Imperial Point
and Sovereign Point Residents' Association).

The housing targets identified for Salford Quays should be minimum
figures. This would allow Salford’s Quays’ housing market to
respond demand (Peel Media Management Limited).
A local resident commented that population trends indicate that there
is a greater need for single person dwellings which will require 1 or 2
bedroom developments rather than family homes / dwellings. The
proprtion of single person dwellings equates to at least two thirds of
the requirements in GM and Salford. Furthermore:


The GMSF information identifies a shortfall of 65,000 homes
mainly related to smaller dwellings – this development should be
located in the inner cities of Manchester and Salford rather than
in the outer areas.

Additional text has been added to the Revised Draft Local Plan to
require that: “Individual new residential developments shall
contribute to the provision of a broad mix of housing options across
Salford and within the local area, ensuring that identified housing
needs can be met” (policy H4).
Notwithstanding the above, the Revised Draft Local Plan continues
to allocate some greenfield sites for housing, whilst the Revised
Draft GMSF proposes three sites for housing that are currently in the
Green Belt. These sites will help to ensure that an appropriate range
of new housing comes forward in the city.
Some areas of the city such as Salford Quays will be much more
appropriate for apartments than houses due to their location, context
and characteristics, and have a key role at the sub-regional level in
providing a large number of high quality apartments. However,
additional reference has been made in the revised draft plan to
developments incorporating ground floor duplexes and other larger
dwellings where practicable to enable a wider range of households
to live at Salford Quays.
Policy H3 of the Revised Draft Local Plan identifies that there will be
approximately 6,750 net additional dwellings in Salford Quays over
the period 2018-2037. The policy is clear that: “Higher levels of
development in individual areas will be permitted where this is
consistent with the overall strategy of the plan.”
The type of housing that different types of household occupy is
constantly changing, and in recent years there has been an
increasing tendency for smaller households to occupy apartments
rather than houses. This is likely to be due to a range of factors
including affordability, the central location of many apartments, and
lifestyle choices. The high level of future housing supply within City
Centre Salford and Salford Quays is expected to reinforce this trend,
enabling more households to live in very accessible locations close
to a wide range of employment and leisure opportunities. Having
regard to this, it is considered appropriate that approximately 74% of
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Although the outer areas of GM have net out migration in the
ages of 15-31 (and particularly 19-21) this is the reverse in the
inner areas of Manchester and Salford.
 Past trends form 2002-12 for GM show an uplift of 0.7% per
annum compared to the proposed 0.81% per annum. There is no
conclusive evidence that an uplift on past trends is required,
particularly given Government policy to reduce in-migration and
the implications of Brexit
Minimum proportion of houses in new developments
The principle of there being an appropriate mix of houses and
apartments is supported (ForViva).
The reference to no minimum requirement for houses in Salford
Quays, which reflects the apartment led market in this location, is
supported (Peel Media Management Limited).


The table in the policy refers to 65-70% of the dwellings being in the
form of apartments and 30-35% houses city wide between 2015 and
2035. It is unclear how this relates to paragraph 4 of the policy which
requires that 80% of the net increase in dwellings (outside of
specified areas) resulting from individual developments should be
houses (Arnold Laver, MHE Investments, Home Builders Federation,
Persimmon Homes and United Utilities).

the new dwellings coming forward in Salford over the period 2018-37
will be in the form of apartments.

Support welcomed.
Support welcomed. Policy H4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan
continues the approach of not setting a minimum requirement for
houses in Salford Quays. However, reference has been added to
incorporating ground floor duplexes and other larger dwellings where
practicable to enable a wider range of households to live in locations
such as Salford Quays.
The 80% requirement for houses in the Draft Local Plan related to
new dwellings that would be granted planning permission following
the adoption of the Local Plan. There were a significant number of
dwellings in the form of apartments already with planning
permission, and this was reflected in only 30-35% of dwellings being
provided over the plan period in the form of houses.
The 80% requirement for houses in new developments has been
retained in the Revised Draft Local Plan (policy H4). This policy
identifies that around 26% of new dwellings over the plan period
would be in the form of houses. This again reflects the issue of the
large number of apartments that already have permission / are likely
to be granted prior to the requirements of the Local Plan applying.
To clarify this, the following text has been added to the policy H4:
“Taking into account the number and type of dwellings that already
have planning permission, in order to achieve the above mix it will be
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The policy requirement for 80% of dwellings to be houses is very
concerning; it would be perverse for a situation to occur where the
absence to identify sufficient land for family housing was used as a
basis to reject proposals for apartment developments in suitable
locations. Also concerned regarding how the Council will apply this
policy, particularly in the light of paragraph 9.13 of the reasoned
justification (Countryside Properties).

Specialist forms of development should be exempt from the
minimum proportion of new houses in developments for a variety of
reasons (McCarthy and Stone).
The policy should not seek to introduce a definition of a dwelling that
might be different with the interpretation of dwelling in the evidence
base that underpins the policy, related legislation, or used in the
Framework or any other related guidance. This simply confuses the
situation and may suggest that it does not relate to the definitions as
set out in the Use Classes Order for example (Countryside
Properties).
Other issues – community infrastructure
There will be increased demand for services and facilities including
but not confined to leisure centres, libraries, etc. which are central to
people being a part of their local community and to residents’ health,

important to ensure that new permissions incorporate a significant
proportion of houses in appropriate locations.”
The fact that some sites will only deliver apartments means that it
will be necessary for many other sites to provide high proportions of
houses in order to achieve a good overall choice of dwellings across
the city. Hence, it is appropriate to seek to maximise the number of
houses coming forward on many sites. Given this, the requirement
for at least 80% of dwellings being houses outside of City Centre
Salford, Ordsall Waterfront, Salford Quays and the other town
centres has been retained in the Revised Draft Local Plan (policy
H4).
The Draft Local Plan set out where a lower proportion of houses
would be acceptable. Additional text has now been added to the plan
(revised policy H4) to set out that a lower proportion of houses may
be acceptable where there is a demonstrable need for different types
of dwellings (criterion B) 2) b), or where the minimum density
requirements in Policy H6 can only be met through a higher
proportion of apartments (criterion B) 2) c).
Additional text has been added to set out that a lower proportion of
houses may be acceptable where the development provides
specialist accommodation, such as for older people, or there is a
demonstrable need for different types of dwellings (Revised Draft
Local Plan policy H4, criterion B) 2) b).
The definition of “a dwelling” has been retained in the Revised Draft
Local Plan (policy H4) in order to provide clarity over the application
of the policy.

It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
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wellbeing and access to advice, information and support (Salford
Community Leisure).
In order to create sustainable communities, it is essential that social
infrastructure is provided before or alongside any new housing
development (Worsley Councillors and Salford City Council
Conservative Group).

further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:

Need for the explicit recognition of the need for additional community
facilities such as banks, building societies, pharmacies, etc., to
support the growing population planned for the Salford Quays area
(Imperial Point and Sovereign Point Residents’ Association).
Explicit recognition should be given in the Plan to provision for the
expansion or relocation of medical services in or adjacent to the
proposed new Ordsall Local Centre, and / or the commissioning of
more health services in the area, especially around MediaCity
(Imperial Point and Sovereign Point Residents’ Association).
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,

however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.

Other issues – transport infrastructure and highways
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Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.

In order to create sustainable communities, it is essential that
transport infrastructure is provided before or alongside any new
housing development. (Worsley Councillors and Salford City
Council Conservative Group). Developments will only worsen the
‘severe’ traffic problems in Worsley (Worsley Councillors).

Transport infrastructure: The focus of the Local Plan accessibility
policies is to collectively promote and encourage sustainable travel
choices through a variety of ways. It is essential that the significant
growth in the city’s population over the next 20 years is not
accompanied by a similar level of growth in the use of cars, which
could have a detrimental impact on the quality of life of Salford
residents. Many of the policies in this chapter have been expanded
and amended to ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal
shift. Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key priorities for
further investment are identified in policy A5. It is recognised that
some developments will generate the need for additional
infrastructure and services, and where this is the case, policy A1 is
clear that such development should be carefully phased alongside
the delivery of the necessary transport infrastructure.

The proposed ‘new road’ in Worsley / Boothstown will only help if it
doesn’t feed into the already congested Junction 13 on the M60. A
serious look needs to be taken by Highways England to the closure
of Junction 13 on the M60 and a new slip road off the A580 going
south (Worsley Councillors).

Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GENERAL COMMENTS TO H3 (HOUSING ALLOCATIONS) AND H4 (OPEN SPACE AND HOUSING ALLOCATIONS)
(The housing and open space and housing allocation in the Revised Draft Local Plan are set out under policy H9).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Community infrastructure
An individual raised concerns about the 2 allocations in the
Boothstown area, particularly in relation to local school capacity
(individual).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues.
Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and school places
(previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan) remains largely
unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is clear that residential
developments will need to enable an increase in school places
where there is a projected shortfall, so as to avoid overcrowding in
schools or students having to travel longer distances to school. This
will generally be through a financial contribution to the expansion of
an existing school, however in some cases developments will need
to incorporate additional school provision within their sites, which is a
requirement of some of the larger site allocations. Policy ED3
requires that the additional school places are delivered before
demand exceeds existing capacity.

Climate change and flood risk
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New guidance has been published on climate change allowances
and this evidence will need to be considered further against the
proposed allocations (particularly to meet the NPPF and where the
Exception Test applies (Environment Agency).
Allocation of sites should be subject to requirements of NPPF to
undertake flood risk sequential test. Only where there are no sites in
Flood Zone 1 and 2 should development in Flood Zone 3 be
considered (Environment Agency).
Green Belt release
Exceptional circumstances exist to justify the release of sites from
the Green Belt for residential development (Peel Holdings).
Highways
Highways England made the following comments:






A Transport Assessment should be undertaken of the Draft Local
Plan allocations, in order to fully evaluate the traffic impact of
development across the allocated sites. The aggregate impact of
all of the allocations should be assessed, with this work likely to
be undertaken in association with work on the GMSF
The Local Plan housing allocations contain no mitigatory
measures on the local highway network or SRN, despite a
number of them being significant in size. Where mitigatory
measures are identified it is expected these should be reflected
in requirements for the relevant sites
Without a supporting transport evidence base and Infrastructure
Delivery Plan, the impacts of the Local Plan allocations cannot
be fully evaluated or conclusively commented on

An individual raised concerns about the 2 allocations in the
Boothstown area, particularly in relation to traffic and congestion
around junction 13 of the M60, HGVs and vehicle emissions
(individual).

Policy WA5 has been amended to explain that an appropriate
allowance for climate change should be made in considering
proposals.
Salford does not have enough reasonably available sites in Flood
Zone 1 and 2 to accommodate the required level of development
and achieve regeneration aims. None of the Local Plan housing site
allocations propose any built development within Flood Zone 3.
All changes to the Green Belt, including any removal of land from the
Green Belt for development, are now being considered solely
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning the Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
An Infrastructure Delivery Plan will be published alongside the
Publication Local Plan.
Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter.
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It is recognised that poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated
with transport emissions, but due to the integrated nature of the
highway network and the amount of traffic that travels through
Salford to and from other destinations means that joint working
across a wide area is required to tackle the issue. This Greater
Manchester Combined Authority has led the production of an Air
Quality Action Plan for Greater Manchester (2016-2021) in
partnership with the Greater Manchester local authorities, Highways
England and Transport for Greater Manchester, which includes a
series of actions and measures to bring about an improvement in air
quality.
The planning process does however have an important role to play
in supporting an improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in
promoting better health and an improved quality of life. The Revised
Draft Local Plan includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the
various ways in which the Local Plan can assist in securing an
improvement in the city’s air quality, for example reducing road
emissions by minimising the need to travel and promoting the use of
low and zero carbon emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green
infrastructure network and requiring development to minimise and
mitigate pollution as far as possible.
Healthcare
When taken together the allocations will have a significant localised
impact. Given this, the Salford CCG would want to be involved at the
earliest possible stage in the planning of these developments to help
predict, plan for, develop and commission services to meet the
health care needs of the residents (NHS Clinical Commissioning
Group).
Through our pooled budget for adult health and social care, the CCG
would be involved in decision making in relation to the planning and
commissioning of social care provision to ensure integrated health
and social care services (NHS Clinical Commissioning Group).
Heritage

The city council is working with the CCG to identify the best way of
involving them in the planning process. Revised Draft Local Plan
Policy HH3 requires developments involving 300 dwellings or more
to incorporate appropriate primary care facilities, and early
engagement with the CCG is encouraged.
Comments noted.
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Historic England is not yet satisfied, and the Council has not yet
demonstrated, that it has identified and assessed the particular
significance of any heritage assets that may be affected by its
proposed site allocations and key areas of intervention (taking
account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise) in
accordance with the requirements of paragraphs 158 and 169 of the
NPPF and our Advice Note No.3: Site Allocations (HEAN3). Failiure
to do this would resulty in the allocations being unsound.
It is necessary to identify any heritage assets outside of the city
boundary and how their setting may be impacted from potential
development proposals (Historic England).
Concern that inadequate evaluation has been undertaken of the
impact of development upon any heritage assets including their
setting and therefore the impact upon their significance. Without
demonstrating that this assessment has been undertaken they do
not consider that the local authority can demonstrate that the
objectively assessed development needs of the area will be met in
accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. As a consequence there is a danger that the local
distinctiveness and character of the area may be lost (Historic
England).
Scale of allocations
Object to the plan’s failiure to allocate developable sites in the urban
area. This is contrary to national policy and therefore unsound (Peel
Holdings).

Working proactively with Historic England and the Greater
Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service (GMAAS) with regards
to built heritage and underground heritage respectively, the city
council has undertaken an initial screening of all of the built
development allocations. This included the identification of heritage
assets outside of the city boundary.
More detailed consideration has then been given to those allocations
where it was identified that heritage assets may be affected by built
development. This included assessing the particular significance of
heritage assets and an evaluation of the impact of development
upon the assets, including their setting and therefore the impact of
development upon their significance.
Heriatge assessments will be published alongisde the Revised Draft
Local Plan and these have directly informed changes to the
allocations in the plan.
The approach taken is in conformity with the NPPF (2018) and the
city council considers that needs can be met in accordance with the
presumption in favour of sustainable development.

The Revised Draft Local Plan allocates 18 sites for new housing
development, primarily within the existing urban area (policy H9).
Hundreds of potential sites for housing are identified in the council’s
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) and
its Brownfield Land Register, demonstrating that there is sufficient
land to deliver the city’s housing requirement. The HELAA and
Brownfield register are updated on an annual basis to take into
account changing circumstances. Many of the sites in them already
benefit from planning permission. The allocation of such sites would
have very limited benefit, but would increase the length of the plan
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In order for the plan to be sound additional Green belt and nonGreen Belt land will need to be allocated for residential development
to meet the housing needs of the City over the plan period. A series
of additional sites in relation to this have been submitted (Peel
Holdings).

Sport pitches
Any allocation where playing fields are proposed to be redeveloped
needs to be justified by clear reference to the up to date Playing
Pitch Strategy (Sport England).

considerably and would lead to delays in its production, and hence is
not considered appropriate.
Decisions about whether to release Green Belt land for housing
development are now being taken solely through the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) and not through the Local
Plan. The GMSF proposes the release of three sites in the Green
Belt for housing in Salford, which would collectively deliver around
2,000 dwellings. When combined with the Local Plan proposals, it is
considered that an appropriate distribution and mix of dwellings
would be delivered across the city.
Allocations involving playing fields will deliver a net improvement in
the quality and/or quantity of playing field provision in Salford.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/1 LAND EAST OF BOOTHSTOWN, BOOTHSTOWN AND ELLENBROOK
AND WORSLEY
Allocations involving development on land in Salford that is currently in the Green Belt are
now being considered solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than Salford’s Local Plan.
Issues raised in relation to Draft Local Plan policy H3/1 are summarised below and have
been taken into account in the drafting of GM Allocation 31 (East of Boothstown) in the
Revised Draft GMSF. The boundary of the allocation is very similar to the draft stage.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality and noise pollution
Comments from individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, local ward councillors, and local
residents groups, collectively expressed the view that the potential health implications
associated with air pollution from cars and congestion will worsen as a result of
development. The site functions as a green lung in a built up city and this would be lost.
Barbara Keeley MPF further suggested that air quality is a significant issue for Salford,
and referred to a reported higher than average mortality figure attributable to air
pollution, a worse than average prevalence of respiratory problems, high levels of
nitrogen dioxide (recorded at junction 13 of the M60) and higher than average levels of
carbon monoxide and particulate matter.
Biodiversity
Comments from individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, local ward councillors, and local
residents groups, collectively expressed the view that there would be an adverse impact
on wildlife and the local environment as a result of the proposed development.
Boothstown and Ellenbrook local councillors further commented that there will be a
significant impact on wildlife, woodland and flora around areas to the north of the
Bridgewater Canal.
The Lancashire Wildlife Trust submitted detailed comments identifying the presence of
particular species on the site. The Trust also expressed the view that there should be
an analysis of the biodiversity value of the allocation (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).
It should be acknowledged in policy that the site lies adjacent to the Middle Wood SBI
and reference should be made to the Greater Manchester Wetland Nature Improvement
Area within which the proposed allocation lies (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).
GMEU commented that criterion 2 should be amended to refer to Shaw Brook being
landscaped as a high value demonstration site for enhancement of ecological potential
and as an ecological habitat and semi-natural open space with specific attention to
enhancing the habitat for water vole. They further stated that Criterion 2 may also
provide an opportunity to contribute to the GM Biodiversity Action Plan for black poplar
as a suitable site for planting of this species.
An individual commented that enhancements to Chat Moss would not be adequate
compensation for the loss of this area of Green Belt as Chat Moss is too far away.
The Lancashire Wildlife Trust made the following comments relating to criterion 7:



Clarity should be provided with regards to what is meant by a “significant”
contribution to the enhancement of Chat Moss as required by of the policy
It is unclear what is meant by Chat Moss – a definition is required for clarity
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Much of the mossland is in private ownership, so it is also unclear how the
requirement for improvement and restoration could be delivered
Chat Moss is large enough to absorb biodiversity compensation to off-set the
cumulative impacts of other land allocations, however further evidence and details need
to be provided (GMEU).
A full extended phase 1 habitat survey of the site and water framework assessment of
Shaw Brook be carried out as part of any planning application (GMEU).
Object to the allocation on the basis of the site’s biodiversity value (South Lancashire
Bat Group).
Community Infrastructure
Comments from individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, local ward councillors, local residents
groups, and the South Lancashire Bat Group collectively expressed the following views:


Concerns with regards to the capacity of existing community infrastructure and the
potential for the development of this site to worsen the situation.
 Primary and secondary schools together with doctor surgeries were referred to most
frequently, with concern also raised regarding the capacity of dentists, local
hospitals, chemists, shops, and leisure facilities.
New community infrastructure should be in place prior to occupation of any new
dwellings (individual).
Flood risk and water quality
The Environment Agency had no objection in principle to the release of sites in the
Green Belt, based on the number of waterbodies and local wildlife sites that bisect or
adjoin the site, but made the following comments:


1. Bullet point 2 – With regards to Shaw Brook, this should be strengthened to ensure
development seeks to ‘enhance’. Shaw Brook is currently at ‘poor’ status and the
policy should ‘protect and enhance’ rather than just ‘utilise’.
2. The use of sustainable urban drainage systems is supported. It is recommended
that the policy refers to “soft” or “green” SUDs.
3. Any development on peatland areas will need to be supported by a detailed
hydrological assessment which demonstrates that there is no detrimental
impact to the water environment.
4. Retaining open space of a minimum of 8 metres width adjoining Shaw Brook is
required and access to through the site to reach the watercourse must also be
provided.
The proposed housing allocation is affected by the Thirlmere Aqueduct and West East
Link Main. The Thirlmere Aqueduct lies to the western edge of the site and the
proposed allocation has the West East Link passing through it. United Utilities would
require an access strip either side for access and maintenance and to prevent damage
to the infrastructure. United utilities would also welcome GIS layers of allocations in
order to identify any of their interests that pass through the allocation.
United Utilities responded to the consultation noting that there are several pressurised
water mains and sewers cutting through the site. Also there are existing easements
which will need to be considered. Consideration must also be given to disposal of
surface water in the most sustainable way.
Green Belt
Given the amount of extra housing that is needed in Greater Manchester, this means
that some of the Green Belt will need to be developed (individual).
Comments from individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, local ward councillors, local residents
groups and CPRE collectively expressed the following views:
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There are sufficient, suitable previously developed sites (including vacant
employment sites) and empty homes to meet needs, and these and other options
should be fully explored before sites in the Green Belt are considered particularly
given that developing the Green Belt will harm regeneration.
 The Green Belt designation is a green wedge that prevents Astley and Boothstown
merging into each other as a result of urban sprawl
 Exceptional circumstances have not been adequately demonstrated to warrant loss
of Green Belt; the need for affordable homes and unmet housing need is unlikely to
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the very special
circumstances test to justify Green Belt development
 The site should not be released to meet targets for the whole of Greater Manchester
Developing parts of the Green Belt will harm the integrity and function of the remaining
Green Belt (Barbara Keeley MP).
Green Infrastructure
The site’s value to the community as a green space and a recreation asset (including
for walking) was identified in a large proportion of the comments received, and the
development of the site was strongly objected to on this basis. Furthermore 2
comments were received stating that open space should be protected for health and
well-being of residents.
There will be a potential loss of strategic green infrastructure associated with the
allocation (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).
It is possible that there will be adverse impacts to Chat Moss (CPRE Lancashire).
The proposed development would lead to the loss of farming land (individuals).
Development will lead to a loss of view across the fields (individual).
The release of the land for housing would impact on the special character of Astley
Green and the Bridgewater Canal corridor (Salford Conservative Group), whilst an
individual noted that Higher Green will disappear and become part of a vast housing
estate losing its intrinsic character.
The land would be much better put to use by developing it into a large park to
complement the RHS Bridgewater development (individual).
Highways and public transport
The following comments were made:


A new junction could take substantial amounts of traffic from the M60 onto the A580
The policy should be amended to ensure that commuted sums are provided to
ensure highways improvements
 A traffic and travel plan should be provided
 A traffic management plan should be prepared which considers the need for signal
controlled junctions at the roundabouts of Worsley Brow and reinstatement of a
dual carriageway access onto the M60 southbound at junction 13 before the smart
motorway scheme comes live
A number of respondents questioned how a new road would solve the traffic problems
in the area whilst others noted that although a new road is referenced in the plan text,
the location is not shown.
Comments were made that traffic congestion is already a major issue in the area and
further development would exacerbate the problem which are considered to be severe
at peak times by many. In particular the A572 Leigh Road, the A580 East Lancashire
Road, the A575 Walkden Road Junction 13 of the M60 and Worsley Road were
identified. Other roads mentioned were Leigh Road, Worsley roundabout approaching
from Barton Road, and Worsley Brow.



Concerns were expressed regarding the cumulative impact on traffic. Reference was
made to the RHS Bridgewater site, also existing and proposed residential
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developments, including some of the other GMSF allocations in Salford and the
adjoining authorities.
Many considered that the local road network cannot accommodate further development
without significant investment. In particular the NW Quadrant Study Stage 3 Report
(2016) identifies the issues with capacity of the M60 between junctions 8 to 18.
Consultees considered that the M60Smart Motorway will not alleviate congestion.
Changes / improvements to highways infrastructure will take at least 20 years. It is
commented that further development should not occur until the next version of the plan
is prepared, so by then plans for improvements for road infrastructure will be more
advanced (Ellenbrook and Boothstown councillors).
It was commented by a large number of residents that the area is poorly served by
public transport and has no tram/train station. One respondent commented that the tram
system should be extended to the Worsley and Boothstown area.
Capacity of the Leigh-Salford-Manchester guided busway was highlighted as an issue.
Others suggested that even if public transport were to be improved, this may have
limited impact on traffic due to lifestyles and the ingrained reliance on the car.
Existing public transport provision is not adequate to meet current demand. It is
commented that there are concerns that there are very few measures within the
council’s powers to ensure there is adequate means of public transport to discourage
residents from using cars (individual).
Housing
The Peel Group fully supported the development of the site, commenting that the land
represents a suitable, available and achievable development opportunity.
Although Peel support the allocation they have raised the following issues:
1) Criterion 7 requires development of the site to make a significant contribution to the
enhancement of Chat Moss. The reasoned justification states that this is as
compensation for the loss of Green Belt land. The Peel Group comment that such
an approach does not feature in national policy. By definition it is justified by the
exceptional circumstances which allow the land to be removed from the Green Belt
in the first place. It is then commented that it is unclear and questionable whether
such contributions satisfy the relevant legal tests of being necessary, directly
related, and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind, to the development. No
assessment has been undertaken of the potential impact of such contributions on
the viability and deliverability of housing development on the Site. Furthermore, no
evidence has been presented as to what actual enhancements might be made, by
whom and whether they are achievable. The Peel Group conclude that unless and
until these points can be addressed, this criterion must be omitted from Policy H3/2
to ensure it is sound and lawful.
2) Criteria 1-6 could be included in a masterplan and are capable of being delivered.
However, access to Chat Moss is currently not possible from the site and not be
achievable under Draft Policy 3/1. The words “and Chat Moss to the south” should
therefore be removed from criterion 3.
Landowners of Booths Bank Farm (Love Brothers Ltd) offered their support to the
redevelopment of the farm for housing. They noted that the site is accessible to local
services and public transport and therefore is considered to be a sustainable location
(Love Brothers Ltd). The redevelopment of the wider allocation is also supported with
low density high quality housing
Booths Bank Farm is a logical first phase of development of the site. It is relatively selfcontained and there is no reason why development on the site could not come forward
in advance of the majority of the allocation. It should be made clear that, despite the
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wording of Policy DP2, a masterplan for Booths Bank Farm will not be required (Love
Brothers Ltd).
The additional homes planned for Boothstown/Astley together with homes that have
already been built combined are commented to be excessive over development
(Boothstown and Ellenbrook councillors, individual).
More houses are needed but for first time buyers, (individuals).
The policy is not prescriptive enough to ensure the delivery of luxury housing, whilst a
maximum density is not set (individual).
One respondent commented that 50% of houses built should be affordable to first time
buyers. Areas including Broughton, Langworthy and Wigan were identified as suitable
locations to deliver this type of housing given the regenerative benefits this would have.
It was questioned whether there is a demand for extra housing in the local area and it
was noted that exiting the European Union will further reduce the need for new
dwellings.
Other local authorities should take on more of the burden of increasing housing
numbers.
There is a lack of affordable housing in the city due to the council selling off its stock
and the proliferation of private landlords. The number of empty properties was also
drawn attention to.
The development would be of poor quality, both in terms of construction and design.
The development of the site could also result in some existing residents choosing to
move out of the area.
Sports pitches
Any loss of any existing sports facilities / playing field will need to be fully justified by
clear reference to the Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy (Sport England).
Other issues
The Minerals and Waste Planning Unit welcome the acknowledgement that the site falls
within a minerals safeguarding area (individual).
The RHS garden development will be adversely affected by the allocation (Boothstown
and Ellenbrook councillors).
There is insufficient infrastructure as a whole to support the housing allocation
(individual).
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/2 LAND WEST OF BOOTHSTOWN, BOOTHSTOWN AND ELLENBROOK
Allocations involving development on land in Salford that is currently in the Green Belt are
now being considered solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than Salford’s Local Plan.
The site involving land west of Boothstown has not been allocated for housing development
in the Revised Draft GMSF, as it has been concluded that there are more sustainable sites
elsewhere in Salford and the rest of Greater Manchester that are available to meet subregional housing needs. Instead it is proposed that the land will remain as Green Belt.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality and noise pollution
Comments from individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, local ward councillors, and local residents
groups, collectively expressed the view that the potential health implications associated with
air pollution from cars and congestion will worsen as a result of development. The site
functions as a green lung in a built up city and this would be lost.
Barbara Keeley MPF further suggested that air quality is a significant issue for Salford, and
referred to a reported higher than average mortality figure attributable to air pollution, a
worse than average prevalence of respiratory problems, high levels of nitrogen dioxide
(recorded at junction 13 of the M60) and higher than average levels of carbon monoxide and
particulate matter.
Biodiversity
Chat Moss is large enough to absorb biodiversity compensation to off-set the cumulative
impacts of other land allocations, although a full extended phase 1 habitat survey of the site
and water framework assessment should be carried out as part of any planning application
(GMEU).
The site has biodiversity value and development would have an adverse impact on the local
environment (individuals, Barbara Keeley MP/ Boothstown and Ellenbrook councillors). In
particular Boothstown and Ellenbrook councillors commented that there will be a significant
impact on wildlife, woodland and flora around the Stirrup Brook, Whitehead Brook and areas
to the north of the Bridgewater Canal.
The Lancashire Wildlife Trust suggested the following additions to the policy:
Pond habitat must be retained and enhanced and connectivity maintained and improved
between the ponds and the wider ecological network
 Sufficient amphibian terrestrial habitat needs to be included in the provision of green
infrastructure
 It should be outlined which particular habitats for wildlife would be most important and
effective in maintaining, and preferably enhancing, the ecological network within the
allocation
The Lancashire Wildlife Trust submitted detailed comments identifying the presence of
particular species on the site. The Trust also expressed the view that there should be an
analysis of the biodiversity value of the allocation (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).
Community Infrastructure
Comments from individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, local ward councillors and local residents
groups collectively expressed the following views:




Concerns with regards to the capacity of existing community infrastructure and the
potential for the development of this site to worsen the situation

239

Primary and secondary schools together with doctors surgeries were referred to most
frequently, with concern also raised regarding the capacity of dentists, local hospitals,
chemists, local shops, and leisure facilities
 Shopping and community facilities should be provided on site
Flood risk and water quality
The Environment Agency has no objection in principle to the release of sites in the Green
Belt, based on the number of waterbodies and local wildlife sites that bisect or adjoin the
site, but comments there should be no deterioration of existing Water Framework Directive
bodies. Development should also enhance with any wildlife sites that connect with these
where possible.
A large part of the allocation is within flood zone 3 but is not referred to in the reasoned
justification. It is questioned by the Environment Agency whether the site has been subject
to a sequential test. The site should meet the exception test in paragraph 102 of the NPPF
(Environment Agency).
Retaining open space of a minimum of 8 metres width to Stirrup/Whitehead Brook is
required and access to through the site to reach the watercourse must also be provided
(Environment Agency).
Criterion 4 of the policy: With regards to Stirrup Brook and Whitehead Brook, this should be
strengthened to ensure development seeks to ‘enhance’. Both these waterbodies are
classified as been ‘poor’ and the policy should ‘protect and enhance’ rather than just ‘utilise’
(Environment Agency).
Criterion 5 of the policy: The use of sustainable urban drainage systems is supported. It is
recommended that the policy refers to “soft” or “green” SUDs (Environment Agency).
There are flooding and drainage issues towards the east of the site; development will affect
the natural drainage on the site and will increase the risk of flooding.
Green Belt
Comments from individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, local ward councillors, local residents
groups and CPRE between them expressed the following views:


There are sufficient, suitable previously developed sites (including vacant employment
sites) and empty homes to meet needs, and these and other options should be fully
explored before sites in the Green Belt are considered particularly given that developing
the Green Belt will harm regeneration.
 The Green Belt designation is a green wedge that prevents Astley and Boothstown
merging into each other as a result of urban sprawl
 Exceptional circumstances have not been adequately demonstrated to warrant loss of
Green Belt; the need for affordable homes and unmet housing need is unlikely to
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the very special
circumstances test to justify Green Belt development
 The site should not be released to meet targets for the whole of Greater Manchester
Developing parts of the Green Belt will harm the integrity and function of the remaining
Green Belt (Barbara Keeley MP).
Green Infrastructure
The site’s value to the community as a green space and a recreation asset (including for
walking) was identified in a large proportion of the comments received, and the development
of the site was strongly objected to on this basis. Furthermore 2 comments were received
stating that open space should be protected for health and well-being of residents.
It is possible that there will be adverse impacts to Chat Moss (CPRE Lancashire).
The proposed development would lead to the loss of farming land (individuals).
Development will lead to a loss of view across the fields (individual).
The release of the land for housing would impact on the special character of Astley Green
and the Bridgewater Canal corridor (Salford Conservative Group), whilst an individual noted
that Higher Green will disappear and become part of a vast housing estate losing its intrinsic
character.
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Highways and public transport
The following comments were made:
A new junction could take substantial amounts of traffic from the M60 onto the A580
The policy should be amended to ensure that commuted sums are provided to ensure
highways improvements
 A traffic and travel plan should be provided
 A traffic management plan should be prepared which considers the need for signal
controlled junctions at the roundabouts of Worsley Brow and reinstatement of a dual
carriageway access onto the M60 southbound at junction 13 before the smart motorway
scheme comes live
 A new orbital motorway is needed which connects the M56, M62, M61 and M66 to
reduce traffic on the M60
Various comments were made regarding access to the site as follows:



Object to taking access from Vicars Hall Lane
Primary access routes from the A580 appear acceptable, however there is no
southbound access on to the M60 from this locality and drivers will be forced to leave
the A580 to join the A572 Walkden Road and join the motorway at Worsley Brow
causing additional congestion
Comments were made that traffic congestion is already a major issue in the area and further
development would exacerbate the problem. In particular the A572 Leigh Road, the A580
East Lancashire Road, Junction 13 of the M60 and Worsley Road were identified as being
problematic at peak travel times. Other roads mentioned were Walkden Road, Leigh Road
and Worsley Brow (individuals).



Many considered that the local road network cannot accommodate further development
without significant investment. In particular the NW Quadrant Study Stage 3 Report (2016)
identifies the issues with capacity of the M60 between junctions 8 to 18. Consultees
considered that the M60Smart Motorway will not alleviate congestion.
Changes / improvements to highways infrastructure will take at least 20 years. It is
commented that further development should not occur until the next version of the plan is
prepared, so by then plans for improvements for road infrastructure will be more advanced
(Ellenbrook and Boothstown councillors).
The GMSF allocation states that the site will not be released until for development until
major improvements in the public transport are secured along the A580 but the Salford local
plan policy sets out the development of the site will need to “be phased with the delivery of
major improvements to public transport along the A580” (Highways England).
It was commented by a large number of residents that the area is poorly served by public
transport and has no tram/train station. One respondent commented that the tram system
should be extended to Worsley and Boothstown, whilst another commented that the site is
some distance from the Guided Busway and Walkden train station with no options to travel
to south Manchester.
No mention of what form the rapid transit system would take along the A580 (individual). It
was also noted that there are no dedicated bus lanes for the Guided Busway along the
busiest stretches of the route.
Existing public transport provision is not adequate to meet current demand. It is commented
that there are concerns that there are very few measures within the council’s powers to
ensure there is adequate means of public transport to discourage residents from using cars
(individual).
Housing
The Peel Group fully support the allocation of the site, commenting that the land represents
a suitable, available and achievable development opportunity, and consider that there are
exceptional circumstances to justify the release of the land from the Green Belt.
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Although Peel support the allocation they have raised the following issues:
1) Criterion 9 requires development of the site to make a significant contribution to the
enhancement of Chat Moss. The reasoned justification states that this is as
compensation for the loss of Green Belt land. The Peel Group comment that such an
approach does not feature in national policy. By definition it is justified by the exceptional
circumstances which allow the land to be removed from the Green Belt in the first place.
It is then commented that it is unclear and questionable whether such contributions
satisfy the relevant legal tests of being necessary, directly related, and fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind, to the development. No assessment has been
undertaken of the potential impact of such contributions on the viability and deliverability
of housing development on the Site. Furthermore, no evidence has been presented as
to what actual enhancements might be made, by whom and whether they are
achievable. The Peel Group conclude that unless and until these points can be
addressed, this criterion must be omitted from Policy H3/2 to ensure it is sound and
lawful.
2) Access to Chat Moss is not currently possibe from the site and will not be achievable
under Policy H3/2. The words “and Chat Moss to the south” should therefore be
removed from criterion 6.
3) Concern over infrastructure investment and comment unrealistic expectations are placed
on development proposals through the policy. It is not viable or appropriate for the
development to be solely responsible for infrastructure funding that is needed to address
exiting problems or would provide benefits beyond the development itself. This is
particularly the case where proposed infrastructure is strategic in nature
4) The development will generate demand for new primary school places, but no work has
been done by either Salford or Wigan to determine whether additional places through
expansion of existing schools or a new school would be needed. It is inappropriate for
and premature for the policy to suggest a preferred solution. If a school is to be provided
on site, there is no reason why this would need to be located on the Salford side of the
allocation. The policy should be amended to highlight the need to assess the
requirement for new primary school places as part of the development and that a
strategy for this will need to be identified and agreed
5) Peel agree that criteria 2-6 can be included in a masterplan for the site and are capable
of being delivered by the site.
The additional homes planned for Boothstown/Astley together with homes that have already
been built combined are commented to be excessive over development (Boothstown and
Ellenbrook councillors, individual).
More houses are needed but for first time buyers, whilst the area needs 1 or 2 bed
apartments/bungalows for retired people (individuals).
The policy is not prescriptive enough to ensure the delivery of luxury housing, whilst a
maximum density is not set (individual).
The need for new dwellings in GM is too high, particularly given the estimated growth in
population from the 65+ age group is very uncertain and the lower immigration due to Brexit
(individual).
Development will lead to a loss of value of the properties adjacent to the proposed site
(individual).
Other issues
Planning obligations should be sought from the development towards public realm
improvements in the local area (individual).
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The Minerals and Waste Planning Unit welcome the acknowledgement that the site falls
within a minerals safeguarding area (individual).
There is insufficient infrastructure as a whole to support the housing allocation (individual).
The RHS garden development will be adversely affected by the allocation (Boothstown and
Ellenbrook councillors).
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/3 LAND WEST OF HAYES ROAD, CADISHEAD
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/1 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Buffer
Recent technical work has suggested that the buffer zone for noise
and odour under criterion 2 is not required (part landowner of the
site).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Urban Vision (UV) air and noise team have been consulted on the
technical work referred to as part of this representation and the
provision of a buffer. Although they consider that the site could be
designed and laid out in order to meet certain noise standards
without a buffer, they concluded that non-opening windows and
mechanical ventilation etc is not good practice. The potential
requirement for a buffer is therefore retained in the policy; however
UV recognise that an alternative to a buffer may be acceptable so
long as a high degree of mitigation is provided and that residents are
still able to enjoy a high level of amenity. The policy has been
amended to provide this flexibility. Specific reference in the
justification to a buffer of 30-50m wide has been deleted to
recognise that the precise width of any buffer will be considered in
more detail at the planning application stage.
UV has also stated that future residents may complain about the
surrounding employment uses which may potentially restrict their
operating conditions. Given this, reference has been added to the
policy to require that any buffer / mitigation safeguards the future of
the industrial site.

Community infrastructure
The site is appropriate for housing development providing that the
appropriate infrastructure is in place (SCC Conservative Group).
Concerns over insufficient capacity of local schools, medical clinics
and dentists (local councillor and an individual).

Support for the site is welcomed, and other policies of the plan would
help to ensure appropriate infrastructure provision.
It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
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existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers.



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will need to enable an
increase in school places where there is a projected shortfall,
so as to avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to
travel longer distances to school. This will generally be

through a financial contribution to the expansion of an
existing school, however in some cases developments will
need to incorporate additional school provision within their
sites, which is a requirement of some of the larger site
allocations. Policy ED3 requires that the additional school
places are delivered before demand exceeds existing
capacity.
Green infrastructure
Any development should contribute to the enhancement of access
along the Manchester Ship Canal (GMEU).

Housing
Sufficient flexibility is required to enable some apartments in addition
to houses given the noise constraints (part landowner of the site).

Support for new housing in Irlam and Cadiahead (Hamilton Davies
Trust, local councillor and an individual).
An additional 1,300 new properties in Irlam and Cadishead is an
appropriate level of new housing, on developments not exceeding
200 houses (Hamillton Davies Trust).

A footpath is provided on Cadishead Way along the southern
boundary to the allocation, whilst there is an existing grass verge
fronting onto the Canal. In addition the introduction / justification to
the policy is clear that an attractive green frontage to Cadishead
Way will be required, given its prominence and surroundings. Given
this, it is considered unreasonable to require any development to
contribute to the enhancement of access along the Manchester Ship
Canal, from which the site is separated by Cadishead Way.
The policy has been amended to refer to the site being developed
for around 200 dwellings, with this indicatively being comprise of 165
houses and 35 apartments. The introduction / justification to the
policy states that “The accessibility and design context of the site
means that it would be suitable for reasonably high density houses
and potentially a small number of apartments in the most accessible
parts of the site.”
Support welcomed.
Policy H3 of the Revised Draft Local Plan identifies the potential for
around 1,570 dwellings in Irlam and Cadishead over the plan period
(2018-37). This is made up of around 1,300 on land to the north of
Irlam Station that is allocated for housing in the revised draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (with 300 more homes being
delivered on this site after 2037) and around 270 dwellings on other
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sites that have been identified in the area (including this allocation).
This represents 5% of the total dwellings to be provided between
2018 and 2037 across the city and is considered to be an
appropriate scale.
As noted above the land north of Irlam Station has the potential to be
developed for 1,600 new homes in total. This is considered to
represent a sustainable site that has excellent accessibility to the
train station. Limiting new developments to 200 dwellings would
arbitrarily restrict the potential to take advantage of the train station.
Apart from this allocation, there are no sites in the area outside of
the Green Belt that are considered to be developable with the
capacity to accommodate up to 200 dwellings.
Need to provide social and affordable housing for purchase as well
as more expensive housing, as well as 2 bed bungalows for disabled
and ageing people (local councillor and an individual).

Policy H7 of the revised draft plan sets out the approach to
affordable housing across the city; as the site lies in a mid-value
area the policy expectation is that 20% of any houses and 10% of
apartments should be affordable (made up of social rented,
affordable rented and shared ownership dwellings). Aside from the
affordable housing requirements the dwellings would be for open
market sale.
Policy D7 and H10 of the revised draft plan require that where
practicable, all new dwellings should meet the accessible and
adaptable standard under requirement M4(2) of Schedule 1 to the
Building Regulations 2010 for England, except where this is
impracticable due to site specific constraints. Policy H10 further
requires that in developments of over 100 dwellings (such as this
allocation) shall incorporate housing provision specifically targeted at
older people. This could include 2 bed bungalows.

All new dwellings should have gardens and private parking rather
than having to rely on on-street parking.

Policy D7 of the Revised Draft Local Plan (criterion 3) requires that
all residential development should provide an appropriate level of
outdoor amenity space that reflects the type and size of each new
dwelling.
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The introduction / justification to Policy A8 of the Revised Draft Local
Plan states that the level of parking provision within developments
should ensure that sufficient car and motorcycle parking is provided
to promote social inclusion and support the successful functioning of
developments (paragraph 13.19).This policy establishes maximum
car parking standards for residential developments, but is also clear
that the amount of car parking within developments should not lead
to a level of off street parking that would have an unacceptable
impact on the operation of the highway network, environmental
quality or residential amenity.
Principle of development
The site is suitable, available and achievable for new housing
development and come come forward before 2026 (part landowner
of the site).
Other significant changes made to policy H3/3
Change
A new criterion has been added to the policy (revised policy criterion
3) to state the following;

Comments noted.

Reason for change

“Incorporate measures to mitigate against potential groundwater
flooding and avoid built development within the small area of the site
identified as being in flood zone 2”.

The entire site is within an area of shallow groundwater, meaning
that the water naturally present in the ground may be quite close to
the surface at this location. This increases the risk of groundwater
flooding. In addition, a small area of the site is in Flood Zone 2. This
is along the boundary with Cadishead Way and from a flood risk
perspective built development in this area should be avoided.

A new criterion has been added to the policy (revised policy criterion
4) to state the following:

United Utilities has advised that there are sewers running under
parts of the site.

“Retain easements for the utilities infrastructure that runs beneath
the site”.
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A new criterion has been added to the policy (revised policy criterion
5) to state the following:

To help meet the need for allotments across the city and reflect the
requirements of policy R2 of the revised draft plan.

“Provide 10 allotment plots, each 125m2 in size, within the site”.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/4 WESTERN CADISHEAD AND IRLAM, CADISHEAD AND IRLAM
Allocations involving development on land in Salford that is currently in the Green Belt are
now being considered solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than Salford’s Local Plan.
Issues raised in relation to Draft Local Plan policy H3/4 are summarised below and have
been taken into account in the drafting of GM Allocation 32 (North of Irlam Station) in the
Revised Draft GMSF. The size of the allocation has decreased substantially from 289
hectares to 65 hectares, with the proposed amount of housing reduced from 2,250 dwellings
to 1,600 dwellings.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality and noise pollution
A large number of comments expressed the view that the potential health implications
associated with air pollution from cars and congestion will worsen as a result of development.
The site functions as a green lung in a built up city and this would be lost.
Many of the comments further suggested that this site (as part of Chat Moss) has a
particularly important role in lowering the city’s carbon footprint given that it acts as a carbon
sink.
A local residents group stated that an Air Quality Management Area has already been
declared in this part of the city and further development will lead to a significant breach in air
quality limits - no solutions to existing problems have been identified.
A small number of comments were received with regards to the potential for noise pollution as
a result of the development, especially from vehicle movements.
Agricultural land
The site’s agricultural value was highlighted in a large number of the comments as follows:
High grade agricultural land is a very limited resource in the UK and Greater Manchester
The importance of future food production was stressed having regard to the proposed exit
from the European Union
 Higher value agricultural land is afforded elevated status in the NPPF and Natural
England’s 2011 White Paper (The Natural Choice)
 The removal of the Common Agricultural Policy (paid farmers not to grow) is likely to bring
land back into food production
 Local food growing has an education and health value
 Crops are currently grown on the land (as well as turf)
 The land could be used for allotments so local people can grow their own food
Whilst there is some anecdotal evidence which suggests that limited areas should be
downgraded from grade 1 (assuming wetness class III soils are grade 2), there is no evidence
of the inability of the land to produce flexibly or consistently.
A soil survey should be undertaken to determine the quality of the land.
The proposed allocation conflicts with policy GB3 Farm diversification (criteria 1 and 3) of the
draft local plan.
Biodiversity
A very large number of the comments raised were made with regards to the loss of or impact
on wildlife and the natural environment. A large number of the comments cited the presence
of particular species, most frequently birds. Reference was made to the site being important
for breeding birds, farmland birds and birds identified on the RSPB’s red/amber lists.
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Aside from birds, others suggest that the site is important as an area for priority habitats
including mature trees and established hedgerows.
The plan should be seeking to provide net gains in biodiversity as directed by the NPPF.
A large number of comments questioned how Chat Moss could be enhanced, given that
development will result in the loss of wildlife/endangered species, building on the moss and
removal of peat.
A local resident group expressed concerns with regards to the loss/disruption of peat with
comments highlighting its value, including: its ability to support wildlife habitats, archaeology,
climate change adaptation/mitigation, carbon storage, water quality, flood prevention,
collecting/supplying drinking water, providing breathing spaces and creating a sense of place
Natural England and The Lancashire Wildlife Trust challenged how the enhancements to
Chat Moss as referred to in the policy would be delivered, and suggested that further
consideration should be given to the Nature Improvement Area within which the site is
located.
A local resident group stated that restoration of the mosslands can mitigate climate change,
store carbon, and safeguard wildlife. The mosslands fall within the GM wetlands project.
Natural England and local resident groups noted that the site allocation policy fails to identify
the site’s proximity to Holcroft Moss SSSI (part of Manchester Mosses SAC). Criterion 13
should be amended to reflect this. They further commented that:


Compensation measures, as described in paragraph 9.25 should be ‘like for like’ fit for
purpose habitat creation.
 The requirement for water vole and bird surveys is supported and reference is made to
standing advice for protected species.
 Development close to the SSSI must be sensitive to hydrological and air quality impacts.
Nitrogen loads exceed critical load levels for this designation
The Lancashire Wildlife Trust made the following comments:


Criterion 12 is aimed at minimising further degradation, and that only of the mineral peat’s
passive carbon storage capacity, rather than active carbon sequestration by lowland
raised mire.
 Criterion 13 does not define what is meant by ‘significant.’ Due to different ownerships, it
is unclear how, where and for how long restoration and improvement could be delivered
or the area defined as Chat Moss.
 There are opportunities for restoration and enhancement of the severed north-south
ecological network across the M62.
 An additional requirement ‘to ensure continued and enhanced functionality for wildlife of
the green infrastructure corridor adjacent to the Glaze Brook’ is suggested.
GMEU expressed some concerns with regards to the allocation, noting that there are records
of protected and priority species in this area. They also commented as follows:







There is a potential cumulative impact of this allocation and those in Boothstown
In the absence of significant mitigation or compensation, there may be significant negative
impacts on biodiversity contrary to the NPPF
A large area of potentially restorable mossland would be lost as a result of development
There is a need for more detail of potential mitigation / compensation for potential
ecological harm
Criterion 13 – it is questioned whether land is available in Chat Moss for extensive off
setting and therefore the GMEU provisionally objects to the allocation based on lack of
evidence that off-site compensation can be guaranteed.
Given the complexity of the habitats involved, an SPD should be produced detailing the
level of contribution and off-set areas within Chat Moss
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CPRE and local resident groups questioned the impact on Cadishead Moss SBI.
Brownfield sites
The views expressed by some of the local community suggest that there are brownfield sites
in the area which they believe are not being considered and could be developed for housing
ahead of releasing land in the Green Belt, with some suggesting that up to 1,500 dwellings
could be accommodated on brownfield sites in the local area. Various sites suggested in the
representations included:
Kingsland Wines
Council offices site at Astley Road
Demolished Cadishead Lion public house; Vacant Dawson’s Garage site
Disused trailer park on the old steelworks site
Land between Boysnope Wharf and the Golf Course
Land on the north side of Cadishead Way between Lanstar and the junction with Roseway
Avenue.
The city council should be looking to compulsory purchase brownfield sites (AAARD), and
deliver high density development on them.
Some of the comments made by the local community suggest that the amount of housing
proposed to be delivered on brownfield sites in Irlam and Cadishead only represents a very
small proportion (8.16%) of the area’s housing requirement, and therefore doesn’t meet wider
plan objectives to deliver 80% of housing on brownfield sites.
Community Infrastructure
The following comments were made:







Concerns with regards to the insufficient capacity of community infrastructure and the
potential for further development to worsen the issue in an area where existing facilities
are already at capacity and many have already been withdrawn
 Existing infrastructure and addressing problems with it, should be the priority before new
homes are built
 Primary and secondary schools together with doctors surgeries were referred to most
frequently as having capacity issues, with concern also raised regarding the capacity of
dentists, emergency services, local hospitals, chemists, local shops, social care, utilities
and leisure facilities
 One respondent highlighted the need for a clubhouse/pitches for Irlam Vale FC
 There are difficulties recruiting teachers and doctors
 There should be a firm commitment within the policy to deliver the infrastructure first
(schools, medical facilities and recreation opportunities)
 No details on how the community infrastructure required will be delivered
It was questioned by some individuals where a new local centre could be provided within the
site which can offer easy access to local facilities and public transport.
The CCG has suggested that criterion 6) should refer to ‘a range of health services’ rather
than ‘a new health centre offering GP and dental services.’


The CCG went on to explain that it would work in partnership with wider health and social
care providers to look at service needs, and notes that the development would generate
significant additional demand on primary and other health care services and it is advised that
the development of a health facility will be a lengthy process.
A local residents group commented that part of the site is some distance from the existing
urban area and doesn’t offer easy access to community facilities or opportunities to integrate
well with the neighbourhood, which for older people will be important.
Extent of the allocation
Some of the comments expressed concerns with regards to the overall size of the allocation,
suggesting that this does not represent an efficient use of land and a much smaller area is
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required to accommodate the development. It was suggested the current allocation could
accommodate over 10,000 dwellings.
Hamilton Davies Trust considered that the policy should state how many hectares of the
allocation are required to accommodate development, and highlighted that some parts of the
site are less isolated and have better access than others.
The Irlam and Cadishead Branch Labour Party opposed the size of the development and
considered that it should be reduced to 160 hectares and that a local plan must be in place
before any planning applications are considered.
Flood risk and water quality
A large number of representations considered that the site currently offers flood protection,
and raised concerns that its development would increase flood risk in the area.
A local residents group specifically commented that the western extent of the site is subject to
significant risk of surface water flooding and there will be an increase in surface water
flooding in the area as a result of the development
The existing sewer system is at capacity and results in localised flooding.
The Environment Agency highlighted that the site’s development would need to be subject to:
A hydrological assessment of the impacts on controlled waters
No deterioration of existing WFD waterbody or key green infrastructure assets such as
Glaze Brook
 Where feasible, the enhancement of ecological and hydro morphology of poor riparian
corridor, and create links with any priority wetland/ peatland habitats that adjoin this
Green Belt
A small number of comments were received, which considered that, if this site is developed,
the rest of Chat Moss should be protected, whilst an individual stated that the loss of 4% of
the Green Belt does not seem a bad compromise.
A very large number of the comments received objected to the loss of Green Belt. These
comments raised the following issues:



There are sufficient, suitable previously developed sites (see brownfield site section
above) and empty homes to meet needs, and these and other options should be fully
explored before sites in the Green Belt are considered particularly given that developing
the Green Belt will harm regeneration.
 The Green Belt in this location performs the functions for it set out in the NPPF (such as
preventing urban sprawl); its loss is contrary to paragraphs 79 and 85 of the NPPF
 Exceptional circumstances have not been adequately demonstrated to warrant loss of
Green Belt; the need for affordable homes and unmet housing need is unlikely to
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the very special
circumstances test to justify Green Belt development
 Release of the site would set a precedent for further loss of Green Belt
 The Green Belt at Chat Moss has historic and scientific value and is the most unique in
Greater Manchester
 The site should not be released to meet targets for the whole of Greater Manchester
Planning for Our Future commented that should there be a requirement to release Green Belt
land, they considered that land east of Irlam should be released, having regard to significant
urban sprawl already taken place in this location and the impact of the Port Salford expansion
on the site’s ability to perform its Green Belt function.
A joint venture of landowners considered that Green Belt assessment scores the parcels of
land too generously.
A local resident stated that they did not agree with the classification given to the land in the
GM Green Belt Assessment. They considered that it should be reclassified as ‘performs
strongly’ having regard to their own site visits, wildlife and community value, previous
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planning decisions made on the Green Belt, and the historic reasons for establishing Green
Belt
Green Infrastructure
A very large number of respondents highlighted the site’s value to the local community as a
green space, recreation asset (with walking and cycling being most frequently cited) and
education resource. The development of this site was strongly objected to on this basis.
The site should not be developed given that it provides health and well-being benefits, with
Barbara Keeley MP highlighting that 39% of adults in Salford are classed as being inactive,
with premature deaths and cost being identified as being implications of this. She went on to
say that research indicates that green spaces have a positive impact on mental well-being,
alleviate symptoms of various medical conditions, benefit children’s development and
encourage social interaction
The green infrastructure network has an important ecological function, providing habitats for
plants and promoting movement, contributing to the attractiveness of places and promoting
good health. Development on existing wildlife sites should be avoided and better links
between sites promoted.
GMEU support the significant green infrastructure proposed in the site and developer
contributions to Chat Moss, and considers that it could theoretically support 65 hectares of
development and 220 hectares of green infrastructure depending on the detail in the
masterplan and evidence that compensation can occur.
Peel has also challenged the requirement in policy GI3 of the Draft Local Plan that
development on the four sites proposed to be taken out of the Green Belt around Chat Moss
should make a significant contribution to the enhancement of Chat Moss, suggesting that
removing land from the Green Belt does not require compensation.
Peel notes that the H3/4 allocation has a direct and significant impact on the mossland area
and therefore considers that this requirement may be more capable of satisfying legal tests
given the potential for the impact on the mossland landscape.
Heritage
Farming is an important part of the area’s heritage; this would be lost with the development on
agricultural land.
The site contains a scheduled ancient monument and a grade II listed building. Historic
England strongly objected to the allocation and considered that the principle of development
could not be considered to be acceptable without an assessment of the effects on the historic
environment. They further stated that the requirement for an archaeological assessment
should be included in the policy
Highways and public transport
A large number of local residents expressed significant concerns with regards to existing
congestion issues in the area and considered that these issues should be addressed. The
proposed allocation would exacerbate existing problems. Congestion on the A57, as the
single road in and out of the area, was highlighted as a particular concern, with some people
commenting on the impact congestion has on emergency response times.
Congestion on the M60 impacts on the operation of the A57, both in terms of encouraging ‘rat
running’ through the area and bringing traffic to a standstill on the A57 at peak times.
Reference was made to the key findings from the NW Quadrant Study Stage 3 Report (2016).
Comments suggested that the existing capacity issues could not be resolved due to the
surrounding motorway and waterway network, and others stressed the need for additional
roads and bridge crossings into the area to address the existing problems.
Concerns were also expressed with regards to the cumulative impact of existing and
proposed developments, including:
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Housing development at Carrington
Port Salford – some suggested that the impact of this will be greater than initially
anticipated should the rail link not be delivered, whilst others queried the transport
assessments that have accompanied planning applications for the site
The AJ Bell Stadium
HS2 construction

Many of the representations criticised the plan for its lack of transport solutions, suggesting
that, with the exception of the link road, no details are provided as to how the local road
network will be improved to accommodate the development proposed. An individual
commented that WGIS will not assist in resolving existing congestion issues.
Infrastructure solutions identified by the local community included:








Using Barton Moss Road as an alternative route for a link road
A link road connecting Cadishead, Glazebrook and the M62
A new junction on the M62 and a new road to Flixton or Partington
A relief route to the M61 west of Bolton
At the Crossville Interchange, vehicles from Cadishead Way should be directed before
leaving Cadishead Way to the outside lane leaving the inside lane for vehicles from the
B5320
Bridge over the River Glaze to the B5212 in Warrington, access to the M62 and over the
MSC
A Road/cycle crossing across the Manchester Ship Canal using the old railway bridge at
Cadishead would ease congestion at Barton toll

An individual questioned what new road links would be provided between the development
and the A57/M62/M60/M6.
A small number of the comments suggested that the access routes into the site are not
suitable due to their width, weight, capacity and current function. Specifically issues around
on street parking creating access challenges and potential road safety issues due to
schools/sports facilities on these streets was raised.
The Hamilton Davies Trust considered that site access via existing routes is difficult (Astley
Road is challenging and Glazebrook Lane may be preferable to New Moss Road).
Highways England noted that despite the significant size of the site, no mitigatory measures
are discussed, and considers that a transport evidence base and infrastructure delivery plan
is required to enable the allocation to be fully evaluated. Mitigatory measures to support the
allocation and consideration of transport impacts should take account of proposals in
neighbouring local authority areas (e.g. employment and housing development in Carrington)
and Port Salford in the context of a western corridor of movement (Highways England).
A large number of respondents identified problems with the area’s public transport provision,
with suggestions that existing services are limited, overcrowded and unreliable, and in the
cases of buses, affected by congestion and do not serve the whole area.
Many of the comments highlighted that Irlam Station has limited disabled access, only has a
small car park, whilst services do not go directly to some of the main places of work (e.g.
Trafford Park and Salford Quays).
The need for the plan to identify solutions and direct more investment to the area was
identified; this should be implemented before any housing development begins.
Calls were made for:


Reopening redundant rail lines running through Cadishead
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Cycle links to the station
Improved public transport links to Port Salford to reduce the traffic impact
The Metrolink to be extended to serve the area (i.e. it should be extended beyond Port
Salford).
Housing
A very small number of local residents expressed support for the allocation, suggesting that
some more housing and infrastructure is needed in the area.
The site allocation was supported by some individuals (including Mark Upton and Alan Moss)
and organisations with an interest in the land, and the representations indicate that these land
interests are generally located in the eastern part of the site.




Persimmon Homes indicated that it would support a lower level of housing development on
the eastern part of the site between Irlam and Moss Road, and considered that 2,040
dwellings (type not specified) could be accommodated within a reduced 116 hectare site. A
vision and masterplan document was submitted by Persimmon in support of this, which
outlined:






A local centre/school, sports pitches, Neighbourhood Park, SUDS ponds and
health/retirement care centre.
7 access points at MacDonald Road, Astley Road (north and south), Roscoe Road,
Victoria Road, Springfield Road, School Lane
Land in the north east of the site is identified as being immediately deliverable, not subject
to technical constraints and is proposed as an early phase - initial work on site access,
potential for restoration to lowland raised bog, flood risk and ecological value has been
completed for this part of the site
The policy should not be too prescriptive with regards to requirements associated with the
development as flexibility will be required as circumstances change

Wainhomes supported the inclusion of its site (a 3.8 hectare site located within the eastern
part of the proposed allocation and also within the area being promoted by Persimmon
Homes) within the proposed allocation, and indicated that it is a deliverable site, which is not
considered to be integral to the function of the wider Green Belt. Wainhomes indicates that
the site could accommodate 115 family homes. The representation included a report which
briefly considered the Green Belt, landscape character and visual amenity, ecology and
arboriculture matters.
Network Rail proposed a small addition to the site boundary on land to the south of the
railway line.
The general thrust of the comments made by the local community was that too many
dwellings are being proposed in the area, particularly given:







The view that there is no need for new housing, or for the level of housing proposed in the
area, especially having regard to the implications of the UK’s proposed exit from the
European Union
Existing infrastructure is inadequate, crime will increase, quality of life will be reduced, and
the area will be overburdened
The impact development would have on the character of the area having regard to the
number of existing dwellings in Irlam and Cadishead
Recent housing developments that have taken place in the area have lead to a saturation
point being reached
The number of properties for sale in the area
Concerns over increased housing density in the area

The six local ward councillors submitted a joint statement explaining that they disagree with
the scale of housing proposed (2,250 new houses) in the allocation and the removal of 730
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acres of land from the Green Belt in Irlam and Cadishead. They also confirmed that they did
not consider that 1,400 houses (as promoted by Peel) should be built on the Boysnope Golf
Course (land to the east of Irlam).
The Hamilton Davies Trust indicated that it would support a lower level of housing in Irlam
and Cadishead (around 1,300 dwellings) and would support the widening of the area rather
than the lengthening of it.
One respondent suggested that a maximum of 400 new dwellings should be planned for.
Planning for Our Future considered that sites identified as having the potential to be used for
housing in Appendix 6 of the sustainability appraisal (sites discounted as alternative options
for local plan allocations) must be included in the overall figures as this would remove the
requirement for this site to be developed.
McCarthy and Stone supported the positive approach in seeking to provide housing for older
people through this allocation, having regard to the shortfall in specialist accommodation for
the older population.
Some of the comments questioned where the housing for older people is being proposed,
whether there is a demand for this and what is meant by ‘a significant amount.
The development industry made some challenges to the 40% affordable housing requirement
included in the policy.
Persimmon commented that the affordable housing requirements must be realistic and
deliverable and have regard to abnormal costs e.g. contribution to Chat Moss.
The Irlam and Cadishead consortium of landowners suggested that whilst the area has the
same requirement as a premium value area, it is located adjacent to a mid-value area and a
significant distance from a mid to high, high or premium value area.
The Peel Group commented that the 40% affordable housing requirement should be removed
from the policy. It is not included in other allocations and would be subject to the tests in H7.
Some of the comments from the local community also questioned whether the affordable
housing proposed will be delivered due to the high build costs associated with building on the
mosslands. Others from the local community considered that the amount of affordable
housing to be provided is not significant, and raised concerns that most of the housing would
be for people moving into the area for work and questioned whether the housing provided will
be affordable.
Other comments suggest that there is a shortage of affordable housing in the local area and
affordable housing is needed
It was suggested that some higher value housing and bungalows with disabled access for the
elderly should be provided, and that all housing should have gardens and sufficient car
parking.
Landscape
A limited number of the comments expressed concerns with regards to the impact of the
allocation on landscape value. In particular:




The flat, open and tranquil character of the area will be lost
The proposal will change the character of the mossland and result in the loss of an
attractive landscape
A countryside survey suggests that hedgerows have declined in length and that the
botanical diversity of field margins declined. Chat Moss retains the patchwork of field
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boundaries and fields where in many cases these patterns have been destroyed or
weakened
Land stability
A large number of the comments highlighted that the site is constrained by deep peat
deposits and that building will be difficult and expensive, as will the cost of delivering
infrastructure. Concerns were expressed that this will result in the community having to pay
for infrastructure and that high build costs will result in high house prices.
The Irlam and Cadishead Branch Labour Party considered that the whole of the site should
be surveyed to ascertain the suitability of the land to accommodate development.
Public consultation
Concerns were expressed that residents were unaware of the plan and have been
disadvantaged with insufficient time to formulate a response, that there has been little
opportunity for the community to be involved in masterplanning to date ,and that comments
from the previous stages of consultation have not been taken into account
Other issues
Warrington Council requested further discussion with regards to access, infrastructure
requirements and implications for land within their local authority area.
Further evidence to assess the site’s development potential, feasibility issues and
environmental and technical constraints is required (The Peel Group).
A sequential approach to site selection is required. IC014 (land to the east of Irlam) should be
prioritised over this site reflecting its more sustainable location (The Peel Group).
Litter and parking are existing issues which will be exacerbated by the additional
development.
Developing housing in the centre of the site offers opportunities to utilise the Irlam and
Cadishead college site for education uses (Hamilton Davies Trust).
Irlam and Cadishead was not identified in the inspector’s report on the Core Strategy as a
suitable location to accommodate the additional dwellings required beyond the urban area
(AAARD).
Reference to the fact the site lies within a minerals safeguarding area should be made
(MWPU).
It is essential that City West is involved in the development of the site due to its proximity to
existing stock (to ensure it is complementary) and potential routes through this to access the
development (For Viva).
A number of respondents stated that the plan should set out exactly what the development
will comprise, including details of infrastructure and mitigation measures. Residents should be
able to review the masterplan and be kept informed of it.
The Consortium of Landowners considered that criterion 10 is unnecessary and that some
dwellings may need to be demolished where they are located in strategically important
positions.
An individual noted that there is a need for greater clarity to explain how some of the issues
identified in the policy will be addressed, including criteria 9, 11 and 12.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/5 CHARLESTOWN RIVERSIDE
Land that formed part of housing allocation H3/5 in the Draft Local Plan has been split into 2 separate sites in the Revised Draft Local
Plan (policy references H9/2 (Castle Irwell) and H9/3 (Land east of Langley Road)). Land that formed part of the Draft Local Plan
allocation which now has planning permission and is under construction for housing is not allocated in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan

Flood risk and water quality
Any proposals must retain open space of a minimum of 8 metres
width adjoining the main river watercourse (River Irwell) and access
through the site to reach the watercourse must also be provided
(Environment Agency)

Reference has been added to revised draft plan allocations H9/2 and
H9/3 requiring that development shall provide an eight metre
easement to the River Irwell to allow for access and maintenance
(criterion 4 in both of the policies).

Need to ensure that there is no deterioration of the existing WFD
waterbody and key green infrastructure asset of the River Irwell as
part of any development (Environment Agency).
Seek to enhance the ecology and hydromorphology of the River
Irwell, link this with any adjoining local wildlife sites and new urban
wetland, and look to include new multi species fish easement on
Littleton Road weir, helping achieve multiple environmental /
ecosystem benefits (Environment Agency / GMEU)

New developments within the allocation should make a contribution
to the new urban wetland at Castle Irwell (Environment Agency).

Reference has been added to revised draft plan allocations H9/2 and
H9/3 requiring that development shall support the improvement of
the water environment of the River Irwell, and contribute to the other
North West River Basin Management Plan objectives in accordance
with policy WA2 of the plan (criterion 3 and criterion 2 respectively).
Reference has also been added to revised draft plan allocations
H9/2 and H9/3 requiring that development shall make a positive
contribution to the character, environmental quality and public
amenity value of the River Irwell, in accordance with policy D9
(criterion 2 and criterion 1 respectively). Policy D9 further goes on to
require that development shall enhance the role of the waterway
corridor within the green infrastructure network, including by
supporting improvements to biodiversity, water quality and flood risk
management (criterion 5).
Given the new urban wetland at Castle Irwell has already been
completed it is not considered appropriate or necessary in planning
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terms to require the proposed housing allocations to make a
financial contribution towards it.
Principal of housing development
Support provided there is flood risk mitigation (SCC Conservative
Group)

Support for the housing allocation, which includes land interests of
the company (landowner)
Will the propsoed development affect Auckland Drive? (individual)

Criterion 3 of the Draft Local Plan required that new development will
need to take a comprehensive and coordinated approach to
mitigating flood risk from the River Irwell and surface water, taking
into account the potential impacts of climate change on river flows.
This requirement has been retained in the revised draft plan
allocations H9/2 and H9/3 (in criterion 1 and 3 respectively).
Criterion 1 of revised draft allocation H9/2 has also been
supplemented with reference to development having to avoid built
development in the small area of the site which is identified as being
in flood zone 3.
Support welcomed.
Land to the east of Auckland Drive formed part of Draft Local Plan
allocation H3/5, although in the revised draft plan this part of the
allocation has not been carried forward given the land now has
planning permission and is under construction for housing.
There are no proposals in the Revised Draft Local Plan that directly
affect properties on Auckland Drive.

Sports pitches
Any loss of any existing sports facilities / playing field will need to be
fully justified by clear reference to the Council’s Playing Pitch
Strategy (Sport England)

Criterion 10 of revised draft plan allocation H9/2 requires that any
development shall provide appropriate replacement and/or
compensation for the loss of the sports pitches and changing rooms
on the site. The loss of playing pitches is not an issue for revised
draft plan allocation H9/3.

260

Other significant changes made to policy H3/5
Change
Revised Draft Local Plan allocation H9/2 (Castle Irwell):





Requirement for development to provide amenity space and a
play area within the site (criterion 6)
Retain existing mature trees (criterion 7)
Retain easements for the utilities infrastructure that runs beneath
the site (criterion 13)
Investigate the potential to develop a district heating network
(criterion 14).

Revised Draft Local Plan allocation H9/2 (land east of Langley
Road):




Assess the site’s potential archaeological interest, protecting
and recording any remains appropriately (criterion 6)
Address ground contamination associated with previous
industrial uses and landfill activity on parts of the site (criterion 7)
Retain easements for the utilities infrastructure that runs beneath
the site (criterion 8)

Reason for change
To reflect further assessment by the city council of recreation
requirements, information from United Utilities, and the existence of
mature trees on the site which are worthy of retention. The
requirement to investigate the potential for a district heating network
reflects the requirements of policy EG2 of the Revised Draft Local
Plan.

To reflect further assessment by the city council of issues relating to
archaeology and contamination, and information from United Utilities
relating to the presence of utilities infrastructure.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/6 BRACKLEY GOLF COURSE, LITTLE HULTON
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/4 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Biodiversity
Any loss of ecological features should be mitigated or compensated
for (GMEU).

MHE Investments stated that criterion 3 should be amended to read
as follows:
“Retain the semi-improved natural grassland around the northern
edge of the site, make provision for protected species, and enhance
the ability of wildlife to move through the site;”

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Policy BG3 of the Revised Draft Local Plan requires that all
development shall deliver a net gain in biodiversity value. It further
states that where mitigation is required to compensate for the
reduction or loss of existing biodiversity resources then this shall be
provided in line with a number of principles (criteria 1 to 3). The
amount of mitigation will be determined having regard to criteria 4 to
8 of policy BG3.
Additional criteria have been added to the Revised Draft Local Plan
to respond to this representation. Criterion 5 requires that
development shall make provision for protected species, with great
crested newt and bird surveys being required prior to development,
whilst criterion 6 requires that development enhances the ability for
wildlife to move through the site and into the wider ecological
network.

Community Infrastructure
Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure. In particular It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
schools, doctors, dentists, hospitals, local shops, bus services and
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
leisure facilities (individuals and Friends of Roe Green).
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers.



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.
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Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.

In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.
Support the provision of new primary school places; discussions are
taking place with the Council about bringing additional land owned or
controlled by SCC into the masterplan area which could be set aside
for a new school (MHE Investments).

Support noted. Criterion 10 of the revised draft plan requires that
land is set aside to accommodate additional primary school
provision, unless it can be demonstrated that sufficient additional
school places can be provided off-site within the local area to meet
the likely demand generated by the new housing.

MHE Investments commented that the provision of a new primary
school should be linked to viability. Therefore criterion 4 should be
amended to read as follows:

A specific reference to viability in the policy and justification as
requested is not considered necessary. Revised Draft Local Plan
policy PC1 sets out when development will be permitted with
reduced planning obligations compared to policy requirements.

“Set aside land for a new primary school unless it can be
demonstrated that a) it is not financially viable to set a side this land
or b) sufficient additional school places can be provided off-site
within the local area to meet the likely demand generated by the new
housing.”
Green Belt
Exceptional circumstances have not been adequately demonstrated
to release this site from thr Green Belt. This site meets the purposes
of Green Belt (CPRE Lancashire).
Adjacent land in Bolton is in the green belt. The potential Green Belt
and highways implications need to be fully understood to consider
any impacts and how these could be addressed (Bolton Council).

The site is not within the Green Belt and so therefore exceptional
circumstances do not need to be demonstrated.
The adjoining land in Bolton is wooded, and so there should be
limited potential for the site to have an adverse visual impact on the
Green Belt in Bolton.
An additional criterion has been added to the allocation in the
revised draft plan to make it clear that primary vehicular access will
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be taken from the A6 Manchester Road which is within Salford
(criterion 12).
Green Infrastucture
Alternative sports and recreation uses should be considered for the
site (Salford City Council Conservative Group and an individual).
There is a need to retain recreation areas in the area given they
already limited in nature (individual) and for the health and wellbeing of local people and future generations (individual).

The NPPF at paragraph 117 states that strategic policies should set
out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs,
in a way that makes as much use as possible of previouslydeveloped or ‘brownfield’ land. Having regard to this, policy H9 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan states that residential development will be
directed towards previously-developed land, with a target that at
least 80% of new homes should be on such land, with a strong focus
on the City Centre, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas.
The release of this greenfield site in the Local Plan is considered
appropriate to enable a good mix of dwellings to come forward in
sustainable locations. The delivery of housing on brownfield land
within the existing urban area is being maximised as far as possible,
helping to minimise the need for greenfield release (and Green Belt
release through the GMSF).
Criterion 1 of the revised draft allocation requires that public amenity
spaces and high quality on-site recreation facilities are provided on
the site, alongside improvements to existing off-site recreation
facilities. This is in order to meet the needs of the residents of the
development and to provide full compensation for the loss of the golf
course.

The tree line bordering the golf course and Clarke Crescent need to
be retained as a landscape feature and to provide privacy for local
residents (individuals).

A reference has been added to the revised draft allocation to
retaining deciduous woodland around the edges of the site. This
includes the tress to the north of Clarke Crescent (criterion 4).

Fully support that there is not a requirement for a replacement golf
course given the longstanding viability issues with the existing golf
course. Existing recreation facilities in the local area which require
investment and enhancement and it would be more appropriate to

Support for no requirement for a replacement golf course is noted.
However, the city council considers that it is important that new
recreation provision is provided on site, including a play area, as well
as improvements to off-site recreation facilities. This is in order to
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upgrade these facilities rather than provide new recreation facilities
on site (MHE Investments).

meet the needs of the residents of the development and to provide
full compensation for the loss of the golf course (criterion 1).

MHE Investments commented that criterion 1 should be sufficianetly
flexbilble so as to not over burden the vaibility of the development. It
should be reworded to read:

A specific reference to viability in the policy and justification as
requested is not considered necessary. Revised Draft Local Plan
policy PC1 sets out when development will be permitted with
reduced planning obligations compared to policy requirements.

“Subject to viability, provide adequate compensation for the loss of
the golf course, both through the provision of high quality onsite
open space, including a play area and public amenity spaces
connected to existing public rights of way, and off-site improvements
to existing recreation facilities;”
In addtion they go on to say that paragraph 9.30 of the reasoned
justification should be amended to read:
“Subject to viability, the loss of the golf course facility will require
adequate compensation through a combination of on-site open
space and the improvement of off-site recreation facilities;”
The extent of the landscape buffer required by criterion 2 will be
designed having regard to the conclusions of the ongoing noise, air
quality, ecology and landscape assessments (MHE Investments).
Highways
Development would worsen congestion which is already considered
severe. Respondents raised the following as having capacity
problems: roads leading junction 13 of the M60; Manchester /
Chorley Road; and Old Clough Lane (individuals, Friends of Roe
Green).

Comments noted.

Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning the Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
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Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
Housing
Strong support for the principle of the allocation for housing (MHE
Investments).
Object to the principal of the loss of the land for housing (individuals)

Support noted.
The site offers the opportunity to diversify housing provision in the
Little Hulton area without utilising Green Belt, and is well located in
relation to the major employment opportunities at Logistics North.
Criterion 1 of the policy requires that public amenity spaces and high
quality on-site recreation facilities are provided on the site, alongside
improvements to existing off-site recreation facilities. This is in order
to meet the needs of the residents of the development and to
provide full compensation for the loss of the golf course.

Pleased that reference is made for the need for prior extraction of
important mineral resources where practicable as referred to in
paragraph 9.30 (GM Minerals and Waste Planning Unit).

The reference to prior extraction that was in paragraph 9.30 of the
Draft Local Plan has been carried forward into the introduction /
justification to the allocation in the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Clarification sought by an individual on whether the proposed
houses would be private or council housing, whilst another
respondent considered that there should be a mixture of rental
accommodation and houses for sale.

Policy H7 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out that the site lies
within a mid-value area; given this there would be a requirement for
the development to provide 20% of the homes as affordable
dwellings. These would ideally be in the form of 25% social rented,
25% affordable rented and 50% shared ownership, but a different
tenure mix could be appropriate depending on viability. The
remainder of the dwellings would be for open market sale, some of
which might potentially become privately rented in tenure.
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The draft masterplan for the site indicates that 780 houses could be
delovered on the site rarther than the 500 identified in the policy. The
policy should be amended to reflect this (MHE Investments).

The city council has reconsidered the yield on the site having regard
to emerging proposals which indicate that the site has the potential
to accommodate 690 dwellings, indicatively comprised of 590
houses and 100 apartments. The yield is expressed as “around”,
and so a modest deviation from these numbers would be
acceptable.

MHE Investments commented that sufficient flexibility is required to
enable the provision of some apartments. The wording of paragraph
9.28 of the reasoned justification should be amended as follows:

The introduction / justification to the allocation in the revised draft
plan states that: “Having regard to its location on the edge of the
urban area, the majority of the development should be in the form of
houses.” Furthermore the revised allocation states that around 100
apartments will come forward alongside 590 houses. These
changes are considered to adequately address the representation.

“The location on the edge of the urban area means that it is most
suited to the development of a housing led scheme which could
include apartment provision.”

Other significant changes made to policy H3/6
Change
Reference added to require 20 allotment plots, each 125sqm in size
(criterion 1).
New criterion added that requires development to provide a linear
walking and cycling route along the site’s northern boundary,
connected to the existing public rights of way (criterion 2).
New criterion added that requires development to assess the site’s
potential archaeological interest, protecting and recording any
remains appropriately (criterion 7).
Additional criterion added to require that development shall be
informed by a water body status assessment in accordance with
policy WA2, having regard to the main river to the south-west of the
site allocation (criterion 8).
Reference added to development addressing issues of
contamination and land instability associated with previous mining
and spoil tipping activities on part of the site (criterion 11).

Reason for change
To assist in meeting the demand for new allotments across the city.
To ensure that the development links into the Rotary Way long
distance footpath.
Added following consideration of potential archaeology interests on
the site.
To recognise that there is a main river (a brook) to the south-west of
the allocation and to ensure that a water body assessment is carried
out given this.
Added the requirement given that the site is associated with mining
and spoil tipping and so likely to have contamination and stability
issues.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/7 LADYWELL AVENUE
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/5 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Biodiversity
Not aware of any ecological constraints (GMEU).
Community Infrastructure
There is insufficient capacity of community infrastructure that would
worsen as a result of any development. In particular there are issues
relating to the capacity of schools, doctors, dentists, hospitals, local
shops, bus services and leisure facilities (individuals).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Comments noted.
It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers.



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to

engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.
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Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.



Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be

carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.

Flood risk and water quality
In accordance with the easements surrounding the large treated
water distribution mains, we will require an access strip either side of
the main/aqueduct for access and maintenance, and to prevent
damage occurring to the main (United Utilities).



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.

Criterion 3 of the policy requires that easements for the utilities
infrastructure that runs beneath the site are retained.
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The developer should contact United Utilities at the earliest
opportunity, prior to masterplanning the proposed site.

A reference has been added to the introduction / justification to the
policy stating that It will be necessary to liaise with United Utilities
with regards to the layout of development at an early stage in the
planning process.

Water flows underground to a former lodge, which would be affected
by any built development. Guarantees regarding financial
compensation are needed (individual)

It is understood that prior to the surrounding area being developed
for housing in the 20th century, the site allocation was used for
agricultural land and contained two ponds which have since been
drained and levelled. It is a requirement of the site allocation policy
that utilities infrastructure running beneath the site is taken into
account in the layout of development, but the city council is not
aware of any further infrastructure beneath the site. The city council
would welcome any further information with regards to this to ensure
that due consideration can be given at an early stage in the
development process.

Green infrastructure
Land is well used, functions as a green lung, contributes to the
health and wellbeing of local people, and should therefore remain as
open space (individuals, local community group, CPRE Lancashire)

The NPPF at paragraph 117 states that strategic policies should set
out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs,
in a way that makes as much use as possible of previouslydeveloped or ‘brownfield’ land. Having regard to this, policy H9 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan states that residential development will be
directed towards previously-developed land, with a target that at
least 80% of new homes should be on such land, with a strong focus
on the City Centre, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas.
The release of this greenfield site in the local plan is considered
appropriate to enable a good mix of dwellings to come forward in
sustainable locations. The delivery of housing on brownfield land
within the existing urban is being maximised as far as possible,
helping to minimise the need for greenfield release.
Although the site is an existing grassed area, the policy requires that
development shall provide appropriate compensation for the loss of
the public amenity space function, through the improvement of other
amenity spaces in the local area (criterion 1). Policy BG3 of the
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Revised Draft Local Plan requires that all development shall deliver
a net gain in biodiversity value.
Highways
Development would worsen congestion which is already considered
severe. Respondents raised the following as having capacity
problems: roads leading junction 13 of the M60; Manchester /
Chorley Road; and Old Clough Lane (individuals, local community
group)

Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning the Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.

Housing – principle of development
The land may be suitable for development providing that alternative
amenity space can be allocated in the immediate neighbourhood
(SCC Conservative Group).
Interested in developing the site which is within a large City West
estate (ForViva)

Although the site is an existing grassed area, the policy requires that
development shall provide appropriate compensation for the loss of
the public amenity space function, through the improvement of other
amenity spaces in the local area (criterion 1).
Comments noted.
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Other significant changes made to policy H3/7
Change
Reference added to development addressing issues of land
instability associated with previous mining activities on the site
(criterion 2).

Reason for change
To ensure that the issue of land instability is taken into account as
part of any development.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/8 LAND WEST OF BURGESS FARM, LITTLE HULTON
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/6 in the Revised Draft Local Plan and the name of the allocation has been changed to
‘Land to the south-west of Hilton Lane’).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality
Pollution levels are already high due to severe traffic congestion
(Friends of Roe Green) and will worsen as a result of new
development. Air quality is a significant issue for Salford with higher
than average mortality rates and respiratory problems because of air
pollution, high levels of nitrogen dioxide (junction 13 of the M60) and
higher than average levels of carbon dioxide and particulate matters
(Barbara Keeley MP).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
It is recognised that poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated
with transport emissions, but the integrated nature of the highway
network and the amount of traffic that travels through Salford to and
from other destinations means that joint working across a wide area
is required to tackle the issue. This Greater Manchester Combined
Authority has led the production of an Air Quality Action Plan for
Greater Manchester (2016-2021) in partnership with the Greater
Manchester local authorities, Highways England and Transport for
Greater Manchester, which includes a series of actions and
measures to bring about an improvement in air quality.
The planning process does however have an important role to play
in supporting an improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in
promoting better health and an improved quality of life. The Revised
Draft Local Plan includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the
various ways in which the local plan can assist in securing an
improvement in the city’s air quality, for example reducing road
emissions by minimising the need to travel and promoting the use of
low and zero carbon emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green
infrastructure network and requiring development to minimise and
mitigate pollution as far as possible.

Biodiversity
GMEU have no further comments to make at this stage.

Noted.
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The site has ecological value, including protected species (CPRE
Lancashire).

Community Infrastructure
Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure which will
worsen as a result of new development. In particular schools,
doctors, dentists, hospitals, local shops, bus services and leisure
facilities (individuals, Friends of Roe Green and Barbara Keeley
MP).

A number of ecological constraints have been identified on this site
which will require further surveys before development will come
forward. These are not likely to prevent development of the site
taking place but any loss of ecological features should be mitigated
or compensated for in line with policy BG2 of the Revised Draft Local
Plan. Detailed ecological surveys would need to be undertaken at
the time of any planning application to determine the level of
mitigation and/or compensation required to address impacts on
biodiversity.
It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers.



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to

engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.
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Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.



Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be

carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.

Food production
The site serves an important agricultural function (CPRE
Lancashire).



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.

The site was formerly used as grazing land but does not currently
serve any agricultural function. The development of this site will help
to reduce the need to develop sites that are in agricultural use.
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Green Belt
The proposed development contributes to a squeezing of the Green
Belt between Salford and Wigan at both sides, inlcuding draft GMSF
proposal ELR1 and Peel’s wider proposal for land at Parr Fold
(individual).
Site should be retained as open space to define the edge of the
conurbation (individual).

The proposed local plan housing allocation at Burgess Farm is not in
the Green Belt. At the ‘call for sites’ stage of the GMSF, the Peel
Group identified land within Salford and Wigan to the west of the
proposed Burgess Farm allocation, which they called ‘Land at Parr
Fold (Parkland 1)’, covering a site area of around 155ha. This
included land within Salford that is designated as a Site of Biological
Importance (SBI) by the saved UDP.
The Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework allocated part of
the land put forward by Peel (site ELR1 North of Mosley Common)
for new housing; this land is wholly within Wigan and therefore does
not include any land in Salford. The Revised Draft GMSF also
includes such an allocation (GM Allocation 49 North of Mosley
Common), with revised boundaries but again wholly within Wigan.
The Draft Local Plan maintained the designation of land to the west
of the Burgess Farm allocation as an SBI and this has also been
included within the Revised Draft Local Plan. The Revised Draft
GMSF proposes the designation of this SBI in Salford as Green Belt,
which would increase the Green Belt coverage in this part of Salford
rather than reducing it.

Green Infrastucture
The site functions as a green lung in a built up city and there are
concerns over the loss of this open space (Barbara Keeley MP).
Open countryide should not be lost (CPRE Lancashire).
The site should be retained as green open space for the wellbeing of
local people and future generations (individuals, Friends of Roe
Green, SCC Conservative Group, local councillor and Barbara
Keeley MP).

The site offers the opportunity to diversify housing provision in the
Walkden / Little Hulton area without utilising Green Belt.
The NPPF at paragraph 117 states that strategic policies should set
out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs,
in a way that makes as much use as possible of previouslydeveloped or ‘brownfield’ land. Having regard to this, policy H9 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan states that residential development will be
directed towards previously-developed land, with a target that at
least 80% of new homes should be on such land, with a strong focus
on the City Centre, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas.
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Brownfield sites and and vacant former employment sites should be
developed rather than loosing another green area (Barbara Keeley
MP).

An appropriate recreation use should be found for the site
(individual, SCC Conservative Group, and local councillor).

Highways and public transport
Development would worsen congestion which is already considered
severe at peak times. Respondents raised the following as having
capacity problems: roads leading junction 13 of the M60; Hilton Lane
(individuals, Friends of Roe Green, local councillor and Barbara
Keeley MP).
Traffic solutions have not been identified for the existing traffic
problems and development would exacerbate issues, with traffic on
Salford’s roads increasing by 3.6% between November 2014 and
November 2015 compared to an average increase of 1.1% (Barbara
Keeley MP).
The North West Quadrant Study Stage 3 Report (2016) identifies
numenrous issues with the M60 junction 8-18 including it already
operating at capacity. New developments would exacerbate this
(Barbara Keeley MP).
Public transport provision is not adequate to meet current demand
and discourage residents from using cars (Friends of Roe
Green/Barbara Keeley MP).
Housing

The release of this greenfield site in the Local Plan is considered
appropriate to enable a good mix of dwellings to come forward in
sustainable locations. The delivery of housing on brownfield land
within the existing urban is being maximised as far as possible,
helping to minimise the need for greenfield release.
This housing allocation will be required to provide 15 allotment plots
on-site to contribute towards local demand (criterion 3). The
proposed housing development will also be expected to make
financial contributions towards other recreation facilities in the local
area.
Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning the Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
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The Waldken area has already seen significant housing
development and there is no justifciation for land west of Burgess
Farm to be allocated (local councillor).

Land at Burgess Farm is being allocated within the Local Plan in
order to ensure that a diverse mix of accommodation is being
provided across the city (in terms of the balance between the supply
of houses and apartments).

There is no longer a lack of housing land as there was when
Burgess Farm was granted planning permission on appeal (local
councillor).

When other land at Burgess Farm was granted planning permission
at appeal by the Secretary of State the city council could not
demonstrate a 5 year supply of land for housing and so the
presumption in favour of sustainable development applied. The city
council now has a 5 year supply of sites; this does not mean
however that new sites should not be released for housing as it is
important that the city council continues to demonstrate a 5 year
supply on an annual basis.
Ensuring that there is a good mix of accommodation (in terms of the
balance between houses and apartments) is also important. The
release of this land (which is not in the Green Belt) will contribute
towards ensuring that a good mix comes forward across the city.

The plans will not provide sustainable homes but rather executive
homes for developers’ profit (individual).

Playing fields
Redevelopment of any playing fields needs to be justified by clear
reference to the Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy. (Sport England)

Having regard to the requirements of policy H7 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan there will be a requirement for 35% of the houses to be
provided as affordable housing (i.e. 70 dwellings). These would
include social rented, affordable rented and shared ownership
dwellings. The affordable requirements are based on a strategic
assessment of viability that has allowed an 18% profit for the
developer; this is in line with the government’s planning practice
guidance which states that a developer profit of 15-20% is
appropriate.
Salford’s Playing Pitch Strategy will be a material consideration for
any proposals which come forward that would result in the loss of
playing fields. Part of the site was previously detached playing fields
for a high school which closed many years and were rarely used.
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The site was then used for grazing for the adjacent Burgess Farm for
an extensive period of time, but is now disused.
Other issues
The development of this site will be damaging to social wellbeing
(individual) and have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of
existing residents (local councillor).

The development of the site will bring social benefits by ensuring
that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to
meet the needs of present and future generations.
With regards to the amenity of existing residents, it is not considered
that the development of the site would have unacceptable impacts in
relation to this. At the planning application stage detailed
consideration will have to be given to the amenity of existing
residents; policy D5 (criterion 2) of the Revised Draft Local Plan
requires that development shall ensure that it does not have an
unacceptable impact on the amenity of the users of other buildings
and spaces. The development of the site offers the potential to
deliver additional local amenities, particularly new allotments.

The views of local people should be respected (Barbara Keeley MP)

Other significant changes made to policy H3/8
Change

The city council has given careful consideration to comments
received on the Draft Local Plan, including those from local
residents. In considering these comments the city council has to
balance the views of residents against the government’s objectives
of significantly boosting the supply homes and providing a sufficient
amount and variety of land (as required by paragraph 59 of the
NPPF). In order to ensure that a good mix of housing comes forward
in the city, and the need to development land in the Green Belt is
minimised, the city council considers that it is appropriate to release
this greenfield site for new housing.

Reason for change
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The policy has been amended to refer to development providing a
layout which accommodates opportunities for the movement of
wildlife between the site and the ‘Ponds near New Manchester’ SBI,
particularly the nature park at the northern end of the SBI (criterion
1b) and retaining the hedgerows around the edge of the site
(criterion 1c).
An additional criterion has been added to the policy requiring 15
allotment plots, each 125sqm in size within the site (criterion 2).

Regard has been had to an ecological assessment which identified
further ways that opportunities for wildlife moving through the site
and into the wider ecological network could be provided.

Requirement for new development to address land stability issues
associated with previous mining activity on the site has been added
(criterion 5).
An additional criterion has been added to the policy that requires that
easements are retained for utilities infrastructure that runs beneath
the site (criterion 6).

Added the requirement given that the site is associated with mining
and so likely to have stability issues.

To clarify how the site should meet the recreation standards in
Revised Draft Local Plan policy R2.

To take into account information from United Utilities relating to the
presence of utilities infrastructure.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/9 LAND WEST OF KENYON WAY, LITTLE HULTON
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/7 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality
Pollution levels are already high due to severe traffic congestion
(Friends of Roe Green).

Biodiversity
GMEU highlighted the potential for a protected species to be present
on this site. GMEU is not aware of any other ecological constraints
associated with this site allocation.
Community Infrastructure
Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure which will
worsen as a result of new development. In particular schools,
doctors, dentists, hospitals, local shops, bus services and leisure
facilities will be affected (individuals, and Friends of Roe Green).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
It is recognised that poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated
with transport emissions, but due to the integrated nature of the
highway network and the amount of traffic that travels through
Salford to and from other destinations means that joint working
across a wide area is required to tackle the issue. There are
however a range of measures by which the local plan can support an
improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in promoting better
health and an improved quality of life. The Revised Draft Local Plan
includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the various ways in
which the local plan can assist in securing an improvement in the
city’s air quality, for example reducing road emissions by minimising
the need to travel and promoting the use of low and zero carbon
emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green infrastructure network
and requiring development to minimise and mitigate pollution as far
as possible.
Noted.

It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
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the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
housing spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37
is to develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools
and health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers.



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.

Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.
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Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on

maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.
Green Infrastucture
Open spaces in the area are at a premium and need to be protected
for the well-being of residents and future generations (Friends of
Roe Green and individuals).
There is a need for recreational green areas and very little
recreational space currently (individual).
Ordinary countryside should not be lost (CPRE Lancashire).

The NPPF at paragraph 117 states that strategic policies should set
out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs,
in a way that makes as much use as possible of previouslydeveloped or ‘brownfield’ land. Having regard to this, policy H9 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan states that residential development will be
directed towards previously-developed land, with a target that at
least 80% of new homes should be on such land, with a strong focus
on the City Centre, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas.
The release of this greenfield site in the Local Plan is considered
appropriate to enable a good mix of dwellings to come forward in
sustainable locations. The delivery of housing on brownfield land
within the existing urban is being maximised as far as possible,
helping to minimise the need for greenfield release.
The site is considered to be sustainable location that will deliver a
significant number of homes. Although there would be the loss of 5.7
hectares of open land as a result of the housing allocation, criterion
3 of the policy requires that development shall provide public
amenity spaces and high quality walking and cycling routes through
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the site, connecting existing neighbourhoods to Cutacre Country
Park and linking into existing public rights of way.
Cutacre Country Park is located immediately west of the proposed
housing site. The Country Park is around 225 hectares in size which
includes footpaths, bridleways and cycleways and areas of wildlife
and woodland, watercourses and ponds and farmland. On balance
therefore the loss of 5.7 hectares of open land in this location is
considered acceptable particularly given the proximity and scale of
Cutacre Country Park.
150 dwellings of ‘enabling development’ will be a high cost to the
environment in this location (CPRE Lancashire).

Highways
Development would worsen congestion which is already considered
severe at peak times. Respondents raised all roads leading to
junction 13 of the M60 as having capacity problems (individuals and
Friends of Roe Green).
Existing highway infrastructure will not support the additional traffic
from planned development in the Walkden area (individuals).

The construction of 150 dwellings on the site is not a form of
‘enabling development’. Rather the site is considered to be a
suitable development location that will deliver a significant number of
homes. It has excellent access to open space at Cutacre Country
Park and employment at Logistics North.
Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning the Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
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18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
Housing
The plans will not provide sustainable homes but rather executive
homes for developers’ profit (individual).

Noise and amenity
Without appropriate mitigation, residential development in close
proximity to the proposed extension to Logistics North could result in
noise complaints from residents of the new housing (Harworth
Group).
The proximity of proposed residential development to the proposed
extension to Logistics North could cause harm to the amenity of
prospective residents and reduce the attractiveness of Logistics
North to businesses. (Harworth Group). Harworth Group suggest
changing the proposed use of the allocation to B1/B2/B8 or a mixed
use allocation. If this remains a residential allocation, Harworth
Group request scaling back development to the east to allow
adequate mitigation measures to be put in place to safeguard the
amenity of prospective residents.
Public transport
There is a lack of bus services (Friends of Roe Green)

Having regard to the requirements of policy H7 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan there will be a requirement for at least 20% of the homes
to be provided as affordable housing. These would include social
rented, affordable rented and shared ownership dwellings,
depending on site viability.
The Draft Local Plan stated that development would need to provide
appropriate mitigation for any potential noise pollution from the
Lester Road employment areas to the-north west (criterion 4). The
revised draft plan has removed specific reference to the Lester Road
and has generalised the criterion to employment areas to the northwest, which would include Logistics North. It is not however
considered necessary for the proposed boundary of the allocation to
be scaled back to the east given that Cutacre Country Park will be
immediately to the west of the proposed allocation.

It is noted that bus services run along Kenyon Way to the immediate
east of the site, with bus stops located very close to the site at the
Kenyon Way / Owlwood Close junction. The site is less than 1km
from the A6 Manchester Road, a key bus route providing frequent
services between Bolton and the city centre. Improvements to public
transport infrastructure within the city are encouraged in a number of
policies in the Local Plan, in particular policy A5 of the accessibility
chapter which supports improvements to the frequency and
coverage of public transport routes and the service integration.
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Other issues
It is essential that City West is involved in the development of plans
for this site due to proximity to existing City West stock.
Development is likely to include openings into the Kenyon Estate to
encourage community cohesion. City West assets may be needed
for access (ForViva).
There is some City West land to the rear of properties on Carrfield
Avenue that should be included in the development area (ForViva).

Other significant changes made to policy H3/9
Change

Comments noted. Criterion 1 of the policy requires that development
shall be well-integrated with the existing neighbourhood to the east
that is referred to in this representation.
The boundary of the site has been amended to include land to the
rear of properties on Carrfield Avenue.

Reason for change

An additional criterion has been added stating that development
shall provide opportunities for wildlife to move within and through the
site, including by retaining and enhancing the deciduous woodland
and brook which runs along the site’s western boundary and
compensating for any loss of habitats through improvements to the
adjoining Cutacre Country Park and Ponds North of Cleworth Hall
site of biological importance (criterion 2).
Reference has been added to a requirement for public amenity
spaces as part of any development (criterion 3).

This site contains areas of priority habitat and there may be great
crested newts on the site, and so therefore any development shall
provide opportunities for wildlife to move within and through the site.

The policy requires that development should be informed by a water
body status assessment in accordance with policy WA2 (criterion 4).

A brook flows south along the western boundary of the site; this is
classed as an ordinary watercourse.

All new residential developments will be expected to contribute to
achievement of the local recreation standards as outlined in policy
R2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan, and requirements for individual
developments are based upon the number of dwellings proposed. In
this case, it is expected on-site public amenity space would be
provided within the development. It is considered useful to set out
any such requirements within the relevant site allocation policy so
that they can be considered and discussed at an early stage in the
development process.
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Primary vehicular access should be taken from Kenyon Way
(criterion 5).
Development shall address potential land stability issues associated
with previous mining activity on the site (criterion 6).

To reflect advice from Urban Vision Highways and to provide clarity.
Added the requirement given that the site is associated with mining
and therefore potential land stability issues.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H3/10: Clifton Business Park, Pendlebury
This allocation has been deleted from the Revised Draft Local Plan.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

CPRE raised concerns relating to air quality at the site, and the
potential for flooding.

The site was granted outline planning permission with all matters
reserved except for access for the demolition of existing buildings
and erection of up to 92 dwellings (reference 16/67827/OUT),
subject to the signing of a legal agreement under section 106 of the
Town and Country Planning Act. However the legal agreement was
never signed and the application has been ‘disposed of’ by the Local
Planning Authority after the applicant / agent did not respond to
requests to work towards completing the required legal agreement.

Prospective occupiers of the dwellings will need to be protected from
nearby employment and industrial uses (Salford City Council
Conservative Group).

The existing office buildings on the site have had work undertaken to
them and the site is now being marketed as M60 Office Park. On this
basis it is no longer considered to be available for new housing
development and therefore the allocation has been deleted.
No objection to the allocation of the site for housing (GMEU)

Comments noted.

Other significant changes made to policy H3/10
Change

Reason for change

Policy deleted from the plan.

The site is now being marketed as M60 Office Park and on this basis
it is no longer considered to be available for new housing
development.

293

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/11 LAND SOUTH OF ST. AUGUSTINE’S CHURCH, PENDLEBURY
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/9 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Biodiversity
GMEU is not aware of any ecological constraints associated with this
site, although request that ecological surveys should be provided as
part of any planning application.
Green Infrastucture
Ordinary countryside should not be lost (CPRE Lancashire).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Noted.

The eastern part of the site is currently used as a playing field for the
adjoining primary school, and shall be retained or reoriented as an
open space as part of any development (criterion 1b). The rest of the
site was formerly used as a miners’ welfare (which is now an area of
hardstanding), including a long disused bowling green. Given this,
the site is considered to be a mixture of greenfield and brownfield
land and is not considered to be ‘ordinary countryside’.
The release of this site in the Local Plan is considered appropriate to
enable a good mix of dwellings to come forward in sustainable
locations.
The policy ensures that public rights of way around the site are
retained and enhanced as part of any development (criterion 1e).

Highways
The current access from Temple Drive is complicated because of the
different ownerships and this access may not prove suitable to serve
a development of the entire site. Other options for access may need
to be explored (Coal Industry Social Welfare Organisation –
CISWO).

The potential access to the site has been discussed with Urban
Vision Highways team who consider that the primary access to the
site would be through land at the corner of Birch Road and High
Bank Road that is located in the north eastern part of the site.
Temple Drive could potentially be a suitable secondary access point
subject to it being widened.
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Housing
CISWO own the site of the former Welfare but not the playing field –
this belongs to Salford Council as does part of the access. In
principle CISWO supports the allocation.
The appeal relating to planning application 07/55208/FUL, which
was for new housing on part of the allocation, was dismissed due to
the lack of a Section 106 agreement. The inspector concluded that
the development would otherwise be acceptable (CISWO).
Heritage
Concerns about the impact of development on the nearby St.
Augustine’s church (CPRE Lancashire / Salford City Council
Conservative Group).

Criterion 1 – The requirement for ‘highest quality design’ does not
reflect the findings of the appeal inspector regarding the impact on
the Conservation Area and listed buildings and could have a
significant detrimental impact on the viability of the development.
CISWO objects to the wording of criteria 1.

Sport facilities
Criterion 4 (compensation for loss of bowling green) – The site has
been vacant in excess of 17 years. The delivery of homes and
redevelopment of the welfare site should outweigh any perceived
potential recreation value delivered by the disused bowling green
(CISWO).

Noted.
Noted. The city council considers that development of the site would
be acceptable subject to compliance with the criteria set out within
the policy.
Criterion 1 of policy H3/11 of the Draft Local Plan set out that the
development of the site will need to preserve and enhance the
setting of the Grade I listed St. Augustine’s Church, the Grade II
listed Environmental Institute and the associated conservation area.
The revised draft policy (criterion 1) carries forward this approach
although sets out further criteria (a. to e.) as to how these heritage
assets will be preserved and enhanced. This includes a requirement
for development to be informed by a detailed heritage impact
assessment. The changes have been informed by discussions with
Historic England and a heritage assessment that has been prepared
by the council.
The reference to ‘highest quality design’ has been deleted from the
policy. However, reference has been retained in the introduction /
justification to the policy stating that development will need to be
very carefully designed. Criterion 1 has also been amended to set
out the design parameters for development that would ensure a high
standard of design that would preserve and enhance the setting of
listed buildings and the conservation area.
Although it is recognised that the bowling green has not been used
for a number of years, the delivery of homes and redevelopment of
the site does not outweigh the need to provide compensation for its
loss. Therefore the requirement for off-site recreation improvements
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to compensate for the loss of the former bowling green has been
retained in the revised draft policy (as criterion 3).
Revised Draft Local Plan policy PC1 sets out when development will
be permitted with reduced planning obligations compared to policy
requirements.
Other issues
There is a small piece of City West land behind homes on North
Drive that could be used as part of the development (ForViva).

The boundary of the site has been amended to reflect the issue
raised by this respondent.

The fact that there are various owners and the potential need for
joint working should be recognised in the supporting text. It is
important that there is no obligation for this to be a comprehensive
development if joint working doesn’t result in a joint scheme
(CISWO).

The site is in a very sensitive location, adjoining the St. Augustine’s
conservation area, which includes one of Salford’s most important
buildings, the Church of St Augustine. The St Augustine’s
conservation area is identified on Historic England’s Heritage at Risk
Register as being in poor condition and deteriorating. Given these
issues and the limited size of the site, it is considered that the site
should be developed in a comprehensive manner rather than on a
piece-meal basis.

The Council is asked to recognise that CISWO is a charity and that
the viability of delivering this development will be marginal if
unreasonable expectations are placed on the scheme.

It is recognised that CISWO is a charity. However, the requirements
are not considered to be unreasonable. They set out how the site
should be developed having regard to the fact that the site is in a
very sensitive location and other site specific issues that need to be
addressed in order for the development to be acceptable and
considered to be sustainable development.

Other significant changes made to policy H3/11
Change

Reason for change

The policy has been amended to refer to refer to maximising walking
and cycling connections to Swinton Town Centre, Victoria Park and
public transport routes from all dwellings (criterion 2). At the Draft
Local Plan stage the allocation referred to maximising walking and

At the draft stage the policy referred to connections to other roads.
The revised policy instead specifically sets out two places that
connections to should be maximised by walking and cycling
recognising the role of shops and leisure facilities in Swinton Town
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cycling connections to surrounding areas, including to Bolton Road,
Swinton Hall Road and Temple Drive.

Centre and the proximity to greenspace at Victoria Park. The added
reference to connectivity to public transport routes has been added
to ensure that there are other sustainable transport options easily
available to potential residents.

The policy has been amended to specifically refer to protecting the
ability of “pollinating insects” to move through the site (criterion 4).
Reference added to development addressing issues of land
instability associated with previous underground infrastructure on the
site (criterion 5).

The site within a “B-line” which is identified as having potential for
pollinating insects.
Added the requirement given that the site is associated with mining
and spoil tipping and so likely to have contamination and stability
issues.

New criterion added to the policy requiring that appropriate noise
mitigation from uses to the north-west of the site is provided
(criterion 6).

Advice was provided by the Urban Vision Air and Noise team who
noted that the proximity of the site to employment uses (BASF) may
constrain part of the site and so therefore the site layout will involve
mitigation. This new criterion reflects this advice.
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CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT

10 DECEMBER 2018

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/12 SWINTON HALL ROAD EMPLOYMENT AREA, SWINTON SOUTH
This allocation has been deleted from the Revised Draft Local Plan.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Biodiversity
GMEU is not aware of any ecological constraints associated with this
site, although request that ecological surveys should be provided as
part of any planning application.
Housing
Salford City Council Conservative Group support the allocation of
the site. They consider it an appropriate site for new housing, given it
is close to transport links and to the amenities in Swinton town
centre.

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Noted.

The case for allocating the site for residential development remains,
with it presenting one of only a few opportunities to significantly
increase the supply of housing in close proximity to a town centre,
rail station and busy bus routes (in this case along the A6 and
A666). However on balance the allocation has been deleted from the
Revised Draft Local Plan in recognition of the fact that the site
overall is well occupied by employment uses (with around 50
separate properties / plots), supports a considerable number of jobs,
and there is ongoing interest from an employment perspective
including existing businesses wanting to invest in their premises.
Any proposals for housing in the area would have to satisfy policy
EC6 (existing employment areas) of the Revised Draft Local Plan at
the planning application stage.

Loss of employment land
Shocked and upset that the area is to become residential in nature.
Have been trading from Bridge Street for 19 years and have built up
a good customer base, including local taxi companies. The garage
contains lots of heavy equipment that would need to be relocated.
Proposals should be reconsidered for the sake of business owners,
employers and customers (local business).

Comments noted. The allocation has been deleted from the Revised
Draft Local Plan for reasons set out above.
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Development of the area for residential use will jeopardise
livelihoods, particularly 20+ taxi drivers (local business).
RMS International site
RMS International own 2.18ha of the draft allocation and provided
comments on the land in their ownership as set out below:

Comments noted. The allocation has been deleted from the Revised
Draft Local Plan for reasons set out above.

The land represents a highly accessible location for residential
development.

The allocation has been deleted from the Revised Draft Local Plan
for reasons set out above. Any proposals for housing in the area
would have to satisfy policy EC6 (existing employment areas) of the
Revised Draft Local Plan at the planning application stage.

Office space to be relocated to Minerva House on opposite side of
Pendlebury Road; warehouse space to be moved to a purpose built
space with easy access to strategic highways network. Site will
become surplus in 2017.

Noted. It is acknowledged that the office and warehouse space have
now been relocated.

Criterion 1 - Preparation of an agreed masterplan is supported,
although further clarity needed.
Justification to the policy should reflect the fact that the allocation will
come forward in phases so as to allow the relocation of existing
businesses across the wider site.
The RMS site could come forward as a stand-alone site; if this is the
case the RMS site would make the required provisions for
pedestrian access and linkages into the wider allocation, and respect
neighbouring uses/businesses, which can be achieved through
sensitively designed layouts and elevations.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/13 LAND SOUTH OF HILL TOP ROAD, WALKDEN NORTH
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/10 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the draft local plan
Air quality
Pollution levels are already high due to severe traffic congestion
(Friends of Roe Green).

How is this being addressed in the revised draft local plan
It is recognised that poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated
with transport emissions, but due to the integrated nature of the
highway network and the amount of traffic that travels through
Salford to and from other destinations means that joint working
across a wide area is required to tackle the issue. The Greater
Manchester Combined Authority has led the production of an Air
Quality Action Plan for Greater Manchester (2016-2021) in
partnership with the Greater Manchester local authorities, Highways
England and Transport for Greater Manchester, which includes a
series of actions and measures to bring about an improvement in air
quality.
The planning process does however have an important role to play
in supporting an improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in
promoting better health and an improved quality of life. The Revised
Draft Local Plan includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the
various ways in which the local plan can assist in securing an
improvement in the city’s air quality, for example reducing road
emissions by minimising the need to travel and promoting the use of
low and zero carbon emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green
infrastructure network and requiring development to minimise and
mitigate pollution as far as possible.

Biodiversity
Concern with the allocation of the site given that it adds to the
ecological value of Blackleach Country Park and SBI, providing
additional habitat and recreation green infrastructure (GMEU).

The policy has been amended to refer to the retention of the existing
hedgerows and compensating for any loss of habitats on the site
through improvements to Blackleach Country Park (criterion 1). The
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introduction / justification to the policy also states that it will be
important that the development maximises opportunities for wildlife
to move through the site.
Community Infrastructure
Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure which will
worsen as a result of new development. In particular schools,
doctors, dentists, hospitals, local shops, bus services and leisure
facilities will be affected (individuals, and Friends of Roe Green).

It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
housing spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37
is to develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools
and health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers.



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.
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Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.



Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new

residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.


Green Infrastucture
The site is integral to the setting of Blackleach Country Park (2 local
councillors and SCC Conservative Group)

Brownfield sites should be developed instead of greenfield land
(individual).

Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.

Criterion 5 requires that development shall provide a high quality
frontage to Hill Top Lane, helping to present an attractive gateway
into Blackleach Country Park (this was included as criterion 3 in the
Draft Local Plan).
The NPPF at paragraph 117 states that strategic policies should set
out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs,
in a way that makes as much use as possible of previouslydeveloped or ‘brownfield’ land. Having regard to this, policy H9 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan states that residential development will be
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All of the valuable green spaces in Worsley, Roe Green, Walkden,
Boothstown and Ellenbrook for the health and well being of residents
and future generations (Friends of Roe Green).

directed towards previously-developed land, with a target that at
least 80% of new homes should be on such land, with a strong focus
on the City Centre, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas.

The site should be retained and enhanced as open space
(individuals).

The release of greenfield land through the Local Plan and Green
Belt through the GMSF (that includes land that is in agricultural use)
for houses is considered appropriate to enable a good mix of
dwellings to come forward in sustainable locations. The delivery of
housing on brownfield land within the existing urban is being
maximised as far as possible, helping to minimise the need for
greenfield release.
Given the proximity of the site to Blackleach Country Park, there will
remain excellent levels of open space in the local area.

Fencing has been added and the land grazed by horses only within
the last 12 months simply to make it inaccessible to the public
(individual).
Other significant changes made to policy H3/13
Change
Reference added to development addressing issues of land
instability associated with previous mining activities on the site
(criterion 2).
An additional criterion has been added to the policy requiring the
primary vehicular access is taken from Hill Top Road (criterion 4).

This is a civil matter between the landowner and respondent rather
than an issue for the Local Plan.

Reason for change
To ensure that the issue of land instability is take into account as
part of any development.
To provide clarity.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/14 LAND SOUTH OF MOSS LANE, WALKDEN NORTH
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/11 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality
Pollution levels are already high on all roads leading to junction 13 of
the M60 (Friends of Roe Green).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
It is recognised that poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated
with transport emissions, but due to the integrated nature of the
highway network and the amount of traffic that travels through
Salford to and from other destinations means that joint working
across a wide area is required to tackle the issue. The Greater
Manchester Combined Authority has led the production of an Air
Quality Action Plan for Greater Manchester (2016-2021) in
partnership with the Greater Manchester local authorities, Highways
England and Transport for Greater Manchester, which includes a
series of actions and measures to bring about an improvement in air
quality.
The planning process does however have an important role to play
in supporting an improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in
promoting better health and an improved quality of life. The Revised
Draft Local Plan includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the
various ways in which the local plan can assist in securing an
improvement in the city’s air quality, for example reducing road
emissions by minimising the need to travel and promoting the use of
low and zero carbon emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green
infrastructure network and requiring development to minimise and
mitigate pollution as far as possible.

Biodiversity
Not aware of any ecological constraints associated with the
allocation; however ecological surveys should be provided as part of
any planning application (GMEU).

Comments noted.
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Community Infrastructure
Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure which will
worsen as a result of new development. In particular schools,
doctors, dentists, hospitals, local shops, bus services and leisure
facilities will be affected (individuals, and Friends of Roe Green).

It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in

school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.
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Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may

include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.


Green Infrastucture
All green spaces in Worsley, Roe Green, Walkden, Boothstown and
Ellenbrook ahould be protected from development (Friends of Roe
Green).
Brownfield sites should be developed, rather than loosing green
spaces (individual).
There is a need for greenspaces in and around the Linnyshaw area
(individuals).

Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.

The NPPF at paragraph 117 states that strategic policies should set
out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs,
in a way that makes as much use as possible of previouslydeveloped or ‘brownfield’ land. Having regard to this, policy H9 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan states that residential development will be
directed towards previously-developed land, with a target that at
least 80% of new homes should be on such land, with a strong focus
on the City Centre, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas.
The release of some greenfield land through the Local Plan for
houses is considered appropriate to enable a good mix of dwellings
to come forward in sustainable locations. The delivery of housing on
brownfield land within the existing urban is being maximised as far
as possible, helping to minimise the need for greenfield release.
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The site is open land within a mixed employment / housing area that
does not have a particular recreation function. Given this, and the
proximity of the site to Blackleach Country Park and public rights of
way across Linnyshaw Moss to the east and the Linnyshaw
Loopline, it is considered the loss of 1.7 hectares of greennfield land
is acceptable in this context.
Highways
Development would worsen congestion which is already considered
severe, particularly on all roads leading to junction 13 of the M60,
roads from Wardley to Walkden and on Old Clough Lane (Friends of
Roe Green, individual).
Existing highway infrastructure cannot support additional traffic, with
the guided busway leading to increased traffic on the A6 (individuals,
local councillor).
There is a significant amount of development taking place on Moss
Lane with only one vehicular access (local councillor), whilst the
cumulative impact should have regard to the Wain Homes and
Countryside developments at Linnyshaw (individual).

Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.

Development of the site should be conditional on the establishment
of pedestrian and vehicular access between Sharp Street and Moss
Lane to distribute traffic in the area (there is already a link between
these two roads but it is inaccessible). This would provide direct
access to employment sites and a safe direct route through to the
town centre, and mitigate the impacts on Manchester Road and
keep cyclists and pedestrians away from busy roads and junctions
(local councillor).

The policy has been amended to clarify that Moss Lane to the northwest of the site should be improved and provide the primary
vehicular access for the development (criterion 4). This would be via
Sharp Street. The introduction / justification to the policy notes that
this section of Moss Lane is currently an unmade track and will need
to be upgraded to accommodate vehicles as well as pedestrians and
cyclists.
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A vehicular loop road from Sharp Street to Moss Lane that then
carries on to the part of Moss Lane that forms the main spine road
for recent housing developments by Wain Homes and Countryside is
not considered appropriate. This would involve building on a public
footpath which is particularly narrow to the rear of new properties on
Yarn Close, meaning that there would also be insufficient space to
provide a road of adoptable standards and a pavement for
pedestrians.
Housing
The proposed development would not be sustainable and would be
executive homes built by greedy developers (individual).

Other significant changes made to policy H3/14
Change
Additional criterion added to require development to retain mature
trees on the site where practicable (criterion 3).

Having regard to the requirements of policy H7 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan there will be a requirement for 20% of the houses to be
provided as affordable housing. These would include social rented,
affordable rented and shared ownership dwellings, subject to
viability. The affordable requirements are based on a strategic
assessment of viability that has allowed an 18% profit for the
developer; this is in line with government’s planning practice
guidance which states that a developer profit of 15-20% is
appropriate.

Reason for change
To highlight the importance of the mature trees on the site and the
need for these to be incorporated into the development where this is
practicable.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/15 HAZELHURST FARM, WORSLEY
Allocations involving development on land in Salford that is currently in the Green Belt are
now being considered solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than Salford’s Local Plan.
Issues raised in relation to Draft Local Plan policy H3/15 are summarised below and have
been taken into account in the drafting of GM Allocation 30 (Land at Hazelhurst Farm) in the
Revised Draft GMSF. The size of the allocation has decreased from 24 hectares to 16
hectares, with the proposed amount of housing reduced from 450 dwellings to 400 dwellings.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality and noise pollution
Concerns were raised regarding the site’s proximity to the M60 and A580 and the potential for
increased air pollution resulting from the additional vehicle movements and also issues during
the construction phase.
Many of the comments highlighted the potential health implications associated with increased
air pollution and expressed concerns with regards to poor air quality in Salford compared to
other areas, suggesting that ‘green lungs’ such as this site should be protected.
Consultees questioned whether acceptable noise levels could be achieved on the site due to
the significant contributors to noise (i.e. adjacent roads, park and ride facility, high voltage
cables and pylons on site).
Concerns were expressed that noise would be created as a result of the development both
during and after construction, impacting on the quality of life of local residents.
Biodiversity
General concerns were expressed regarding the loss of wildlife, and some of the comments
cited the presence of particular species (most frequently birds), and important features on the
site such as woodland and hedgerows. Some of the comments raised concerns with regards
to the impact on the Worsley Woods SBI, and some thought that this would be lost due to it
being included within the allocation.
The Lancashire Wildlife Trust requested that the policy is strengthened with the following
additional policy requirement: ‘To maintain and, where appropriate, restore functional
ecological network links between identified strategic green infrastructure, pond habitat and
the Worsley Wood SBI’.
Community Infrastructure
Comments raised the following:
Concerns with regards to the capacity of existing community infrastructure and the
potential for the development of this site to worsen the situation
 Primary and secondary schools together with doctors surgeries were referred to most
frequently, with concern also raised regarding the capacity of dentists, local hospitals,
shops, leisure facilities, public utilities, and pressures this would place on emergency
services in the area
 The provision of a new primary school should be made a requirement due to limited
capacity of schools in the area
Flood risk and water
A limited number of comments were received raising concerns regarding increased surface
water run-off and flood risk as a result of the development, and the requirement for sufficient
drainage on the site to avoid this (although the Environment Agency did not raise any specific
concerns in this regard, but requested that the policy makes reference to green/soft SUDS).
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The Environment Agency asked that the following should be taken into account:
Future development should ensure that there is no deterioration of existing Water
Framework Directive waterbodies and green infrastructure assets, and where feasible
seek to enhance ecological quality of any poor waterbodies and associated riparian
corridor, and link with any retained or enhanced local wildlife site or priority habitats that
connect with these (Environment Agency).
 Retaining open space of a minimum of 8 metres width adjoining the main river
watercourse (Wardley Brook) is required and access to through the site to reach the
watercourse must also be provided.
United Utilities explained that consideration must be given to the disposal of surface water in
the most sustainable way.
Green Belt
An individual commented that the location of the site is acceptable in principle, being
constrained on all sides it will not result in urban encroachment.
Comments received expressed the following:


There are sufficient, suitable previously developed sites, empty properties and homes for
sale/rent to meet needs, and that these options should be fully explored before sites in the
Green Belt are considered, particularly given the regeneration benefits of such an
approach.
 The site is one of the last remaining areas of Green Belt in the local area and is land
which prevents urban sprawl, helping the residential areas of Walkden, Worsley and
Swinton to maintain their own identity
 Exceptional circumstances have not been adequately demonstrated to warrant loss of
Green Belt; the need for affordable homes and unmet housing need is unlikely to
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt and other harm to constitute the very special
circumstances test to justify Green Belt development
 The site should not be released to meet targets for the whole of Greater Manchester
Green Infrastructure
The site’s value to the community as a green space and a recreation asset (including for
walking) was identified in a large proportion of the comments received, and the development
of the site was strongly objected to on this basis. Furthermore, comments were received
stating that open space should be protected for the health and well-being of residents.
Comments were received stating that there is a public right of way going east to west through
the site from Hawthorne Drive to Hazelhurst Fold/Richmond Drive. This has been an
established route for many years and is used by many as a short cut. The policy should be
amended to ensure this is retained and formalised/adopted, with consideration given to the
need for a S106 agreement to ensure appropriate sums for this.
Heritage
Historic England considers that the requirement for an archaeological assessment (as
currently referred to in the reasoned justification) should be reflected in the policy.
Highways and public transport
The following comments were made:


The policy should be amended to ensure that commuted sums are provided to ensure
highways improvements
 A traffic and travel plan should be provided
 A traffic management plan should be prepared which considers the need for signal
controlled junctions at the roundabouts of Worsley Brow and reinstatement of a dual
carriageway access onto the M60 southbound at junction 13 before the smart motorway
scheme comes live
A study should be undertaken to look at the feasibility of access issues (individual).
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Concerns were expressed with regards to achieving appropriate site access, and access
options for the site were identified as being limited. Taking access via Hazelhurst Road was
identified as being challenging due to existing congestion issues on the road and the capacity
of its junction with Moorside Road and the A580, its narrow width, on street parking and traffic
calming measures.
An alternative access point could be via Hawthorne Grove to Roe Green but this would
involve loss of woodland and would be unsuitable (individuals).
Comments were made that traffic congestion is already a major issue in the area and further
development would exacerbate the problem. The M60 (in particular junction 13) and the A580
were identified as being very congested, which has a significant impact on the operation of
the local road network that surrounds the site allocation.
Concerns were expressed regarding the cumulative impact of existing and proposed
developments (such as the Trafford Centre, RHS Garden Bridgewater, AJ Bell Stadium and
Port Salford), including some of the other GMSF allocations in Salford and the adjoining
authorities.
Many considered that the local road network cannot accommodate further development
without significant investment, and that this would be challenging due to the area being
physically constrained by the infrastructure and geographical features which surround it (for
instance the motorways, canal, golf course and the mosslands).
The NW Quadrant Study Stage 3 Report (2016) identifies the issues with capacity of the M60
between junctions 8 to 18. Consultees considered that the M60 Smart Motorway will not
alleviate congestion.
Calls were also made for a comprehensive traffic assessment to better understand the
problems.
It was commented that although the site is close to the Leigh-Salford-Manchester guided
busway, it was considered inappropriate to rely on this to achieve a significant modal shift due
to the limited destinations it serves. Capacity of the Leigh-Salford-Manchester guided busway
was highlighted as an issue in some comments.
Many of the comments considered that the area is poorly served by public transport and has
no tram/train station. The need for better connections to the main employment areas such as
Salford Quays and Trafford Park was identified.
A modal shift will be difficult to achieve due to people’s lifestyles.
Housing
The Peel Group fully supported the development of the site, commenting that the allocation is
an accessible site that is well related to the existing urban area and not subject to any
constraints preventing its development.
Although Peel support the allocation they have raised the following issues:
1) The Greater Manchester Green Belt Assessment identifies that the site makes ‘a strong
contribution in restricting urban sprawl of the urban area.’ The Peel Group does not
consider that the site performs a strategic Green Belt function. It is a small parcel
separated from the wider GM Green Belt that performs a moderate contribution in
restricting sprawl and should be considered as a logical infill gap. The release of land will
not result in urban sprawl; rather the M60/A580 would function as new defensible
boundaries
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2) There are no site specific requirements in respect of highway infrastructure. Peel is
undertaking further work on this and would welcome discussion with SCC/AGMA.
3) Peel notes the potential requirement for a primary school on site and potential demand for
one GP and one dental practitioner and will work with SCC to establish how the demand
accommodated taking into account capacity, natural growth and timing of the
development.
4) 2.4 hectares of on-site open space and 2.6 hectares of parks, gardens and semi-natural
green space will be required and Peel will work with officers to establish the most
appropriate means of provision
5) Wardley Woods would be retained. The proposals would safeguard any protected species
and deliver a management regime
6) With regards to delivery, assuming the GMSF is adopted in 2018, development could
commence in 2021/22 and be built at a rate of 30 to 50 dwellings per annum, completing
in 2034. This is considered conservative and there is potential that it could be delivered in
a shorter timeframe
Some respondents questioned the need for higher value housing in the local area, and
instead suggested the demand is for affordable dwellings.
The type of housing proposed for the site should be provided in areas including Broughton,
Langworthy and Wigan given the regenerative benefits this would have (individual).
The housing requirement in the Draft Local Plan is not much higher than the annual average
requirement as recommended by the inspector examining the document (1,600 dwellings)
when building on Green Belt land was not considered necessary to meet the requirement.
Various developments have since taken place in the area therefore question need to release
land at Hazelhurst. The site is not necessary to meet overall housing requirement (individual).
Some expressed concern that there was limited detail on the type of housing to be provided
on site, and questioned whether this would be apartments.
The area has already seen a significant amount of development (individual).
Respondents suggested that the proposal represents overdevelopment and that the overall
scale of housing proposed to be accommodated on the site should be reduced.
The development of this site will have a negative impact on house prices (individuals).
The overhead power lines are a constraint to the site’s development (an individual and some
councillors)
Other issues
Concerns raised relating to the loss of land used for crop production.
Concern over the proximity of high voltage cables and pylons
The development would have a negative impact on the area’s character, identity and
economic potential.
The site is close to the Royal Mail Manchester North West Delivery Office (Shield Drive)
which generates significant noise, light and vehicle movements. The requirement for a buffer
to the A580 is supported and considered sufficient to ensure the existing activities of Royal
Mail are not adversely affected (Royal Mail Group Limited).
Reference should be made to the fact the site falls within the minerals safeguarding area
(MWPU).
The development of the site would have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of those
living and working nearby
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H3/16 LAND NORTH OF LUMBER LANE, WORSLEY
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/12 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality
A significant number of the representations highlighted the problems
on the existing road network and noted that air pollution in the area
is one of the worst in the country, with emissions exceeding
permitted levels. This has a negative impact on health and wellbeing and contributes to a range of health conditions. Salford’s
mortality figure attributable to air quality is also higher than average.
Traffic is the most significant cause of poor air quality and additional
cars as a result of development will increase air and noise pollution
(individuals and Barbara Keeley MP).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
It is recognised that poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated
with transport emissions, but due to the integrated nature of the
highway network and the amount of traffic that travels through
Salford to and from other destinations means that joint working
across a wide area is required to tackle the issue. The Greater
Manchester Combined Authority has led the production of an Air
Quality Action Plan for Greater Manchester (2016-2021) in
partnership with the Greater Manchester local authorities, Highways
England and Transport for Greater Manchester, which includes a
series of actions and measures to bring about an improvement in air
quality.
The planning process does however have an important role to play
in supporting an improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in
promoting better health and an improved quality of life. The Revised
Draft Local Plan includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the
various ways in which the local plan can assist in securing an
improvement in the city’s air quality, for example reducing road
emissions by minimising the need to travel and promoting the use of
low and zero carbon emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green
infrastructure network and requiring development to minimise and
mitigate pollution as far as possible.

A significant number of representations expressed concerns with
regards to the air quality and noise associated with the site
allocation, namely:

The site is bounded to the north by the A580, and this is a constraint
affecting the site which it is recognised will require careful design
and mitigation. Criterion 9 of the Revised Draft Local Plan policy

315






Its proximity to the M60/A580 and potential health issues for
future occupiers and existing residents on Hardy Grove due
to additional traffic
Its location within the air quality management area
Increased noise and pollution as a result of the development
(particularly for residents on Hardy Grove) and the need to
assess these impacts
The requirement to provide appropriate mitigation for noise
and air pollution is too vague

(individuals)

makes provision for this, explaining that the development of the site
must provide appropriate mitigation for the noise and air pollution
associated with the A580. The city council’s environmental health
officers have advised that whilst the necessary mitigation measures
may be more costly/time consuming for the developer to address,
the site allocation as proposed in the Draft Local Plan should be able
to be progressed. The type of mitigation required will need to be
determined at the planning application stage and a range of
solutions may be appropriate, for example restrictions on the layout
and location of buildings, the use of non-opening windows and
mechanical ventilation etc.
A very small area on the northern edge of the site allocation is
located within the air quality management area, and the city council’s
environmental health officers have advised that at the planning
application stage an air quality impact assessment would be
required due to the site’s proximity to this area.
The concerns about pollution for both future occupiers of the
development and existing residents are recognised, and other local
plan policies will ensure that the potential pollution impacts of
development are carefully assessed. Revised Draft Local Plan policy
PH1 explains that development will not be permitted where it would
result in unacceptable levels of pollution or would itself be subject to
unacceptable levels of pollution, and where appropriate, planning
conditions or obligations will be used to ensure appropriate
mitigation measures are put in place.

12 local residents commented that development would be
detrimental to health of residents, contrary to paragraphs 120 and
123 of the NPPF as it would not:



Avoid noise creating an impact on health and quality of life
Mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on
quality of life

The potential noise impacts are discussed immediately above.
Several criteria in the allocation policy seek to minimise the impact
on residential amenity, for example with criterion 1 requiring that site
access minimise any potential adverse impact on the amenity of
residents on Hardy Grove, criterion 2 requiring the retention of public
footpaths through the site, and criterion 8 requiring that the character
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Identify and protect areas of tranquillity

and appearance of the adjacent Roe Green / Beesley Green
Conservation Area is protected and enhanced.
The tranquillity of the site is affected by the proximity to the A580.
The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a strong protective policy for
the West Salford Greenway (policy GI5), which provides an
important area of relative tranquillity in this part of the city.

Amenity
Concerns were expressed with regards to the impact on amenity of
local residents in terms of:





Traffic
Pedestrians passing close to properties
Visibility of the bridge
Disruption during construction

It was suggested that having regard to the impact on

It is recognised that the development will have some impact on the
amenity of existing residents, in particular through the use of Hardy
Grove for access, and the increased vehicle and pedestrian traffic as
associated with this. The impacts would need to be assessed fully at
the planning application stage. Policies in the Revised Draft Local
Plan (D5, PH1) would ensure that development is designed to
provide users and occupiers have a good level of amenity, but also
ensure that development does not have an unacceptable impact on
the amenity of the users of other existing developments.
The concerns with regards to the visibility of the bridge are
recognised and it is a requirement of the site allocation policy
(criterion 1) that the bridge would be carefully designed to protect the
character and appearance of Hardy Grove, minimise any potential
adverse effects on the amenity of residents on Hardy Grove.
Construction would be for a temporary period of time and conditions
would be placed upon any planning permission to limit such
disruption.

Biodiversity
Not aware of any ecological constraints associated with the
allocation, other than those highlighted within the policy (GMEU).

Comments noted.
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The site’s biodiversity value was noted in many of the comments,
highlighting its features (trees, woodland, wetland, bushland etc) and
its value as a habitat for a range of protected species (in particular
bats and various bird species).
It was suggested that the site’s wildlife value (including whether the
standing water and hedgerows are priority habitats which need
protecting) should be assessed, and it was considered that Peel’s
Habitat and Protected Species survey from 2014 was inconclusive
as to whether important species inhabit the site (individuals).
Concerns were expressed with regards to the impact the
development of the site would have on wildlife, in particular damage
to:
 brooks and ponds (individuals)
 semi-leaved broadleaved woodland (individuals)
 the linear walkways (individuals)
 priority habitats (individuals)
 historic lime trees (individuals)
 trees which provide a buffer from pollution (individuals)

A number of ecological constraints have been identified on this site
which will require further surveys at the planning application stage
before development comes forward. This would be used to inform
the design and layout of the development and identify any
appropriate mitigation measures.
Criterion 7 of the site allocation policy explains that development
would need to protect the features of most importance, including the
pond in the southern part of the site and the semi natural
broadleaved woodland and also maintain the ecological connectivity
of the recreation route which runs along the site’s southern
boundary. Development would also be required to incorporate other
green infrastructure to ensure that wildlife can move through and
around the site.

The need to incoporate green infrastructure into the site was also
highlighted (individual)
Development would be contrary to Section 11 of the NPPF
(Conserving and enhancing the natural environment) (individual).
Community Infrastructure
Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure which will
worsen as a result of new development. In particular schools are
overcrowded / full, whilst doctors, dentists, hospitals, local shops,
bus services and leisure facilities will be affected. Consideration
should be given to investment in local amenities (individuals, and
Friends of Roe Green).

It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
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important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers



Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.

Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.
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Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.
Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.



Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on

maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.
Any development of the site must include appropriate section 106
arrangements (individuals).

Flood risk
Comments highlighted the flood risk issues on the site, noting that
parts of the site and surrounding area as are in flood zones 2 and 3
and identifying the following locations within the site as being
particularly prone to flooding:





The eastern end of the site
A marshy area which flows to a new pond at the foot of the
embankment on the loopline adjacent to Hardy Grove
The culverts along the loopline adjacent to Lumber Lane
The brook (with debris blocking the culvert)

It was observed that the land provides a soakaway at times of high
rainfall. Its development could lead to the discharge of further water
to the watercourse, leading to flooding in existing areas of flood risk.

Section 106 requirements will be sought in line with Revised Draft
Local Plan policy PC1 where a development would result in a
material increase in the need or demand for infrastructure, services,
facilities and/or maintenance.
Although most of the site is understood not to be at risk of flooding,
there are flood risk issues in three small areas of the site: the
channel of Kempnough Brook in the west of the site (which is in
flood zone 2 (medium probability) and flood zone 3 (high
probability)), the eastern corner of the site (which is in flood zone 2)
and an area of surface water flood risk in the centre of the site. The
Revised Draft Local Plan site allocation policy has been expanded to
better reflect the known flood risk issues on the site, and ensure that
development takes a comprehensive and coordinated approach to
managing fluvial, reservoir and surface water flood risk on the site
and avoids built development in the small area of the site which is in
flood zone 3 (criterion 4). The policy continues to require that any
flood risk associated with the Kempnough Brook is mitigated.
If the site is developed, the surface water on the site will need to be
managed in line with the surface water hierarchy detailed in Revised
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Draft Local Plan policy WA6. This policy has been amended to
include a much clearer and more prescriptive hierarchy for dealing
with surface water and will have an important role in minimising the
amount of surface water runoff and discharge from development
sites across the city.
Mitigation measures to deal with flooding are vague and lack
specifics (individuals).

Green Infrastucture
Site is located outside of the Green Belt and not affected by any
insurmountable environmental or technical constraints that would
restrict its development over the plan period (Peel Holdings).
Several of the comments objected to the loss of green space,
highlighting its value to the local area, how well it is used
(walking/exercise), and more generally the importance of local green
spaces for:





Health and well being
Future generations
Social interaction
Children’s development

(individuals, Barbara Keeley MP, Salford City Council Conservative
Group, individuals, Friends of Roe Green)

The most appropriate mitigation measures will depend on the
precise design and layout of the development, and so it is not
appropriate to be more specific in the allocation policy. A sitespecific flood risk assessment would be required at the planning
application stage which would consider all types of flooding and the
relationship between them in identifying appropriate mitigation
measures.
Comment noted.

Salford’s greenspace audit does not identify the site at Lumber Lane
as having an existing open space use as there is no permitted
access by right to the site other than the public rights of way.
However the Roe Green and Tyldesley Looplines on the eastern and
southern boundaries respectively are strategic recreation routes
which connect to other routes and provide natural greenspace. The
surrounding area has good access to a range of other open spaces
most notably Worsley Woods (local nature reserve), Parr Fold Park
(district park) and Roe Green (equipped play area and amenity
space) as well as a range of local sports facilities. Criterion 2 of the
site allocation policy requires that public footpaths through the site
are retained.
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Some of the comments suggest that the development of the site is in
conflict with the NPPF:





Paragraph 74 - criteria for when open space could potentially
be built upon are not met. The site is not surplus to
requirement and forms part of the Greenway. The loss would
not be replaced by equivalent or better provision.
Paragraph 110 - which directs plans to allocate land with the
least environmental/amenity value.
Section 8 (promoting healthy communities) - the loss of a
large area of public open space

Alternative uses were suggested for the site including:





Retain as local natural greenspace
Utilise as a key recreation area or for football/rugby
Local greenspace (consider that it meets the criteria)
Declared common land and given to the local people of the
area

(individuals)

Salford’s greenspace audit does not identify the site at Lumber Lane
as having an existing open space use, therefore the criteria of
paragraph 74 of the NPPF (now paragraph 97) and saved policy R1
of Salford Unitary Development Plan would not be applicable.
Lumber Lane is considered to form an appropriate infill site.
In allocating the site the city council has considered the
environmental and amenity value the site currently performs,
alongside other elements of the NPPF including delivering a wide
choice of high quality homes. The site has been allocated in order to
contribute to a good mix of dwellings coming forward across the city
(in terms of the balance between houses and apartments) helping to
meet a diverse range of needs. The policy sets out amenity /
environmental mitigation measures, whilst policy BG3 of the Revised
Draft Local Plan requires that all new development shall deliver a net
gain in biodiversity value.
Salford’s greenspace audit does not identify the site at Lumber Lane
as having an existing open space use as there is no permitted
access by right to the site other than the public rights of way. The
surrounding area has good access to a range of open spaces
including local sports facilities. The shape and location of the site
means that it is unlikely to be suitable for additional sports uses.
The land north of Lumber Lane has been assessed as not meeting
the criteria for Local Green Space designation. The city council is
also not aware that the site would meet the criteria for being
designated as common land and it is unlikely that the landowner
would gift the site for public use. It is considered to form an
appropriate infill site, close to the Leigh-Salford-Manchester guided
busway, and hence its proposed allocation is retained in the Revised
Draft Local Plan as policy H3/16.
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Comments were made that the proposed development would be
detrimental to the looplines for the following reasons:





A bridge will damage the loopline and its embankments (with the
embankments forming part of the character of the looplines,
reminding people of former use as a railway)
Development would reduce amenity for users of the loopline
Any bridge across the loopline would be unsightly
The loopline is used by cyclists, joggers and walkers (including
those going to Walkden High School) and would be decimated

Brownfield sites and and vacant former employment sites should be
developed rather than loosing another green area (Barbara Keeley
MP).

It is recognised that the looplines are important to communities, both
in terms of the recreation opportunities they provide and their
contribution to the character and attractiveness of some of the city’s
residential areas. The Tyldesley and Roe Green looplines would
continue to be protected as a strategic recreation routes. The
introduction of bridge over the loopline would require very careful
consideration at the planning application stage and the site
allocation policy is clear that the bridge will be carefully designed to
protect the character and appearance of the area and maintain the
quality of the recreation route (criterion 1).
The delivery of housing on brownfield land within the existing urban
is being maximised as far as possible. The NPPF at paragraph 117
states that strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for
accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as
much use as possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land.
Having regard to this, policy H9 of the Revised Draft Local Plan
states that residential development will be directed towards
previously-developed land, with a target that at least 80% of new
homes should be on such land, with a strong focus on the City
Centre, Salford Quays and the surrounding areas.
Whilst the emphasis in the Local Plan is to focus the vast majority of
new dwellings on previously developed land, a small number of
greenfield sites are proposed to be allocated in the Local Plan to
enable a good mix of dwellings to come forward in sustainable
locations. The site offers the opportunity to diversify housing
provision in the area without utilising Green Belt.

The integrity of Worsley Woods which is a local nature reserve would
be affected (individuals).

Worsley Woods Local Nature Reserve is located approximately 80m
from the south end of Hardy Grove and physically separated from
the site allocation by residential properties on Greenleach Lane and
Lumber Lane. Whilst it is not considered likely that this would
constrain the site’s development, the impact on the nature reserve
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would need to be considered through an ecological appraisal at the
planning application stage.
Heritage
Development of the site will impact on the setting of, and views from,
the conservation area at Roe Green/Beesley Green, would not
preserve its character and would lead to the loss of a physical barrier
between the conservation area and the rest of the urban area
(individuals).

A number of individuals commented that the proposed development
would be contrary to the 2016 Conservation Area appraisal for Roe
Green/Beesley Green as:
The appraisal identified Hardy Grove as land that should be
included in the conservation area due to the houses being of
historical significance and epitomising the character of the area;
this received unanimous support
 Any junction improvements / road widening at Hardy Grove
would have a negative effect
 The appraisal identifies rat-running as having a negative impact
on the Conservation Area; the increase in traffic associated with
any new development would worsen this impact
The loss of the site would be harmful to the character of the area,
contrary to the council’s vision to make Worsley one of the most
desirable places to live in Greater Manchester (individuals and local
councillor).


The proposed development of the site could potentially result in
some minor harm to the character and appearance of the
conservation area (especially if the proposed amendment to the
boundary as set out in the Draft Conservation Area Appraisal is
adopted, which would incorporate Hardy Grove into the conservation
area), with the level of harm depending upon the design of the
proposed road bridge. However it is considered that the issue of this
potential harm has been adequately identified and addressed within
the Local Plan policy, and would be outweighed by the benefits of
providing the new homes. More detailed mitigation measures would
be considered through any future planning application submission
Hardy Grove continues to be proposed for inclusion within the
conservation area. Criteria 1 and 8 of the site allocation policy
recognise the importance of ensuring that the character and
appearance of the conservation area and Hardy Grove are protected
and enhanced. The design of any junction improvements and new
bridge across the loopline would need to reflect this. The new bridge
would be likely to have some adverse impact on the conservation
area, for example as a result of the loss of some trees along that
part of the loopline and the change in character of Hardy Grove from
a cul-de-sac to a through road to the new development, but for the
purposes of paragraphs 193 and 196 of the National Planning Policy
Framework this is considered to constitute ‘less than substantial
harm’ and to be outweighed by the benefits of the development.
See immediately above in relation to heritage issues. The broader
character of the area would not be adversely impacted significantly
by the development of the site. The policy requirements for its
development should ensure the delivery of a high quality scheme
and the retention and enhancement of important green infrastructure
features, providing good homes in a high quality setting and close to
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Impact on grade 2 listed house opposite Hardy Grove (individual).

Highways
Individuals and a local councillor objected to the use of Hardy Grove
as an access to the proposed development site for the following
reasons:









The road is a quiet cul-de-sac not designed for through traffic.
At least 240 vehicle movements would have a tremendous
impact and lead to safety issues (including vulnerable residents,
disabled and children)
The road and footpaths are narrow and do not meet the council’s
design criteria /UV Adoption Guide. Widening would be required
leading to the loss of the grass verge and trees;
Pavements would need to be widened for safety if traffic flow
increases;
Cars parked on driveways overhang the pavement. On street
parking would make access to the site impossible (and impact on
other vehicles such as waste disposal and emergency vehicles);
Alternative access options should be explored and consulted
upon, in line with Transport Guidance for Transport Assessment
2007 (updated in 2014).
The bus stop at corner of Hardy Grove and Lumber Lane would
need to be relocated; currently when a bus stops it blocks the
entrance to Hardy Grove
Junction of Hardy Grove and Lumber Lane is dangerous due to
limited visibility, compounded by people parking at junctions

public transport that will support the area’s desirability as a
residential location.
It is noted that Littlewood and Sisley including the adjoining Stable
block (Grade II listed) are located 12m from the proposed access
into the site off Hardy Grove on the opposite side of Lumber Lane.
However, owing to its location and orientation, it is not considered
that the site contributes to the setting and significance of Littlewood
and Sisley cottages in any way.
It is recognised that the use of Hardy Grove for access to the site
allocation presents concerns for local residents. The construction of
the bridge across the recreation route is likely to result in the loss of
some mature trees and the use of this route for access would result
in some changes to the appearance of the street, and to the parking
arrangements on it, as discussed below.
The carriageway, footway and verge on Hardy Grove are considered
to be sufficiently wide to accommodate access to the proposed site
allocation and there is sufficient visibility at its junction with Lumber
Lane provided the bus stop to the left of Hardy Grove is relocated. It
is noted that there is on street parking along Hardy Grove. In order for
this route to be used as the main access route to the site, a traffic
regulation order would be required to restrict parking, however it is
considered that appropriate parking provision for residents could be
retained.
There are limited options in terms of site access, and Hardy Grove is
considered to provide the most appropriate access route. Other
options have been considered and discounted:
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The Coppice: due to insufficient road widths and the need to
cross an extensive area of woodland to access the site
The A580 East Lancashire Road: an additional access point
in this location would present operational issues due to the





Work to facilitate access to the site (including a bridge) could not
be undertaken safely or without significant detriment to residents
of Hardy Grove
The head of the cul-de-sac is lined by mature lime trees
Increased potential for crime and anti-social behaviour with
access roads being notorious for increasing incidences of
criminal damage and burglary (individual).

proximity of the existing A575 junction and also the impact on
the operation of the bus lane.
As discussed in response to some of the other comments, The
development of this site would need to be supported by a transport
assessment, which would consider in detail the capacity of the road
network and junctions, the additional trips generated by the
development, safety implications of the development and mitigation
measures where applicable. This would be undertaken at the
planning application stage.

A significant number of the comments highlighted that traffic/
congestion is a big problem in the local area, with many roads and
junctions operating at capacity and raised concerns that the
development of the site would exacerbate this. Comments
suggested that an increase in traffic would be contrary to section 8 of
the NPPF (Promoting health communities).

The development of this site would need to be supported by a
transport assessment, which would consider in detail the capacity of
the road network and junctions, the additional trips generated by the
development, safety implications of the development and mitigation
measures where applicable. This would be undertaken at the
planning application stage.

Key issues and problem areas identified include:

With regards to the concerns about the capacity of the wider
network, the potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process. Highways England’s North West Quadrant
Study is looking at strategic changes to the motorway network
between junctions 8 and 18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the
conclusions, and proposed actions, from the study as they emerge.














Motorway junctions (congestion/capacity)
A580 to Manchester (congestion)
A575 Walkden Road (congestion/junction)
Worsley Brow approaching junction 13 of the M60
Hardy Grove (congestion/junction)
Greenleach Lane (congestion/junctions/speed limit)
Lumber Lane (congestion/junction)
Old Clough Lane (congestion)
Roe Green (limited permeability)
Impact of school traffic/parking on some roads (Lumber
Lane/Greenleach Lane)
Rat running to avoid Walkden Road
Traffic impacts of the busway
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Safety for road users, pedestrians, cyclists and children
walking to school

(Barbara Keeley MP, Friends of Roe Green and local residents).
Barbara Keeley MP commented that:
 The introduction of M60 Smart Motorway scheme will not
resolve acute traffic congestion and identified a lack of short
to medium term solutions to address traffic issues,
highlighting the recent increases in traffic on Salford’s roads.
 Manchester NW Quadrant Study identified: future
development will compound existing problems; majority of
M60 between junctions 8 and 18 fall within worse 10% of
national motorway for journey time reliability; lack of
alternative routes if incident on the motorway; problems will
worsen over next 20 years even taking into account planned
improvements to motorway and public transport; and
transport problems will hinder economic growth and Northern
Powerhouse aspirations.
 New large scale developments will exacerbate the issues
Public transport
A number of issues were raised with regards to the capacity of the
city’s public transport:
 Capacity of bus services generally
 Overcrowding on the V1/V2 buses by the time they reach the
Walkden road stop. Buses don’t stop due to being full.
 To get to the V1/V2 stop to Manchester is 0.33km and
requires crossing the loopline and walking up 45 steps – not
accessible to older people or wheelchair /pushchair users.
Also isolated and unsafe for young /older people
(individuals)

The development of this site would need to be supported by a
transport assessment, and this would include an assessment of the
capacity of public transport in the area. This would be undertaken at
the planning application stage.
Policy A5 of the Revised Draft Local Plan positively supports
measures to improve the capacity public transport services,
including the further expansion of rapid transit routes. Whilst these
broad objectives are supported in the Local Plan, Transport for
Greater Manchester will have a central role in identifying and
securing improvements in public transport infrastructure during the
plan period.
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Housing
The allocation will provide high quality family housing in a strong
market area to attract and retain higher income families (Peel
Holdings).
There would only be limited requirements for affordable housing as
part of any development (individual).
Houses built will not be affordable given the house prices in the local
area (individuals).
Development of the site will lower local house prices (individuals).
The density per hectare appears high when compared to allocations
H3/1 (land east of Boothstown) and H3/2 (land west of Boothstown)
and should be looked at carefully (individual).

Comments noted.
Having regard to the requirements of policy H7 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan there will be a requirement for 50% of the houses to be
provided as affordable housing. These would include social rented,
affordable rented and shared ownership dwellings.
House prices are not a material consideration in planning decisions,
but there is no evidence that high quality new homes have an
adverse impact on existing house prices.
The gross densities of allocations H3/1 (land east of Boothstown)
and H3/2 (land west of Boothstown) of the Draft Local Plan were 10
and 15 dwellings per hectare respectively. The gross density of the
Lumber Lane allocation (H3/16) is 16 dwellings per hectare. The
density of development is therefore slightly higher on the Lumber
Lane allocations than the two others referred to by the respondent.
The density of 10 dwellings per hectare on land east of Boothstown
was a result of this site being proposed for low density houses that
will be of an exceptional quality, targeting the top end of the housing
market. The density of 15 dwellings per hectare on land west of
Boothstown reflected a significant area of flood risk in the centre of
the site. Consideration needs to be given on a site by site level basis
to the constraints on sites which reduces the developable area (for
example retaining trees, the presence of watercourses, utilities
easements etc.). Having regard to this, the developable area of
Lumber Lane is considered to be greater than that in Draft Local
Plan allocations H3/1 and H3/2 and a higher gross density is
appropriate. Notwithstanding this, the gross density for Lumber Lane
is relatively low compared to other housing sites across the city,
reflecting the need to retain various green infrastructure features
across the site.
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The constraints to development of the site set out at paragraph 9.45
of the RJ override the benefits of developing the site and therefore
the site should not be allocated for housing in the Local Plan
(individual).

Although it is recognised that there are constraints and the
development would have some adverse impacts, it is considered
that these can be mitigated and are outweighed by the benefits of
development, particularly in terms of assisting in diversifying the mix
of dwellings that will come forward in the city.

Site is not strategic in nature given it is not identified in the GMSF;
there is no reason to include it in the Draft Local Plan as other sites
will meet the need (individuals).

The GMSF only allocates land that is currently in the Green Belt or
that is a major area of protected open land on the edge of the urban
area. The site is allocated in the Local Plan to provide certainty
about its suitability for housing development. Its development is
considered necessary to contribute to a good mix of housing coming
forward across the city.

The site is not needed to meet Salford’s housing needs with the
HELAA identifying 35,727 dwellings to meet a requirement of 34,900
dwellings. When allocations are taken into account there is a supply
of 40,197 dwellings which is far above the requirement. There does
not appear to be a legitimate planning explanation for this
(individuals).

It is accepted that the release of the Lumber Lane site is not needed
in purely numerical terms given the supply that has been identified to
meet the overall requirement. However, the site has been allocated
in order to add to the mix of dwellings that is coming forward across
the city (in terms of the balance between houses and apartments) in
order to ensure that a diverse range of needs can be met.

The site is identified in the HELAA as ‘not developable for housing or
economic use’ (individuals).

The HELAA shows the site as ‘not developable for housing or
economic use’ as this reflects the current planning status of the site
(i.e. in the saved UDP the land is identified within the Worsley
Greenway which affords the site protection from development).
Through the Local Plan the council is effectively removing the
Lumber Lane site from the Greenway and allocating it for housing;
this will change its planning status and the protection from
development that it is currently afforded. Should the Local Plan be
adopted with the Lumber Lane housing allocation, the HELAA will be
updated to identify the site as being developable for new housing.

No need for additional houses in the area (individuals).

The allocation contributes to meeting the need for houses in Salford
in an area where there is clearly a high demand for housing.
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If the need for housing was so great then small parts of land to the
east of Crossfield Drive should be developed (individual).

Utilities
There have been issues with the gas, water and sewer systems
around Worsley. Extra demand on the old systems will only lead to
further bursts, further blockages, over flows, and gas leaks
(individuals).
Viability
All of the policy requirements for the site can be included in a
masterplan for the site and are capable of being delivered by the
proposed development of the site (Peel Holdings).
10 local residents commented that the site is not viable for
development if Hardy Grove is the access route. Reasons include:
 A noise buffer will be required due to noise/air pollution from the
A580 / M60 slip road
 A 16m buffer (8m either side) will be required for access and
maintenance to Kempnough Brook. There will be a need to avoid
culverting the brook.
 The need to avoid building anywhere near the further brook at
eastern end of site and the existing pond.
 Quite steep embankments on site, particularly towards the A580.
 The considerable expense of providing a bridge over the
loopline.
Water

The city council considers that land to the east of Crossfield Drive
should be afforded protection from development. It is within the West
Salford Greenway in Revised Draft Local Plan (policy GI5), which
states that the Greenway will be protected and enhanced as a series
of interconnected greenspaces of varied use and character, and
important heritage assets, providing a major contribution to the
identity and well-being of the surrounding neighbourhoods and west
Salford more generally. The land east of Crossfield Drive is also
included in the Revised GMSF as a proposed addition to the current
Green Belt. The land at Lumber Lane is considered to be relatively
detached from the rest of the Greenway, whereas the land east of
Crossfield Drive is more integral to it.
There are no known utilities infrastructure constraints that would
prevent development of this site. Consultation would be undertaken
with the relevant organisations at the planning application stage.
Comments noted.
As noted above the landowner considers that the site is viable for
development having regard to the requirements of the policy.
Although additional requirements have been added to the policy at
the revised draft stage, the city council has no evidence that these
would make the site unviable.
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The site provides water features including the pond and Kempnough
brook (a main river) and is of great value to the local area
(individuals).

Criteria 7 and 3 of the Revised Draft Local Plan (H9/12) explain that
development will need to retain the pond in the southern part of the
site and provide a buffer to Kempnough Brook.

A 16m buffer (8m either site) will be required for access and
maintenance to Kempnough Brook which is a main river. There will
be a need to avoid culverting the brook (individuals).

Criterion 3 of the Draft Local Plan stated that any development
would need to provide an eight metre buffer either side of the main
river running through the western part of the site, avoid its culverting,
and protect its water quality and mitigate any associated flood risk.
This criterion has been included within with the Revised Draft Local
Plan (again as criterion 3) with clarification provided that the main
river being referred to is Kempnough Brook.

Potential damage to water quality, contrary to paragraph 109 of the
NPPF (individuals).

An additional criterion 5 has been added to the policy requiring that
development shall be informed by a water body assessment in
accordance with policy WA2. This addresses issues relating to water
quality and the safeguarding of water features.

Development of the site would have to safeguard water features
(RAID and individuals).
Worsley Greenway
A number of comments considered that the site should remain
designated as part of the Worsley Greenway, and wanted to better
understand the reasons for not including it within this designation.
Comments also suggested that the development of this site would
fragment the Greenway and harm its character and amenity. And
some did not agree with the council’s assessment that the site is
‘somewhat separate from other parts of the Greenway given it is
connected via linear walkways (individuals, local councillor)
Green Belt
The site should be afforded Green Belt protection like the rest of the
Greenway and land to the west of Walkden Road is. It could assist in
controlling urban sprawl between Walkden and Worsley. The loss of
the site could lead to merging of Walkden/Roe Green.
(individuals, local councillors, RAID)

The site is considered to be somewhat separate / peripheral from the
other parts of the Greenway and is regarded as having less
significance in terms of forming part of an interconnected series of
spaces that contribute to the character of Worsley.

The site is considered to be somewhat separate / peripheral from
other parts of the Greenway and the justification for including it
within the Green Belt is therefore more limited.
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Land to the west of Walkden Road is considered to contribute
towards providing separation between Boothstown, Ellenbrook and
Worsley.
Other issues
The site should also be allocated in the GMSF for new housing (Peel
Holdings).
The development would be contrary to NPPF paragraph 69 which
requires local planning authorities to create a shared vision with
communities of the residential environment, particularly given
comments made to the city council to a previous stage of
consultation on the local plan (individuals).

Given the size of the site and that it is not currently Green Belt, the
city council does not considered it appropriate to allocate the site in
the GMSF as well as the Local Plan.

Bridging the old railway line will be an obstacle to the promised
expansion of Metrolink; if trams ran from Eccles through Monton and
Roe Green, Walkden and Farnworth to Bolton and from Bolton to
Bury congestion would be eased considerably (individual).

The city council welcomes all of the comments that have been
received on the Draft Local Plan and has given them careful
consideration. It has to balance a wide range of objectives in
preparing the Local Plan, including the need to ensure an
appropriate supply of new homes. The concerns of residents
regarding the allocation are recognised, but it is considered that it
should be possible to develop the site in such a way that any
potential adverse impacts are limited, with the allocation policy being
updated in the Revised Draft Local Plan accordingly. As a result, it
has been concluded that the benefits of delivering the additional
homes in this location would outweigh any adverse impacts.
The former railway lines will continue to be protected as potential
transport routes through the Local Plan (policy A14) and
consideration would need to be given to this in the design of the
bridge.

Other significant changes made to policy H3/16
Change

Reason for change

The policy has been amended to add reference to the proposed new
road bridge being designed to protect the character and appearance
of Hardy Grove and maintain the quality and ecological connectivity
of the recreation route (criterion 1).

To highlight that the importance of the character and appearance of
Hardy Grove will be an important consideration when considering
the impact of the new road bridge, and the role the recreation route
has in ecological connectivity and quality terms.
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Reference added to high quality pedestrian and cycle connections
from all parts of the development to the adjacent recreation routes
(criterion 2).
Additional text to require a comprehensive and coordinated
approach to flood risk and avoid built development in flood zone 3
(criterion 4).
The policy has been amended to add reference to development
being informed by a water body status assessment in accordance
with policy WA2 (criterion 5).
Reference added to addressing issues of land instability associated
with former mining activity on the site as part of the development
(criterion 6).
Reference added to the pond in the southern part of the site being
enhanced (rather than just being retained as in the Draft Local Plan)
(criterion 7)

To ensure that the development is fully linked in with the recreation
routes.
To provide further details on what is required from a flood risk
perspective.
To reflect the fact that there are water bodies on the site.
To ensure that residents would not be affected by land instability
issues.
The pond is currently in a poor condition so therefore it should be
enhanced as part of the development as part of an overall strategy
for delivering net improvements in biodiversity and green
infrastructure.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H4/1 DUNCAN MATHIESON PLAYING FIELDS, CLAREMONT
(The policy reference has been changed to H9/13 in the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Biodiversity
Not aware of any ecological constraints associated with the
allocation (GMEU).
The fields are important for wildlife, for example used by bats for
foraging. The ecological value of the site needs to be assessed
(individuals)

There is Japanese Knotweed on the site (individual).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Comments noted.
The hedgerows located around the site’s boundaries are identified
as the most important ecological feature on the site, and the Revised
Draft Local Plan policy has been amended to require that these
hedgerows are retained and enhanced as part of the development.
The city council is not aware of any specific species constraints on
the site, although the hedgerows and watercourses around the site’s
edges are both potential routes for species movement.
The presence of Japanese knotweed is noted in three locations on
the site (two on the eastern perimeter and an area in the south west
of the site). Appropriate measures would need to be taken in
handling the soil from areas where Japanese knotweed is present
and it would be appropriate to address this at the planning
application stage through a planning condition.

Greater Manchester Trust for Recreation (formerly Boys and Girls Clubs of Greater Manchester)
There were comments from indvidiauls regarding site ownership and The freehold to the site allocated in the Draft Local Plan is owned by
protection, specifically the recreation covenant, the fields being in
Greater Manchester Trust for Recreation, formerly known as the
Trust, house deeds stating no built development, and residents’
Boys and Girls Clubs of Greater Manchester. The Revised Draft
rights.
Local Plan extends the allocation to include the adjoining city council
land to the east. As an open space the site is afforded some
protection by saved UDP Policy R1 which will be replaced in the
Revised Draft Local Plan. The city council is aware of covenants and
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other suggested protections for the site, which will need to be fully
evaluated as part of future detailed feasibility studies.
Flood risk and water quality
Any proposals must retain open space of a minimum of 8 metres
width adjoining the main river watercourse (Folly Brook) and access
through the site to reach the watercourse must also be provided
(Environment Agency).
Folly Brook runs paralell to Oxford Road (individuals).
The drainage of the site is poor as a result of lack of mainteneance,
is subject to flooding and a rising water table (individuals).
Community Infrastructure
Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure which will
worsen as a result of new development. In particular schools,
doctors, dentists, hospitals, local shops, bus services and leisure
facilities will be affected (individuals).

The policy has been amended to require that any built development
on the site provides an eight metre buffer to the main river to the
south west of the site and maintains access through the site to reach
the river (criterion 3).
Criterion 3 requires an eight metre buffer to the brook and
assessment if any associated flood risk.
There is potential for surface water flooding to occur on the site and
therefore the site allocation policy explains that any built
development on the site should incorporate sustainable drainage
features to mitigate this risk (criterion 2).
It is noted that many of the comments regarding the site allocations
have expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands generated by
further development. The scale of additional housing proposed in the
Local Plan will increase the pressure on existing facilities, and
ensuring that new housing developments support improvements to
the quality and where needed, capacity of these facilities will be
important. Some amendments have been made to policies in the
Revised Draft Local Plan to address these issues, as detailed below:
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Community facilities: A new criterion has been added to
policy H1 (criterion 2) to state that a key component of the
spatial strategy for Salford over the period 2018-37 is to
develop sufficient community facilities (such as schools and
health services), transport infrastructure and green
infrastructure to serve new housing developments and their
occupiers
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Health facilities: Policy HH3 Provision of health and social
care facilities (previously policy HH1 in the Draft Local Plan)
has been expanded to explain that the city council will work
with health care providers to ensure that the capacity of
health facilities (such as GPs and dentists) increases in line
with the growing population, and to direct developers to
engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group to determine
requirements associated with development. Developments of
300 or more dwellings will be required to incorporate health
care facilities as part of the development unless provision can
be made elsewhere within the local area.



Schools: Whilst policy ED3 Residential developments and
school places (previously policy ED2 in the Draft Local Plan)
remains largely unchanged from the Draft Local Plan, it is
clear that residential developments will enable an increase in
school places where there is a projected shortfall, so as to
avoid overcrowding in schools or students having to travel
longer distances to school. This will generally be through a
financial contribution to the expansion of an existing school,
however in some cases developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites,
which is a requirement of some of the larger site allocations.
Policy ED3 requires that the additional school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.



Transport infrastructure: The focus of the local plan
accessibility policies is to collectively promote and encourage
sustainable travel choices through a variety of ways. It is
essential that the significant growth in the city’s population
over the next 20 years is not accompanied by a similar level
of growth in the use of cars, which could have a detrimental
impact on the quality of life of Salford residents. Many of the
policies in this chapter have been expanded and amended to
ensure that every effort is made to achieve a modal shift.

Securing major improvements to Salford’s public transport
network will form an important part of this and the key
priorities for further investment are identified in policy A5. It is
recognised that some developments will generate the need
for additional infrastructure and services, and where this is
the case, policy A1 is clear that such development should be
carefully phased alongside the delivery of the necessary
transport infrastructure.
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Leisure facilities: Policy R2 Recreation standards includes
local recreation standards to help ensure that all residents
have good access to recreation opportunities. All new
residential developments will be required to support the
achievement of these standards having regard to the
additional demand the development will create. The
contribution made by new residential developments may
include the provision of new facilities and the
improvement/refurbishment of existing facilities.



Shops: Salford’s network of town and local centres plays an
important role in meeting the varied needs of Salford
residents, and the local plan will continue to protect and
enhance these centres, with a particular emphasis on
maintaining a strong convenience retail function (i.e. the sale
of food, drinks, newspapers etc.) within the centres so as to
ensure that people’s everyday shopping needs can be met.
In those areas of the city where a very large amount of
development is proposed (e.g. City Centre and Salford
Quays), a significant increase in retail floorspace and
community facilities will be provided to support the growing
population. Elsewhere in the city, the existing centres are
considered to be the most sustainable way of meeting
shopping needs, and more people living around these
centres will increase their use and therefore improve the
viability and trading conditions within the centres.

Existing provision for the 43rd Scouts Group should be protected
(individuals).
Green Infrastucture
There is a lack of local recreation facilities and alternative uses for
the site were suggested including a children’s play area, community
days and events, a local park, nature reserve or animal park.

The policy has been amended in the Revised Draft Local Plan to
explain that the existing scout hut on the site will be retained.

The site should be acquired by the city council or the local
community (individuals).

The majority of the site allocation as proposed in the Revised Draft
Local Plan is in the ownership of the registered charity Greater
Manchester Trust for Recreation, but the allocation has been
extended to include the city council land to the east. The Trust has
indicated to the city council and community representatives that it
intends to retain ownership of its part of the site.

Individuals made comments about the value of the playing fields,
including:

The purpose of the site allocation is to enhance this site to
significantly improve its overall recreational value, particularly for
sports use, and sensitively designed built development on the site
could enhance its overall biodiversity value. Key features such as
the hedgerows will be retained to assist in this.





As greenspace
As an area for dog walking
Enriching health and well-being

The city council’s playing pitch strategy (2018) identifies that there is
a shortfall of pitches for football, rugby union and rugby league in
Claremont and Weaste and proposes significant investment to return
the site to active uses. The playing fields located within the proposed
site allocation are largely disused due to poor ground conditions.
The purpose of the site allocation is to enhance this site to
significantly improve its overall recreational value, including through
the provision of outdoor sports pitches, allotments and a new
changing pavilion. The investment necessary to deliver these
improvements is not likely to be forthcoming without some housing
development on a small part of the overall site. The majority of the
site will remain as outdoor sports pitches rather than other recreation
uses, but other smaller recreation facilities could be considered if
there is adequate support from the local community. New facilities
such as play areas or an outdoor gym would only be supported if
these had natural surveillance from new front facing properties as
part of some housing development.
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For birds and wildlife
Highways
Development would worsen congestion on the surrounding road
network at peak times, particularly Eccles Old Road, Lancaster
Road, Oxford Road, Sunningdale Drive.

Improvements to public transport infrastructure within the city are
encouraged in a number of policies in the Local Plan, in particular
the accessibility chapter.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.

Housing
Object to the principal of developing the site for housing (individual).

None of the residents have been informed and feel that the
proposals are being taken forward behind closed doors (individual).

The purpose of the site allocation is to enhance this site to
significantly improve its overall recreational value, however the
investment necessary to deliver these improvements is not likely to
be forthcoming without some enabling housing development on the
site. The amount of enabling residential development permitted on
the site has been reduced from 100 dwellings to no more than 50
dwellings in the Revised Draft Local Plan, having regard to the
concerns expressed by the local community. Hence there would only
be built development on a small proportion of the site.
The Draft Local Plan which included the proposed site allocation was
subject to public consultation between November 2016 and January
2017. The Revised Draft Local Plan is also a consultation document
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on which comments on the various policies are invited. Following the
end of the public consultation on the draft plan regular meetings
have taken place involving representatives from the Trust, city
council and local community (Save Duncan Mathieson Group) to
discuss the future of the site.
Sports pitches
The site has been used for a long time for sports activities for the
children after school and at weekends and for football and rugby in
recent years by local sports clubs, scouts and the wider community
(individuals).
The site has no changing facilities, no floodlighting and the grass
surface is prone to flooding and requires periods of rest between
play and accordingly are at best playable twice a week. The sports
pitches should be retained and improved for community, club and
school use (individuals).

Two local football clubs currently have leases to use sports pitches.
The site was also used recently by a local rugby team for training
purposes. The proposed allocation seeks to increase significantly its
use for sports activities.
The city council is aware of these issues and the site allocation
policy is seeking to deliver improvements to recreation facilities on
the site through some limited enabling development.

Any loss of any existing sports facilities / playing field will need to be
fully justified by clear reference to the Council’s Playing Pitch
Strategy (Sport England).

The proposed allocation seeks to deliver a significant net
enhancement of the sports use of the site, in accordance with the
playing pitch strategy. Policy R1 identifies the site as one of five key
hubs in the city for outdoor sports.
Views of the Greater Manchester Trust for Recreation (formerly Boys and Girls Club of Greater Manchester (BGCGM)
An alternative concept plan has been prepared for the site which
As a recreation asset which has declined, the primary objective of
proposes residential development, informal community parkland,
the city council is to bring the site, which is well located within an
and offsite improvements to an existing sports and recreational
existing residential area, back into recreational use. It is recognised
facility in Claremont and Weaste. In their representations the
that a significant amount of money needs to be spent on improving
BGCGM was seeking greater flexibility within the policy to allow for
the facilities and therefore unless an alternative funding source is
both off-site in a ‘suitable location’ and on-site improvements to
identified it is acknowledged that some enabling development is
sports provision in Claremont and Weaste.
required, however this should be kept to a minimum. The alternative
approach proposed is not consistent with the council’s priorities for
BGCGM also objected to ceiling of 100 dwellings which is
this site and would provide a high degree of uncertainty to local
considered unsound, and will not deliver the improvements in
communities with regards to its future use.
recreation sought (BGCGM).
The amount of enabling development which would be permitted on
The proposed revised draft policy wording is shown below:
the site has been reduced in the Revised Draft Local Plan so that it
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“H4/1 Duncan Mathieson playing fields, Claremont (10 hectares)
The site is considered suitable for residential development.
Recognising that the sites last use was for outdoor sport and
recreation, any development proposal will need to ensure equivalent
or better provision is made in a suitable location. Such a location
may involve on site provision but may also entail off site provision by
way of qualitative improvements to other sites within Claremont and
Weaste. In the event that on site provision is made the layout of the
recreation facilities, features such as floodlights and vehicular
access arrangements will all be carefully controlled to ensure that
there is no significant adverse impact on the amenity of surrounding
residents, particularly in terms of potential noise and light pollution.
The site design should also incorporate sustainable drainage
features to mitigate the fluvial and surface water flood risk affecting
the site.”

does not exceed 50 dwellings (in the Draft Local Plan it was
proposed that up to 100 dwellings would be permitted). This is
considered sufficient to enhance the site’s recreation value whilst
taking into account local residents’ concerns about built development
on the site and the likely views of Sport England.

The allocation does not follow any clear or logical physical
boundaries, which should be extened to form the combined BGCGM
and city council land. In its present form it seeks a comprehensive
solution to the Duncan Mathieson site yet fails to deal with the site
as a comprehensive "whole" (BGCGM).

The site allocation boundary has been extended in the Revised Draft
Local Plan to include the city council owned land to the east.

The part of the site owned by SCC is currently unused for any form
of activity whilst Duncan Mathieson playing fields is mown and used
for outdoor sports on a formal but ad-hoc irreguar basis for
organised sports (BGCGM) Salford Playing Pitch Strategy & Action
Plan published in October 2015 describes both the land owned by
BGCGM and that owned by the Council as "disused". There is no
evidential basis which demonstrates the need to retain and improve
Duncan Mathieson playing fields, particuarly if other improvements
are made in the local area (BGCGM).

It is understood that the city council land has worse ground
conditions than other parts of the site which has prevented use over
a number of years. Previous feasibility studies have indicated that
significant investment would be required if this area was to be
reinstated but that these pitches would remain of low quality,
allowing only limited use, and would be expensive to maintain. The
city council’s playing pitch strategy (2018) identifies that there is a
shortfall of pitches for football, rugby union and rugby league in
Claremont and Weaste and proposes significant investment to return
the site to active uses. The playing fields located within the proposed
site allocation in the Revised Draft Local Plan are largely disused
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due to poor ground conditions. The purpose of the site allocation is
to enhance this site to significantly improve its overall recreational
value, including through the provision of outdoor sports pitches,
allotments and a new changing pavilion.
The city council misinterprets the criteria within paragraph 74 of the
NPPF that are relevant to the site. The paragraph does not place a
total prohibition upon redevelopment of sport pitches whether they
are in use, disused or lapsed. Indeed the local plan policy clearly
envisages that pitches may be developed where certain criteria are
met; given this the Council must consider that paragraph 74 of the
NPPF has been satisfied (BGCGM).

The Revised Draft Local Plan is considered to be consistent with
paragraph 97 of the new NPPF published in July 2018. The
proposed allocation H9/13 is clear that limited development will only
be accepted to generate the funding necessary to deliver the
enhancements required. Any loss of existing sports facilities /
playing field will need to be fully justified by clear reference to
Salford’s Playing Pitch Strategy (2018 update) which concludes that
local shortfalls remain. Bringing the overall Duncan Mathieson site
back into active sports uses will alleviate the majority of these
shortfalls.

In relation to finacial vaibility BGCGM commented as follows:

It is accepted that the site needs to be financially sustainable in the
long-term, and that the level of investment required to enhance the
facilities is likely to be significant.







A feasibility study on the Council land confirmed that a return to
active uses would not be cost effective / sustainable.
It would not be a financially sustainable proposition to seek to
improve the pitches. The cost of maintaining any enhanced or
improved pitch would far exceed the revenue.
A study by Professional Sportsturf Design [PSD] shows a
minimum cost of circa £375,000 to provide 3 senior football
pitches, in addition to circa £240,000 to construct a 2 team
changing room. Thus the capital investment required is a
minimum of £610,000, which could be reasonably estimated to
generate an income of £1500 per annum, which would not be a
financially sustainable model for the provision of sports and
recreation facilities.
The development of artificial outdoor pitches allows for far
greater levels of usage particularly where floodlighting is
provided but involves far greater levels of initial capital
investment. An all weather floodlit senior football pitch would be

Following the end of the public consultation regular meetings have
taken place involving representatives from the Trust, the city council
and local community (Save Duncan Mathieson Group) to discuss the
future of the site.
It is considered that the equivalent of two artificial pitches will need
to be part of the proposals to generate sufficient ongoing revenue to
fund the management and maintenance of the overall site. It is
accepted that income from grass pitches does not cover the costs of
providing them.
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£935,000, with the costs rising to £1,220,000 if a senior rugby
pitch is to be provided.
 A basic 4 team changing room and club room would cost
£640,000 to construct whilst an affordable 4 court sport hall
would be £2,215,000.
 None of the given figures allow for bespoke drainage solutions,
ground conditions inflation beyond 2Q2016 or VAT.
 The current site generates minmal income and operates at a
significant loss with a deficit of £19,807 in 2014/15 and £19,887
in 2015/16.
 Other BGCGM sites with outdoor grass pitches and a large
indoor sports hall operate with even greater deficits.
If residential development on the playing field was to be acceptable,
this could be a vehicle for the delivery of actions in the Playing Pitch
at locations including at De La Salle Sports Club and Oakwood Park
BGCGM would be willing to work with the owners of these existing
facilities deliver demonstrable qualitative improvements (BGCGM).

Other issues
Debris from the bombing of the Arndale Centre is buried at the fields
(individual).

The city council does not support the level of housing development
proposed by the Trust, particularly as it would involve significant loss
of playing fields. The latest update of Salford’s Playing Pitch
Strategy (2018) demonstrates that there remains a shortfall of
pitches for football, rugby union and rugby league in Claremont and
Weaste which can be partly alleviated by returning the majority of
Duncan Mathieson to active sports uses. Qualitative improvements
will also be sought at other local sites but improvements to these
sites in isolation would not justify the loss of Duncan Mathieson.
If necessary, site investigations and a remediation strategy would be
undertaken at the planning application stage.

Green Belt and marsh land cannot be built on (individual).

This site is not located within the Green Belt. Ground conditions
would need to be assessed at the planning application stage, but it is
not considered that they would prevent the implementation of the
allocation.

Development would lead to increased pollution (individual).

The planning process has an important role to play in supporting an
improvement in the city’s air quality to assist in promoting better
health and an improved quality of life. The Revised Draft Local Plan
includes a new air quality chapter which outlines the various ways in
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which the local plan can assist in securing an improvement in the
city’s air quality, which is particularly important having regard to the
scale of development expected to be accommodated in Salford
during the plan period. Actions include reducing road emissions by
minimising the need to travel and promoting the use of low and zero
carbon emission vehicles, enhancing the city’s green infrastructure
network and requiring development to minimise and mitigate
pollution as far as possible. Policy PH1 is clear that development will
not be permitted where it would result in unacceptable levels of
pollution or would itself be subject to unacceptable levels of
pollution. The necessary assessments would be undertaken at the
planning application stage.
An individual made reference to the 2007 Trost Report.
A number of other issues were raised, including that:
 Sport pitch bookings on the site are expensive or have been
refused or cancelled by the management (individuals)
 Questions regarding financial benefits to individuals and
where the money from the sale of the other sites owned by
the charity had gone (individuals).
 The redevelopment of the Duncan Mathieson Playing Fields
would provide vital funding to ensure the continued operation
and growth of the Boys and Girls Clubs of Greater
Manchester (BGCGM).
 The owners have neglected the site and restricted access to
the community so that it does not get used with the aim of
selling the site to developers (individual).

The city council has not been able to locate the report that is being
referred to.
These are not material planning considerations. The city council is
focusing on how best to deal with the current situation in a way that
maximises the sporting benefits of the site for local communities.

Other significant changes made to policy H4/1
Change

Reason for change

Reference to the provision of indoor recreation facilities on the site
deleted

It is considered that the equivalent of two artificial pitches will need
to be part of the proposals to generate sufficient ongoing revenue to
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fund the management and maintenance of the overall site. Indoor
recreation facilities have been removed from the proposals as these
would require significantly more capital funding than artificial pitches
and would also not generate adequate income for the site. Indoor
facilities would require additional enabling development that would
not be supported by the local community.
The site allocation in the Revised Draft Local Plan has been
extended to incorporate the city council land to the east.

The Draft Local Plan did not identify a proposed use for this city
council land. This part of the site has similar characteristics to the
adjacent land with the former playing fields being underused for a
greater number of years due to ground conditions. The city council
considers that it is important to identify specific uses for the site and
its inclusion provides greater flexibility for the enabling development
and associated recreation enhancements. Sport England has also
indicated that they will consider the whole site as one for the
purpose of future proposals.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H4/2 FORMER SWINTON WASTEWATER WORKS AND SURROUNDING OPEN LAND, SWINTON SOUTH
(The allocation has been deleted from the Revised Draft Local Plan).
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Air quality
The proposed development would adversely affect local air quality,
whilst the plan as a whole fails to identify the aggregated air quality
of all of the proposed developments (SOSCA - Swinton Open Space
Community Association).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Part of draft local plan allocation H4/2 was granted planning
permission in August 2017 for the erection of 241 dwellings
(reference 17/70853/FUL), and construction has now started. The
planning permission includes a legal agreement requiring the
developer to pay a financial contribution to the delivery of a
community park on land adjoining their housing development (which
formed part of the Draft Local Plan allocation), and also undertake
works on their land that will form part of the community park.
Given the above, there is certainty that the Draft Local Plan
allocation will be delivered as housing and open space as intended.
Therefore the allocation has been deleted from the plan.

Community Infrastructure
There is unmet demand for primary school places in the local area;
expansion of Monton green primary School should be considered
(SOSCA).
A new on-site primary school would exacerbate congestion and air
pollution (SOSCA).
Flood risk and water quality
Any proposals must retain open space of a minimum of 8 metres
width adjoining the main river watercourse (Folly Brook) and access
through the site to reach the watercourse must also be provided
(Environment Agency).

For the reasons set out above, allocation H4/2 has been deleted
from the Revised Draft Local Plan.

For the reasons set out above, allocation H4/2 has been deleted
from the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Green Infrastucture
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Several comments referred to allotments on the site, with the key
points being:





For the reasons set out above, allocation H4/2 has been deleted
from the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Incorporating the provision of allotments within the
development is supported (Barbara Keeley MP, SOSCA)
Allotment provision should involve discussions with the
Salford Allotment Federation (United Utilities Property
Services).
Allotment provision should not adversely impact on the
existing open space (SOSCA).
Clarification sought regarding the future of the existing
derelict allotments (individual)

The requirement to retain hedgerows and mature trees (criterion 5)
should be deleted in order to provide flexibility to potentially take
access from Folly Lane (United Utilities Property Services).
Areas of the site which are not required for development or already
protected as allotments should be designated as Local Green Space
(Ellesmere Park Residents’ Association /individuals).
Highways
The only appropriate and practical access point to service the
housing development and the school from a main road is at the
bottom of Folly Lane (SOSCA).
There is a technically acceptable highway access from Campbell
Road to the north, which has been discussed at consultation events.
If the location of the access for the proposed housing were to
change, this could affect viability and therefore flexibility is requested
to the policy wording to “around” 250 dwellings (United Utilities
Property Services).

For the reasons set out above, allocation H4/2 has been deleted
from the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Housing
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Support was expressed for the allocation in principle (SOSCA,
United Utilities Property Services), however a range of views were
expressed with regards to the enabling housing development:





The housing should not reduce the quality of the existing
public green space on Campbell Road playing fields
(SOSCA)
Some considered that 250 dwellings is too many (SOSCA),
whilst others considered that greater flexibility is required to
enable the scale of housing to be based on viability (United
Utilities Property Services).
Housing should be developed along the western side of the
site so as to not adversely impact the existing high quality
public green space that adjoins the site’s eastern boundary
(SOSCA).

Open space
Some comments expressed support for the proposal to create a new
natural greenspace subject to the design of the area (GMEU/
SOSCA), with specific suggestions including that :



For the reasons set out above, allocation H4/2 has been deleted
from the Revised Draft Local Plan.

For the reasons set out above, allocation H4/2 has been deleted
from the Revised Draft Local Plan.

The character and type of the new public greenspace should
be similar to the existing area with the addition of a network
of pathways (SOSCA)
New play area should be designed for younger children and
be sited in the centre of the new housing to provide security
(SOSCA)


The need for an additional play area should be determined through a
community consultation exercise rather than prescribed through
policy (United Utilities Property Services).
Sports pitches
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Any loss of any existing sports facilities / playing field will need to be
fully justified by clear reference to the Council’s Playing Pitch
Strategy (Sport England).

For the reasons set out above, allocation H4/2 has been deleted
from the Revised Draft Local Plan.
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RESPONSE TO 2016 DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H5: SIZE OF DWELLINGS
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Minimum proportion of bedrooms by dwelling type
General support regarding the need for a mix of dwelling sizes in
terms of bedrooms. However, the requirement for a minimum of 75%
of houses having at least three bedrooms, and a minimum of 60% of
apartments having at least two bedrooms has not been justified by
evidence as required by paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Should
justification not be provided the requirement should be removed from
the policy (landowners, developers).
Landowners and developers commented that the requirements are
contrary to paragraph 59 of the NPPF which states that policies
should not be overly prescriptive. The policy lacks flexibility to take
into account issues such as:








site specific constraints / characteristics
the size of a site
market conditions
viability
local need
the mix/size of dwellings in the surrounding area
the demand for larger proportions of 1 bed apartments and 2 bed
houses due to the spare room subsidy (registered provider)

The requirements should not apply to specialist older persons’
accommodation as it is not always possible to provide a minimum of
60% of apartments being 2 bed or more on constrained sites, and in
mid to lower value areas where 1 bed units are more affordable and

How is this being addressed in the revised Draft Local Plan
The revised draft plan policy has been amended to make specific
reference to all developments delivering a range of dwelling sizes in
terms of bedrooms. This is considered to be a reasonable
requirement.
The requirement for 75% of houses having at least three bedrooms
that was in the Draft Local Plan has been deleted in the revised draft
plan. This it to recognise that smaller houses can be an important
source of housing for first time buyers given that they are more
affordable than larger houses, and that they contribute towards the
diversity of housing that will come forward in the city to meet differing
needs.
The requirement for at least 60% of apartments having at least two
bedrooms has been amended in the revised draft plan to at least
50%. This will ensure that a good mix of apartments come forward in
the city and recognises the role that smaller apartments can play in
meeting needs whilst avoiding an excessive preponderance of
studios and one bedroom accommodation that is only able to meet a
more narrow range of requirements.
A requirement of 50% of apartments having at least two bedrooms is
also the same as the longstanding requirement that has been
successfully applied since the adoption of housing planning
guidance in 2006 by the city council (set out in policy HOU2), which
has ensured that a mix of apartment sizes has been delivered over
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suitable to the local market (a developer of older persons’
accommodation).

the last decade or so. Further flexibility has been added to this
requirement, with the revised draft policy stating that a lower
proportion of two bed apartments can be permitted where it can be
clearly demonstrated by the applicant that smaller accommodation is
required to meet an identified local need of acknowledged
importance, such as the provision of affordable housing (in
accordance with the definition of affordable housing in Annex 2 of
the NPPF or any subsequent definition), housing for older people or
other specialist accommodation.

Strong objection to any requirement to provide three bedroom
apartments (developer).

There is no specific requirement in the policy or in the introduction /
reasoned justification to the policy requiring a minimum proportion of
apartments to have three bedrooms. However, three bedroom
apartments will be appropriate in some schemes in order to provide
a balanced mix of dwelling sizes in accordance with the policy.

Minimum proportions with regards to number of bedrooms is ‘about
right’ to help Salford achieve the right mix of property types (CPRE
Lancashire).

Broad support welcomed. However, the policy has been amended to
reflect other comments received to it with regards to flexibility, with
the removal of the minimum proportion of three bedroom houses and
a reduction in the proportion of apartments that need to have at least
two bedrooms from 60% to 50%.

Nationally described space standards
No evidence or justification has been put forward to explain why the
national standard is appropriate or workable in Salford, with relevant
issues identified in the PPG having not been considered
(developers, landowners).

The size of new homes is considered to be vital in order to deliver a
fairer and more inclusive Salford by enabling people to access
housing with sufficient space to meet their needs and support good
health; therefore the nationally described space standards are
considered to be appropriate for inclusion within the Revised Draft
Local Plan and an essential component of its strategy for delivering
a sustainable city. The removal of the space standards would
compromise the ability of the plan to address properly key issues
relating to diversity of housing provision, adaptability of new housing,
and health.
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The current approach is overly prescriptive. If the introduction of the
space standards is justified by the council they should be applied
flexibly to take into account local and site specific needs and
constraints, and to reflect the market profile of occupiers and
investors (such as in the PRS sector) (developers, landowners).
The national space standards could be guidelines but there should
be an opportunity to present a different approach, on a case by case
basis based on site specific factors (developer).

The city council considers that the national space standards should
apply to all dwellings in new build developments so as to ensure that
homes are adaptable and flexible to changing needs. The size of
new homes is considered to be vital in order to deliver a fairer and
more inclusive Salford by enabling people to access housing with
sufficient space to meet their needs and support good health;
therefore the nationally described space standards are considered to
be appropriate for inclusion within the Revised Draft Local Plan and
an essential component of its strategy for delivering a sustainable
city. Therefore this requirement has not changed from the draft plan.
However, the Revised Draft Local Plan includes amendments to
provide flexibility relating to changes of use and conversions. For
such developments the nationally described space standards will
only apply where practicable, having regard to the physical
constraints of the existing buildings. In addition the policy has been
changed so that the national space requirements do not apply to
HMOs (they should instead conform to the council’s HMO
standards).
It is not considered that the policy should be amended any further to
be more flexible; if there are material considerations which indicate
that the space standards should not apply to a particular
development these will be considered as part of the planning
application process on a case by case basis, but such situations are
likely to be exceptional.

Comments were received from developers and landowners in
relation to the financial viability and affordability implications of
introducing the space standards as follows:



The requirements are a regulatory burden that will hinder
marginal brownfield sites from coming forward
It is recognised that the council factored in the floorspace
standards through its 2016 Residential Viability Assessment.

It is accepted that a requirement for all dwellings to meet the national
space standards will potentially make new homes more expensive
due to increased build costs associated with an uplift in floorspace.
However, at an individual property level it is not considered that
there would be a significant adverse impact on viability, as higher
build costs for larger properties could mostly be recovered through
increased sales values.
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However this assessment identified clear viability issues across
Salford and so it is questionable whether all homes should be
required to meet the standard
Developers have entry level 2, 3 and 4 bed properties that may
not meet the space standards. These types of property provide a
valuable product for those who need a certain number of
bedrooms but who are unable to afford larger proprties.
It would be counterproductive if the approach was applied to
starter homes
The space standards are welcomed in principle, although this will
increase build costs above those at present by £5-£10k per
property (registered provider)

The requirements are not considered by the council to be a
regulatory burden. Rather they are a key component in ensuring that
new homes are of a satisfactory size to meet the needs of occupiers
and provide benefits associated with this (such as more adaptable
homes, better mental health etc.).
The council has again factored in the floorspace standards to its
2018 residential viability assessment that has been prepared in
support of the Revised Draft Local Plan. It is recognised that there
are viability issues in parts of Salford, but this is not considered
sufficient to mean that new homes should be built at a size below the
nationally described space standards.
The standards will apply to all dwellings / tenures including starter
homes and other affordable homes. Although it is recognised that
the standards may make new dwellings more expensive there is no
planning reason why affordable homes should be smaller than open
market dwellings or provide occupiers with a lower level of amenity
and standard of living. If there are material considerations which
indicate that the space standards should not apply to a particular
development these will be considered as part of the planning
application process, but such situations are likely to be exceptional.

The standards may have an impact on density contrary to the
imperative to make the best use of land, and conflict with policies on
housing mix (developers, landowners).

Policy H6 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out the approach to
density and requires a minimum density of 35 dwellings per hectare
(but with significantly higher requirements elsewhere). The space
standards are considered to be fully compatible with meeting these
density requirements. As noted in the introduction / justification to
the density policy, it should be possible to construct houses at
densities up to around 70-80 dwellings per hectare.
It is imperative that residential accommodation provided within the
city is of a high quality and adaptable to changing needs. It is
important to recognise that making the best use of land is not just
about density, it relates also to ensuring that developments are of a
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A specialist provider of housing for older people commented that the
space standards should not apply to the accommodation they
provide due to:



Two bedroom apartments in their developments often being used
for alternative uses (such a separate dining room / study)
Their developments often being in highly constrained town / edge
of centre locations

The most recent HBF customer satisfaction surveys show that 92%
of new home buyers were satisfied with the internal layout
(developers, landowners).

Guidelines change and so tying Salford to particular standards to
2035, when there is every chance that such standards could vary
over this 18 year period, may not be appropriate (developer).

1

high quality that contributes to creating successful places where
people want to live. The council considers that providing
accommodation of a good size is a key part of this.
The city council considers that the national space standards should
apply to all dwellings so as to ensure that homes are adaptable and
flexible to changing needs.
It is not considered that the policy should be amended to be any
more flexible where accommodation for older people is being
provided; if there are material considerations which indicate that the
space standards should not apply to a particular development these
will be considered as part of the planning application process but
such situations are likely to be exceptional.
The space standards will not be applied to residential institutions,
including those accommodating older people.
Recent research by RIBA (Royal Institute of British Architects)1
based on a sample of new build homes across the country revealed
that more than half of the new homes being built today are not big
enough to meet the needs of the people who buy them. The space
standards are considered to be an important way in which it can be
ensured that new homes meet the needs and support the health of
their occupiers.
It is recognised that the space standards could vary up to by the end
of the Revised Draft Local Plan (2037). The policy does though state
that if the current national space standards are amended any
subsequent standards will apply. Moreover paragraph 33 of the 2018
NPPF is clear that local plans should be reviewed to assess whether
they need updating at least once every five years. Reviews should
take into account changing circumstance, or any relevant changes in
national policy.

RIBA (2015) Homewise Report
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Other significant changes made to policy H5 of the Draft Local Plan
Change
Reason for change
Policy H2 of the 2016 Draft Local Plan set out the mix of dwellings
that would be provided in Salford over the period 2015-2035 in terms
of houses and apartments, but it did not provide details of the
estimated mix by number of bedrooms. In order to provide an
indication of the size of dwellings over the plan period, Revised Draft
Local Plan policy H5 sets out the approximate mix of dwellings by
number of bedrooms in order to deliver the identified housing
requirement. This is informed by forecast household type and size.

In line with paragraph 61 of the 2018 NPPF which states that the
size of housing should be assessed and reflected in planning
policies.

Reference has also been added to the policy to state that in order to
achieve the approximate mix, and to ensure that a good range of
homes comes forward across the city and within individual
neighbourhoods, all developments providing net additional dwellings
shall deliver a range of dwelling sizes in terms of the number of
bedrooms.
Added a sentence to the policy as follows:
“When submitting planning applications for residential development
where the nationally described space standards apply, including
changes of use and conversions where meeting the standard is
practicable, the applicant will be required to state the number of
bedspaces/occupiers that each dwelling type has been designed to
accommodate as well as the number of bedrooms and minimum
gross internal floor area (with a separate figure for built-in storage).”
The Draft Local Plan stated that the national space standards would
apply to houses in multiple occupation (HMOs). The revised draft
plan states that the nationally described space standards will not
apply to HMOs; instead they should meet the minimum room size

The change has been made so that the city council can easily
assess a scheme against the various space standards.

It is likely that HMOs will be fully furnished and so therefore the city
council could not apply the national space standards to them. It is
important however that space standards are applied to HMOs given
the nature of the accommodation and the need to ensure that
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and amenity standards set out in the city council’s latest published
guidance for such properties.

residents have a satisfactory level of amenity and space. Given that
the city council already has published size standards for HMOs it is
considered appropriate to apply them and any future update to them.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H6: HOUSING DESIGN
(The policy reference has been changed to policy D7 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Criterion 1) Nationally described space standards
The requirement to meet the nationally described space standards is
objected to, in line with separate comments made to policy H5
(developers)

Criterion 2) Accessible and adaptable homes
The introduction of optional standards is supported in principle, and
will assist in meeting the need the future housing needs of older and
disabled persons (developers)
The city council has not gathered evidence to explain the specific
need for accessible and adaptable homes in Salford, as required by
the national Planning Practice Guidance. If further evidence is not
provided the requirement should be deleted (developers)

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
The size of new homes is considered to be vital in order to deliver a
fairer and more inclusive Salford by enabling people to access
housing with sufficient space to meet their needs and support good
health; therefore the nationally described space standards are
considered to be appropriate for inclusion within the Revised Draft
Local Plan.
The support is welcomed.

As noted in the introduction / justification to policy D7 in the revised
draft plan, delivering an inclusive built environment is a key
aspiration of the Local Plan, and will become increasingly significant
with the projected growth in the number of older people and older
households. It will be important to enable people to stay within their
own homes wherever possible as their needs change, rather than
having to move to more specialist accommodation. Designing new
homes to meet the national standard for accessible and adaptable
dwellings will assist in this, enabling easier adaptation, and is an
important component of delivering a fairer Salford.
More detailed evidence will be published alongside the Publication
Local Plan.
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Subject to evidence being provided to justify the requirement,
developers commented that the policy should not apply to all
dwellings. Regard should be had to:







Type and location of housing being provided
Local site characteristics
The needs or requirements of various groups (for example those
wanting retirement homes near urban centres, apartments within
the urban area, family / executive housing in suburban or semirural locations)
The council’s viability evidence that shows that some areas are
not viable with the policy burdens of the local plan (including the
accessible and adaptable standards)
The impact of the standards on housing affordability, with not all
buyers wanting the standard meaning they will pay more for
something they do not need or desire

The policy has been amended to recognise that the requirement
may not be met where it can clearly be demonstrated this is
impracticable due to site-specific factors. It is considered that this
change clarifies that there will be some flexibility in how the policy is
applied.
The cost to provide homes to the accessible and adaptable
standards used by the city council ranges from £520 to £940 per
dwelling depending on its type and size., and these have been
factored into the residential viability assessment of the Revised Draft
Local Plan. These costs are 2014 based and it is likely that they will
reduce over time as homes built to the standard become
commonplace. Consequently, the requirement for new
developments to meet the accessible and adaptable standards will
have a limited impact on development viability and housing
affordability, when compared to the overall cost of buying a new
dwelling.
Although buyers may not need or desire the standard currently, their
circumstances may change over time. Building to the standard will
mean that they will be able to stay in their home, rather than having
to move to more specialist accommodation.

Criterion 4) High level of amenity for occupiers
Policy wording or justification to explicitly state that amenity and
pollution considerations include noise, light and vibration from traffic
movements; and that the applicant is wholly responsible for meeting
the costs of, and implementing, any mitigation measures required to
ensure an acceptable residential amenity can be achieved (Royal
Mail Group Limited)
Other issues raised
The principle of a policy relating to housing design is supported
(developer)

Policy D5 of the revised draft plan provides further details on issues
of amenity and is clear that development shall provide all potential
users with an acceptable level of amenity and ensure that it does not
have an unacceptable impact on the amenity of the users of other
buildings and spaces. Criteria A to H of the policy give examples of
what amenity includes whilst there is also cross reference in the
policy to the pollution and hazards chapter.
The support is welcomed.
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Housing developments should have green innovation and be
environmentally responsible as part of any mitigation, and improve
the biodiversity of the area (local community group)

Policy H1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan (criterion 7) requires that
new dwellings are highly energy efficeint. This is expanded upon
within policy D7 which includes a new requirement that all residential
developments shall be designed to exceed the fabric energy
efficiency required under Part L of the Building Regulations 2013 by
at least 19%, and achieve a higher standard than that required by
any subsequent revision to building regulations (criterion 5).
With regards to being envionmentally responsible and improving
biodiversity, these issues are addressed in other chapters of the
plan, particularly the chapter relating to biodiversity.

The Environment Agency commented that where new development
is riparian in nature and adjoins a key green infrastructure asset and
receptor the housing design should:




Be based around ‘front facing’ dwellings where development
positively integrates with river, and minimises future pollution
risk and or inappropriate built encroachment
Integrate flood storage and attenuation requirements with
biodiversity and landscape enhancement measures, rather than
dealing with these on a separate basis.
Incorporate long term conservation management/monitoring of
the semi-natural greenspaces retained within the site and/or
adjoining semi-natural areas

Other significant changes made to policy H6
Change

It is not considered that the housing design policy in the revised draft
plan should be amended to reflect the Environment Agency’s (EA)
comments. However, additional criteria has been added to policy D9
(waterside development) of the revised draft plan to require that all
development near to Salford’s waterways shall:



Provide a high quality frontage to the waterside, offering a
positive setting to it (criterion 1); and
Enhance the role of the waterway corridor within the green
infrastructure network, including by supporting improvements to
biodiversity, water quality and flood risk management (criterion
5).

Reason for change
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A new criterion has been added to the policy at the revised draft
stage (criterion 7) to require that all residential developments shall
incorporate provision for the secure delivery of shopping and
parcels.

To ensure that the built environment responds effectively to the
continuing increase in online shopping, helping to avoid the need for
repeat deliveries and hence unnecessary vehicle movements.

A new paragraph has been added to the policy to state that the
requirements of the policy apply to all residential developments
including student accommodation. It goes on to cross reference the
exceptions contained in policy H5 (Size of dwellings) of the plan for
when the nationally described space standards apply.

For clarity.

361

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: H7 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the 2016 Draft Local Plan
Evidence base
The 2012 Salford SHMA is largely out of date and should be
updated to esnure that the overall level of affordable housing sought
and the tenure mix is justified (Home Builders Federation).

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan
A 2019 Greater Manchester Strategic Housing Market Assessment
will be published alongside the Revised Draft Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework. Using the methodology in the national planning
practice guidance, this identifies a need for 613 affordable homes
per annum in Salford if the backlog of need were to be addressed
over the next five years.
The policy seeks a typical tenure mix of three-quarters for rent
(evenly split between social rent and affordable rent) and onequarter for shared ownership, given the low and/or insecure incomes
of most households in identified need.

Tenure mix
There should be flexibility around the tenure mix in all value areas to
allow for providers to come forward (United Utilities Property
Services).

Viability
The policy should be clear that the requirements are the starting
point for negotiation and that lower or no affordable housing may be
appropriate where supported by the submission of viability evidence

The revised draft policy is clear that a different affordable housing
tenure mix may be acceptable where there is clear evidence this
would help to better meet specifically identified local needs and
address site-specific circumstances. The identification of any such
need will be informed by discussions with the city council, and
registered providers where they are to manage the affordable
housing, having regard to criteria A to G in the policy. This flexibility
applies to all value areas.
The revised draft plan policy sets out where reduced levels of
affordable housing will be acceptable. This includes a consideration
of viability in accordance with policy PC1 of the Revised Draft Local
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to reflect site specific circumstances in all of the value areas
(developers).

Plan, and the applicant clearly demonstrating that all practicable
options have been exhausted for delivering the minimum affordable
housing requirement, including by partnering with registered
providers and accommodating affordable homes financed through
various sources such as Homes England, investment funds and
commuted sums from other sites.

Unclear as to why the density of development correlates to viability
(developer).

The city council prepared a residential viability assessment in
support of the Draft Local Plan and this has been updated for the
Revised Draft Local Plan. As part of this, the city council has used a
typology approach as advocated by the national planning practice
guidance on viability. Three typologies have been assessed: family
houses, mid density apartments, and high density apartments. The
assessment identifies that there are clear differences in the viability
of these development typologies, particularly for the high density
apartments given the increased build costs associated with such
developments. Having regard to the evidence it is considered that
the policy requirements need to reflect the differing viability of the
typologies (and hence why density correlates to viability).

Practice suggests that the policy requirements will not be viable, and
this should be reflected in the policy with the requirements being
described as maxima (developer).

The Revised Draft Local Plan affordable housing policy has been
amended so that the proportions of affordable housing sought are
referred to as being minimum requirements. The policy is also clear
that developments that provide a higher level than the minimum will
be strongly supported. These changes provide clarity that higher
levels will be acceptable given the need for affordable housing in the
city. Having regard to this it is not considered appropriate for the
requirements to be expressed as maxima.
Notwithstanding this, it is recognised in practice that not all
developments will achieve the minimum policy requirements,
primarily due to site level viability considerations including abnormal
costs such as remediation. The Revised Draft Local Plan policy sets
out where reduced levels of affordable housing will be acceptable.
This includes a consideration of viability in accordance with policy
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PC1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan, and the applicant clearly
demonstrating that all practicable options have been exhausted for
delivering the minimum affordable housing requirement, including by
partnering with registered providers and accommodating affordable
homes financed through various sources such as Homes England,
investment funds and commuted sums from other sites.
Where viability assessments are being undertaken for larger phased
developments, the viability assessments must be cumulative, so that
the assessment for Phase 2 also considers Phase 1 and the
assessment for Phase 3 considers Phases 1 and 2. This ensures
that infrastructure requirements that are front loaded into a
development form part of the viability base for the entire
development (developer).
On-site delivery / commuted sums
Recognition that there will be circumstances where on-site provision
is most appropriate, whereas in other circumstances the payment of
a commuted sum may enable the more effective delivery of
affordable housing to meet local needs, is supported (develoeprs)
Type and size of affordable housing
Not appropriate to prescribe that the mix of affordable housing
should reflect the mix of the wider development – there should be
flexibility to allow for an alternative mix where supported by evidence
from RPs (developer)

It is recognised that larger multi-phased developments will have
different viability considerations to many other sites that will come
forward in Salford as a result of infrastructure requirements. This will
be a material consideration in the determination of individual
planning applications and is not considered appropriate for inclusion
in the policy given that it will not be a common occurrence.
Support welcomed.

The Draft Local Plan policy stated that a different mix of tenure,
types and sizes may be appropriate where this would better meet
specifically identified local needs and address site-specific
circumstances. The policy was clear that the identification of such
need was to be informed by discussions with registered providers.
The Revised Draft Local Plan policy sets out when a different tenure
mix for the affordable housing sought will be appropriate. In addition
text has been retained so that in the first instance the type and size
of dwellings should reflect the development as a whole. However,
the policy also sets out when different types and sizes would be
appropriate. This includes discussions with RPs (registered
providers).
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Paragraph 9.61 which states that the mix reflecting the mix of the
wider development is the ‘starting point’ is appropriate and should be
incorporated into the policy itself (developer)

Pepperpotting
Developers commented that the policy wording is overly onerous
and reference to ‘small clusters of up to ten’ should be reworded as
follows:
“"Within mixed tenure developments, the affordable dwellings should
normally be clustered given the practicalities of managing and
maintaining units. The amount and location of the clusters will be
subject to negotiations with the Council. Larger clusters may be
necessary where a high proportion of units are affordable."
The policy should be amended to clearly set out that the level of
clustering be based on individual site circumstances, including
discussions with an RP, or market tested where an RP has not been
formally identified (developer)

Welcomed that the Council acknowledges that in some cases it is
not always possible to have clusters of affordable housing up to 10
dwellings, particularly those sites with a high proportion of
affordable units (developer).
Definitions
Although use of affordable housing definition in the NPPF is
appropriate, flexibility should be retained to ensure that changes to
government policy are reflected in the local plan policy (developer)

The reference to the mix reflecting the development as a whole
being a ‘starting point’ has been deleted from the justification to the
policy (with the justification being much shorter now). This is on the
basis that the policy is already clear that ‘in the first instance’ the
affordable dwellings should reflect the mix across the development
as a whole.
It is not considered appropriate to delete reference to ‘small clusters
of up to ten’ affordable dwellings. The specific reference to ‘up to ten’
provides clarity to developers as to the city council’s expectations on
the issue of clustering.
However, additional text has been added to refer to larger clusters
potentially being appropriate where an identified registered provider
considers that larger clusters are required to ensure the efficient and
effective management of the affordable housing (see criterion i). This
addresses part of this representation; it is not though considered
appropriate to refer to market testing where an RP has not been
formally identified. The policy is clear that the early involvement of
RPs is strongly encouraged at the pre-application stage. Where an
RP has not been formally identified then the requirement for clusters
of up to 10 will apply, unless a high proportion of units are
affordable.
The support is welcomed.

The Revised Draft Local Plan policy refers to the definition of
affordable housing in Annex 2 of the 2018 NPPF. Should the
definition change in any future iteration of the NPPF or another
government publication, this will be a material consideration in the
determination of any planning application.
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The affordable housing requirements should not be applied to
assisted living (extra care) developments as it would render them
unviable (developer)

Starter homes
The policy does not provide any reference to the possible
introduction of starter homes. It would be beneficial for interested
parties to understand the council’s position on starter homes
(developers)

The revised draft plan continues to apply the affordable housing
requirements to all types of self-contained dwellings including extra
care dwellings where they are self-contained. Where the
requirements make development unviable then the policy specifically
sets out when a reduced level of affordable housing may be
acceptable in line with criteria i-iv of policy PC1 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan.
Policy H7 of the Revised Draft Local Plan references the affordable
definition from the NPPF, which includes starter homes, although the
introduction / justification to the policy and its requirements are clear
that the priority for affordable housing in the city is for social and
affordable rented accommodation and to a lesser extent shared
ownership dwellings.
The introduction/justification explains that, in areas where financial
viability is more challenging, a different affordable housing tenure
mix may be appropriate, which could potentially include the provision
of starter homes.

Other representations
Difficult to understand how 750 home per annum will be delivered to
meet the identified need (registered provider)

Using the methodology in the national planning practice guidance,
the latest evidence in the 2019 Greater Manchester Strategic
Housing Market Assessment identifies a need for 613 affordable
homes per annum in Salford if the backlog of need were to be
addressed over the next five years.
Meeting the need for 613 affordable dwellings per annum will be
challenging. The affordable housing requirements in the policy have
been increased to help maximise the delivery of new affordable
homes. The revised draft policy is clear that the provision of
affordable housing at higher levels than the minimum requirements
of this policy will be strongly supported, and the council will continue
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to work with registered providers, Homes England and investment
funds to maximise the delivery of affordable housing.
The city council has recently established a local housing company in
order to increase the number of affordable dwellings that are built
across the city.
The policy is complex and lengthy and so should be shortened or
much of is placed in the supporting text (developer)
Whilst variation in the affordable housing requirement to reflect
viability is generally welcomed the Council should seek, wherever
possible, to minimise the complexity within the policy (developer)

The policy has been simplified by adopting a minimum 20%
affordable housing requirement across most of the city, and by
identifying a preferred affordable housing tenure mix for all sites.
Nevertheless, the policy remains relatively long as it attempts to
provide clarity for developers on a range of issues, including the
circumstances in which it may be acceptable to deviate from these
affordable housing policy requirements.
The supporting text has however been shortened to improve
readability.

The need for affordable housing is so high due to right to buys
(individual)

The city council cannot prevent right to buy sales as this is a national
policy.

Other significant changes made to policy H7
Change

Reason for change

The threshold for when the policy applies has been changed from
developments that provide 11 or more dwellings, to developments
that provide 10 or more dwellings or where the site has an area of
0.5ha or more.
The introduction/justification to the policy has been substantially
amended, including an explanation of the new minimum 20%
requirement.

To reflect the 2018 NPPF.

To improve its clarity and to reflect changes in the policy.
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Text added to the policy regarding the artificial splitting of sites to
avoid affordable housing policy requirements.
A minimum 20% requirement has been introduced across the city,
with higher requirements in the higher value areas.
The policy makes reference to the requirement for affordable
housing applying to co-living developments.
It has been made clear that the affordable housing requirements for
build to rent schemes are set out within policy H8 of the Revised
Draft Local Plan.
Reference has been added to affordable housing in purpose-built
student housing developments being provided in accordance with
policy H11 of the Revised Draft Plan.
In the Draft Local Plan, the requirements for land currently
designated as Green Belt were considered to correspond to the
premium value areas.

To make it clear that the artificial splitting up of sites is unacceptable,
and having regard to the implementation of the current Planning
Obligations SPD and a separate court decision on the matter.
To help to maximise the delivery of affordable housing across
Salford, to support the delivery of inclusive communities, and to
reflect the council’s 2018 residential viability assessment.
To recognise that co-living schemes are coming forward in Salford
and that such developments should provide affordable housing.
To reflect the 2018 NPPF.
To promote equality of access to university education in accordance
with the fairness theme at the heart of the Local Plan.
To reflect comments received on the 2016 residential viability
assessment.

In the Revised Draft Local Plan, the three housing allocations in the
Revised Draft GMSF (which involve the removal of land from the
Green Belt) have been assigned value areas based on what value
areas the site is likely to best correspond to, having regard to its
location and the proposed nature of the development. All other sites
in the Green Belt will be assessed on a site by site basis having
regard to the need to maximise delivery and factors such as viability.
The policy has been amended to clarify this.
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RESPONSE TO 2016 DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H8: CONVERSION OF EXISTING HOUSES, AND NEW BUILD RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS OF NON-SELF-CONTAINED
UNITS
(The policy reference has been changed to policy H14 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the 2016 Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan

Bat roosts
The principle of the policy is supported but there is the potential for
bat roosts (which are European protected species) to be disturbed.
There is a need to ensure that development should address this
issue (GMEU)

Policy BG2 of the Draft Local Plan set out the approach to
development and biodiversity. The policy stated that development
should avoid having any adverse impact on priority habitats at the
national, Greater Manchester or local level wherever practicable,
and compensation provided where this would be unavoidable.
Policy BG2 of the Draft Local Plan chapter has been carried forward
into the Revised Draft Local Plan as policy BG3 and has been
amended to include additional reference to development avoiding
having any adverse impact on priority species at the European,
national, Greater Manchester or local level wherever practicable with
compensation being provided where this would be unavoidable.
In addition, reference has been added to policy BG1 in the revised
plan to state that as part of seeking a net gain in biodiversity the
most valuable species will be protected and enhanced.

Other significant changes made to policy H8
Change

Reason for change

Criterion 2 of Policy H8 of the Draft Local Plan set out that
conversions would be permitted where it could be demonstrated that

To clarify what is meant by “immediately adjacent” in the context of
the policy.
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the proposal would not: “Result in any house that is in use as a
single dwelling being immediately adjacent to more than one
property in any of the above uses.”
In the revised draft plan (within policy H14) this text has been
updated to provide additional clarity to read: “Result in any house
that is in use as a single dwelling being immediately adjacent to
more than one property in any of the above uses (immediately
adjacent properties include properties directly behind and opposite,
as well as to either side).”
The reasoned justification to policy H8 of the Draft Local Plan
referred to the city council putting in place an article 4 direction to
require planning permission for the change of use of a
dwellinghouse to a small HMO by the end of 2017. This has been
removed from the introduction / justification to revised draft policy
H14.

The introduction/justification to revised draft policy H14 has been
shortened and the level of detail relating to the HMO article 4
direction is not considered necessary. The article 4 direction came
into force on 25 November 2018.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H9: HOUSING FOR OLDER PEOPLE
(The policy reference has been changed to H10 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan

Criterion 1) Integration with wider neighbourhood
Criterion 2) Easy access to community facilities, local services and public transport
Policy H3/4 of the Draft Local Plan allocated land for around 2,250
new homes by 2035 at Western Cadishead and Irlam. As part of this
criterion 1D required that the development of the site would need to
provide a significant amount of housing targeted at older people,
potentially including a retirement village close to a new local centre.
A local community group commented that allocation H3/4 in this
respect would be contrary to criteria 1 and 2 of policy H9 given that
any development would be further up the moss away from existing
community facilities (and it is not expected that older people would
be able to walk or cycle to existing community facilities).

Part of the land that was within the boundary of the Draft Local Plan /
Draft GMSF Western Cadishead and Irlam housing allocation has
been carried forward into the Revised Draft GMSF to accommodate
1,600 dwellings (i.e. 650 less than at the draft plan stage)1.
The Revised Draft GMSF allocation land is focussed around land to
the north of Irlam train station with a much smaller boundary than
that previously shown, reducing the amount of Green Belt to be
released. Given the reduced number of dwellings from the draft
stage, the requirement for a significant amount of housing targeted
at older people, potentially including a retirement village close to a
new local centre has been removed from the policy.
The Revised Draft GMSF allocation requires that development of the
site will provide a broad mix of housing with densities increasing
towards the most accessible parts of the site around Irlam Station,
including accommodation specifically targeted at older people. This
approach is line with Revised Draft Local Plan policy H10 which
requires that residential developments of over 100 dwellings shall
incorporate housing provision specifically targeted at older people.

1

Note that sites involving the release of Green Belt are only set out in the Revised Draft GMSF, rather than also being in the Revised Draft Local Plan too.
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Local residents commented that they were not clear where on the
proposed H3/4 allocation a local centre (referred to at criterion 6 of
that policy) could be located that would be in accordance with criteria
1 and 2 of policy H9.

Reference to a local centre that was set out at the Draft Local Plan /
GMSF stage has been removed from the Revised Draft GMSF
allocation. This is primarily on the basis that the boundary of the site
has been amended so that many of the proposed dwellings will be in
close proximity to the nearby Lower Irlam Local Centre. The
additional population from the proposed development will help to
support the vitality and viability of the Local Centre and other existing
shops and services in Irlam and Cadishead.
The reasoned justification to the policy does however recognise that
that the proposed development site could potentially accommodate
small scale facilities to serve local needs if identified as appropriate
through a masterplanning process.

Other issues raised
The council is to be commended for taking a positive approach to
provide appropriate accommodation to meet the needs of its ageing
population in policy H9 (developer).

Support welcomed.

In order to provide housing for a growing elderly population there is a
need to provide a broad range of housing including retirement
villages with services such as restaurants, hairdressers, a range of
tenures and types (including bungalows) (Worsley Councillors).

Policy H1 of the Draft Local Plan sought to deliver a good supply and
a balanced mix of dwellings across the city in terms of type, size
tenure and affordability (criterion 1). This criterion has been
amended in the Revised Draft Local Plan to refer to also refer to a
good supply and mix of dwellings being delivered within individual
developments as well as across the city.
Detail on housing for older people is set out in Revised Draft Local
Plan policy H10 which sets out how a broad range of housing
choices will be secured for older people in Salford, and also sets out
the criteria that would apply when determining planning applications
for new residential accommodation specifically targeted at older
people.
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The policy also specifically requires that residential developments of
over 100 dwellings shall incorporate housing provision specifically
targeted at older people. This provides clarity from what was in the
2016 Draft Local Plan which only made reference to ‘major’
residential developments having to incorporate housing provision for
older people, but did not specify what was meant by ’major’.

Other significant changes made to policy H9
Change
Criterion A has been amended to remove the reference to “almost”
all new dwellings being accessible and adaptable under requirement
M4(2) of the Building Regulations. The criterion now requires that all
new dwellings should meet the M4(2) requirement “except where
impracticable due to site specific constraints”.

Reason for change
For consistency and to reflect the change made to what was criterion
2 of policy H6 in the Draft Local Plan (which has been incorporated
into the Revised Draft Local Plan under policy D7).
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H10: GYPSIES, TRAVLLERS AND TRAVELLING SHOWPEOPLE
(The policy reference has been changed to policy H12 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the 2016 Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan

Bolton Council would like to discuss and receive assurance from the
city council that sufficient sites would be allocated to meet the needs
(as identified in policy H10) for travelling showpeople. This is in the
context of the local plan not allocating a site or sites for travelling
showpeople.

Since the Draft Local Plan was published an updated gypsy and
traveller accommodation assessment has been published. This
identifies a need for 68 additional plots for travelling showpeople and
also there will need to relocate a current site which accommodates a
further 43 plots. The city council is continuing to work to identify a
site or sites to meet this need.

There should be a requirement for new sites for travellers to avoid
harm to important wildlife sites or protect / enhance biodiversity
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust).

It is not considered that it is necessary to have a specific reference
to new sites for travellers avoiding harm to important wildlife sites or
protect and enhance biodiversity. Policy BG3 of the revised draft
plan (development and biodiversity) adequately addresses the
issues raised by this representation.

Other significant changes made to policy H10
Change
The need figures for gypsy and traveller pitches and travelling
showpeople plots have been updated to reflect the publication of an
updated gypsy and traveller accommodation assessment in May
2018.

Reason for change
To reflect the publication of new evidence.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY H11: PURPOSE-BUILT STUDENT HOUSING
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the 2016 Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed in the Revised Draft Local Plan

Salford Quays campus
Requirement to locate student housing at Salford Quays is
supported. However area around the MediaCityUK campus has
either been developed or is committed for other development. The
policy should be rephrased to say that student accommodation
should be in close proximity to the campus, where possible
(developer)

Policy H11 of the Draft Local Plan stated that “New purpose-built
student housing in Salford should be concentrated within and
immediately adjacent to the University of Salford campuses at Peel
Park/Frederick Road and Salford Quays, in order to minimise the
need to travel and maximise the vitality and vibrancy of those areas”.
In response to this representation criterion B has been added to the
policy to refer to new student housing being concentrated “In close
proximity to the University of Salford campus at Salford Quays,
whilst ensuring that it does not detract from the important business,
tourism, leisure and residential functions of the area.”

Amenity
Amend policy to explicitly state that the design of purpose-built
student accommodation should have consideration to ensuring an
appropriate level of residential amenity can be achieved, particularly
as policy H11 requires any new purpose-built student
accommodation to be easily converted to mainstream residential
accommodation should there be a future lack of demand (Royal Mail
Group Limited)

Revised draft policy D5, criterion 1, seeks to ensure that
development shall ensure that it provides all potential users with an
acceptable level of amenity.

It will be important to avoid harming the residential amenity of
existing occupiers as a result of new student housing developments
(Historic England)

In the Revised Draft Local Plan, criterion 6 of the student housing
policy has been amended to make additional reference to student
housing not having an unacceptable impact on the amenity of
existing occupiers. In addition, criterion 2 of revised draft policy D5
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(amenity) requires that development shall ensure it does not have an
unacceptable impact on the amenity of users of other buildings and
spaces.
Other issues raised
Aspirations of the policy are supported as it will help to provide a
vinbrant student quarter whilst protecting the character and
sustainability of neighbouring areas (Salford City Council
Conservative Group)

Other significant changes made to policy H11
Change
The policy title has been changed to ‘Student housing’, and parts of
the policy have been broadened out to cover all student housing and
not just purpose-built student housing.
A requirement has been added to the policy for 20% of new student
units in major developments to be in the form of affordable private
rent, in accordance with the approach in policy H8 (Build to rent).

Support welcomed.

Reason for change
To ensure appropriate policy coverage for all student housing, and
not just purpose-built accommodation.
To promote equality of access to university education in accordance
with the fairness theme at the heart of the Local Plan.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER 10: TOWN CENTRES AND RETAIL DEVELOPMENT (GENERAL)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

CPRE Lancashire confirm they are generally supportive of the
policies in Chapter 10.

The support is welcomed.

Sport England have commented that it should be recognised that
sport can contribute to the evening economy.

The introduction/justification to policy TC1 sets out “Salford’s
network of town and local centres plays an important role in meeting
the varied needs of people of all ages, through the provision of a
range of shops, services, community, leisure and employment
opportunities, and public transport options. The centres are an
important contributor to local identity, acting as a focal point for
surrounding communities”.
Policy TC1 has been amended setting out the role and function of
Salford’s hierarchy of centres. This includes highlighting the
importance of community and leisure facilities.
The introduction/justification to Policy TC2 sets out that “locating
retail and other community and leisure facilities within the City
Centre, town centres and local centres is considered to be the most
sustainable way of meeting the needs of Salford’s residents”.
The introduction/justification to policy TC3 sets out “centres must
also have an appropriate mix of leisure, community cultural and
service provision, and this will be increasingly important for ensuring
that they can generate the footfall necessary to remain attractive in
the face of the growth of online shopping”.
It is also noted that the definition of main town centre uses in the
NPPF also includes leisure and more intensive sport and recreation
uses.
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The content of the NPPF and changes made to the town centres and
retail development chapter are considered to address comments
from Sport England.

Other significant changes made to Chapter 10
Change
The chapter has been added to, explaining that to maintain vitality
and viability a robust retail presence is important, but centres should
have a wider role, complemented by a varied mix of uses including a
strong leisure and community offer. This is in the context of changing
shopping patterns and service delivery models, particularly with the
growth of online retailing.

Reason for change
To ensure that the chapter is fully reflective of the role of the city’s
town and local centres.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: TC1 SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR DESIGNATED CENTRES
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Retail hierarchy
The ‘city centre’ as a whole should not be designated a town centre
within the hierarchy set out in Policy TC1. The ‘city centre’ does not
perform the traditional function of a town centre. It has a broader role
as an economic, tourism, cultural, education and leisure centre.
This location should be extended and renamed as the ‘Regional
Centre’ at the top of the hierarchy, reflecting its economic function
and spatial extent. It should include the MediaCityUK/Salford Quays
area (still defined as a town centre) area and Orsdall Waterfront
(developer).

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***
The City of Salford Community Stadium (NJL Consulting on behalf
of) offers support to the centre retail hierarchy. However it is
recommended that consideration be given to designating established
‘commercial centres’, forming an additional tier in the retail hierarchy.
This however would not negate the requirement for an impact
assessment for main town centres uses, where floorspace proposed
is above the national or locally set threshold.
The Dumfries and Galloway Council Local Development Plan
includes an approach that could be taken. Policy ED6 sets out

City Centre Salford forms part of the wider City Centre extending into
Manchester, and so it is appropriate that it sits at the top of the
hierarchy.
Salford Quays and MediaCityUK has its own distinctive character
and identity. This is one of the area’s strengths. The Local Plan is
clear about the importance of both the City Centre and Salford
Quays in driving forward economic growth and tourism/ leisure
opportunities and, whilst improved connections between the two
locations is important, it is considered that the distinctive identity of
Salford Quays should be emphasised rather than subsuming it within
a larger City Centre. The designation of Salford Quays as a main
town centre recognises its importance.
The support given to the centre retail hierarchy is welcomed.
A comprehensive review of existing centres and other clusters of
main town centre uses has been undertaken as part of the town and
neighbourhood centre review. The reasons for designating centres
and any changes to boundaries / hierarchy of existing centres in the
adopted Unitary Development Plan are set out in this report. It is not
considered appropriate, for the reasons set out in the town and
neighbourhood centre review to designate other clusters of main
town centre use over and above those set out in Policy TC1.
However, Policy CT3 (Land around AJ Bell Stadium, Irlam) identifies
a number of specific uses deemed to be appropriate within the
allocation boundary in order to develop the area’s tourism role. This
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A Policy example in Dumfries and Galloway proposals for new
retail/leisure development outside an identified town centre must
demonstrate that a sequential assessment has been made of the
following locations: town centre; edge of town centre; other identified
commercial centres; and out of centre locations.

includes hotels; food and drink; leisure facilities; and comparison
goods shops where there would be no significant adverse impact on
vitality and viability of designated centres.
Therefore, other than shops, proposals for the uses listed in the
policy would generally be in accordance with an up-to-date plan and
no sequential assessment would be required. Retaining the
sequential approach for other types of shops is important for
ensuring that any retail-based tourism role for the site does not come
at the expense of the successful functioning of existing centres on
which local residents rely.

Salford Quays
The designation of Salford Quays as a town centre is supported
(developer and residents association) and the boundaries are
considered to be appropriate (residents association).

The support is welcomed.

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***

No changes are made in response to these comments.

There is concern that the town centre designation will make part of
Trafford Wharfside covered by Trafford Council Core Strategy Policy
SL2 ‘edge-of centre’ and this could be used to justify significant retail
development in Trafford Wharfside. The council deems this contrary
to Core Strategy Policy SL2 which sets out in the MediacityUK area
an appropriate scale of supporting retail and community uses can be
delivered.
The Manchester Ship Canal should be considered the logical extent
of the town centre and a natural barrier to what would be considered
edge of centre. Normal policies in terms of edge-of-centre should not
apply here. It is requested that wording is added to the town centre
policies to reflect that new retail floorspace can be met entirely within
the proposed town centre boundaries (Trafford Council).

See below reasons for amending proposed boundaries.

It is not considered appropriate to give direction on the use of land in
an adjoining local authority area. Given that the Salford Local Plan
does not cover Trafford Wharfside, it does not affect the status of
Trafford Core Strategy Policy SL2 as part of Trafford’s development
plan and hence its position as the starting point for determining
planning applications at Trafford Wharfside. The size of the Salford
Quays primary shopping area designated in the Salford Local Plan
(and the potential extension area identified) means that it should be
possible to accommodate all of the retail growth associated with the
town centre within the designated town centre boundary in Salford.

380

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***
The proposed extension to the primary shopping area covers a large
area and the trigger point for developers to be able to use this area
is unclear. It is also unclear how the size of the extended primary
shopping area will meet the purposes of primary shopping areas.
Trafford Council consider the policy/evidence base should be
amended to address these matters (Trafford Council).

***The following comments are also considered against Policy TC2
and Policy TC3 ***
Clarification is sought in relation to the status of the Lowry Outlet
Mall following the adoption of the Local Plan (Trafford Council).

The town centre boundary should be extended to Trafford Road to
the east. This more accurately reflects the Salford Quays area
geographically and the NPPF definition of main town centre uses.
There are a significant number of offices and some restaurants in
the area between the town centre boundary as defined in the Draft
Local Plan and Trafford Road which should be included in the centre
(developer).

Policy TC2 has been amended to include the following text:
Main town centre uses shall be located in accordance with the
following sequential approach (highest priority first) and the table
below:
A) Within designated centres (‘in centre’)
B) In edge of centre locations (‘edge of centre’)
C) Accessible sites which are well connected to a designated
centre
D) Other locations that are accessible by walking, cycling and
public transport
The table added to the policy confirms for each designated centre
what is ‘in centre’ and what is ‘edge of centre’ to A1 retail and other
main town centre uses.
As in the Draft Local Plan, Appendix B to the Revised Draft Local
Plan shows the Lowry Outlet Mall to form part of the primary
shopping area. Amendments have been made to show primary and
secondary frontages in the Lowry Outlet Mall.
Ground floor units which front out onto the plaza are occupied by
restaurant uses and are identified as secondary frontage. The
southern side of the Mall provides further opportunities to create
active frontages out onto the waterside for a range of uses, and for
this reason is also identified as secondary frontage. Other internally
facing units provide the greatest concentration of retail uses and
should provide a strong retail frontage in the long term and as such
are identified as primary frontages.
The Salford Quays town centre boundary has been amended so that
it is the same as the boundary of the Salford Quays area policy SQ1
boundary. This not only extends it to Trafford Road, but also
incorporates some of the town centre uses on the eastern frontage
of Trafford Road and the commercial uses around Exchange Quay.
This is considered to better reflect the existing range of uses,
functions and aspirations for the area.
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***The following comments are also considered against Policy TC2
and TC3***
Salford Quays is a new form of town centre which does not directly
correlate with definitions in the NPPF and therefore it is not
appropriate for it to be treated in the same way as other centres in
the Local Plan.
The core of Salford Quays centre is the Lowry Outlet Mall, the Lowry
and MediaCityUK. The area is the focus for retail uses which
includes the Lowry Outlet Mall and Booths supermarket and
therefore could be defined as the primary shopping area, but it is
much more than that. The area comprises other important functions
including: The Lowry; the plazas; offices and studios; food and drink
uses; and market square (permission reference: 16/68299/FUL).
These uses are just as important to Salford Quays role as a town
centre as its retail function.

The Salford Quays town centre proposed boundaries map has been
amended. The Revised Draft Local Plan map now shows the primary
shopping area to include the MediaCityUK area, the Lowry Outlet
Mall, The Lowry theatre and Plaza area. The potential extension to
the primary shopping area east of Michigan Avenue provides further
opportunities for retail, leisure and food and drink uses. The
sequential approach in Policy TC2 has been expanded significantly
to further clarify the approach in Salford Quays, with retail, leisure
and food/drink uses being focused in the primary shopping area and
its potential extension.
It is not considered appropriate to use the terminology ‘town centre
core’ as opposed to ‘primary shopping area’, as this would deviate
from the NPPF and may be confusing.

There is an opportunity for a different approach to be brought
forward for Salford Quays with a separate policy for the centre. This
could define a ‘town centre core’ comprising MediaCityUK, the Lowry
Outlet and The Lowry rather than a primary shopping area or
primary shopping frontages. This area could be the focus for main
town centre uses (as defined in Annex 2 of the Framework) and the
application of the sequential approach to site selection as set out in
the Framework (Para. 24). The sequential preferability of Salford
Quays could radiate out from this core area, to ensure that
development is focused within central areas as a priority.
A ‘town centre core’ is suggested as the name for this area, to
differentiate it from a primary shopping area (developer).
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***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***

Given that there is no shared retail function between Salford Quays
and Trafford Wharfside, such a reference would not be appropriate.

It is important to acknowledge within retail policies that the Salford
Quays area operates functionally with Trafford Wharfside
(developer).
Lower Irlam local centre
The Hamilton Davies Trust comment that the neighbourhood centre
needs to be “re-enforced, especially between Fairhills Road and
Station Road”.

These comments appear to be referring to Lower Irlam local centre.
An extension to the existing local centre boundary is proposed up to
Clarendon Road on the western side of Liverpool Road and Preston
Avenue on the eastern side of Liverpool Road. This is considered to
address this point, as it would help to protect and enhance the
function as a local centre.

Eccles
The extent of the proposed Eccles town centre boundary is
supported (The Emerson Group).

The support is welcomed.

Pendleton
The extent of the proposed Pendleton town centre boundary is
supported by the Emerson Group. There are no objections to the
renaming of the centre from “Salford Precinct” to Pendleton town
centre.

The support is welcomed.

Walkden
The extension of the town centre boundary close to Kingsley Road is
supported. It is commented that given there is an extant permission
for an overflow carpark near Fereday Street (approved at appeal

The support for the extension of the town centre boundary close to
Kingsley Road is welcomed.
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under 14/65760/FUL), this land should also be included in the
revised town centre boundary (centre owner).

The land near Fereday Street is bound to the north, east and west
by housing and as such it would seem more appropriate in the future
for the land to come forward for housing.
No changes are made to the Walkden town centre boundary in
response to these comments.

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC3***
The identification of primary shopping frontages in the Ellesmere
Centre is not supported. It is not appropriate given the vacancies
and will restrict the ability to fill these (centre owner).

It is generally accepted that primary shopping frontages are likely to
include a high proportion of retail uses which may include food,
drinks clothing and household goods. Primary and secondary
frontages are identified in Salford’s town centres in order to protect
the retail core and maintain the primary shopping function of key
areas.
The whole of the Ellesmere Centre (with the exception of the
external units on the eastern and western sides of the centre) and
the frontage of the Tesco store on which the main entrance is
located are identified as primary frontages. The reason for this is that
these areas provide the main retail offer and accommodation within
the centre, and it is anticipated that the proportion of retail uses will
increase in the Ellesmere Centre over the course of the plan period.
To not identify the Ellesmere Centre as primary frontage would be at
odds with the approach taken with Salford’s other town centres,
where primary frontages have been identified where there is the
highest concentration of, or potential for, retail uses. To address
comments from the centre owner Policy TC3 criterion A is amended
as follows (added text is in bold):
“Within the primary shopping frontages of town centres, proposals
that would involve the loss of A1 retail units will only be supported
where the development would: (A) Not be harmful to the overall
shopping function of the centre having regard to the number and
duration of vacancies”
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Other significant changes made to policy TC1
Change

Reason for change

Annex B Salford Quays town centre plan has been amended with
changes to the potential extension to the primary shopping area.
This no longer includes the MediaCityUK area, which is now part of
the primary shopping area itself, but includes the land east of Ohio
Avenue. This is up to the Broadway/ The Quays roundabout, bound
by Broadway to the north and The Quays to the south.

The potential extension to the primary shopping area has been
extended to include land east of Ohio Avenue so as not to constrain
future growth opportunities for large scale retail, food and drink, and
leisure uses. As with the Michigan Avenue industrial estate, land
east of Ohio Avenue is well related to the existing MediaCityUK area
and therefore it is considered logical to include it in the potential
extension to the primary shopping area.

Salford Quays is identified as a main town centre.

To reflect the scale of existing and proposed development in the
area
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: TC2 DEVELOPMENT INVOLVING MAIN TOWN CENTRE USES
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Salford Quays
***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC1***
There is concern that the town centre designation will make part of
Trafford Wharfside covered by Trafford Council Core Strategy Policy
SL2 ‘edge-of centre’ and this could be used to justify significant retail
development in Trafford Wharfside. The council deems this contrary
to Core Strategy Policy SL2 which sets out in the MediacityUK area
an appropriate scale of supporting retail and community uses can be
delivered.
The Manchester Ship Canal should be considered the logical extent
of the town centre and a natural barrier to what would be considered
edge of centre. Normal policies in terms of edge-of-centre should not
apply here. It is requested that wording is added to the town centre
policies to reflect that new retail floospace can be met entirely within
the proposed town centre boundaries (Trafford Council).
***The following comments are also considered against Policy TC1
and TC3***
Clarification is sought in relation to the status of the Lowry Outlet
Mall following the adoption of the Local Plan (Trafford Council).

No changes are made in response to these comments.
It is not considered appropriate to give direction on the use of land in
an adjoining local authority area. Given that the Salford Local Plan
does not cover Trafford Wharfside, it does not affect the status of
Trafford Core Strategy Policy SL2 as part of Trafford’s development
plan and hence its position as the starting point for determining
planning applications at Trafford Wharfside. The size of the Salford
Quays primary shopping area designated in the Salford Local Plan
(and the potential extension area identified) means that it should be
possible to accommodate all of the retail growth associated with the
town centre within the designated town centre boundary in Salford.

As in the Draft Local Plan, Appendix B to the Revised Draft Local
Plan shows the Lowry Outlet Mall to form part of the primary
shopping area. Amendments have been made to show primary and
secondary frontages in the Lowry Outlet Mall.
Ground floor units which front out onto the plaza are occupied by
restaurant uses and are identified as secondary frontage. The
southern side of the Mall provides further opportunities to create
active frontages out onto the waterside for a range of uses, and for
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***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC1***
The proposed extension to the primary shopping area covers a large
area and the trigger point for developers to be able to use this area
is unclear. It is also unclear how the size of the extended primary
shopping area will meet the purposes of primary shopping areas.
Trafford Council consider the policy/evidence base should be
amended to address these matters (Trafford Council).

***The following comments are also considered against Policy TC1
and Policy TC3***
Salford Quays is a new form of town centre which does not directly
correlate with definitions in the NPPF and therefore it is not
appropriate for it to be treated in the same way as other centres in
the Local Plan.
The core of Salford Quays centre is the Lowry Outlet Mall, the Lowry
and MediaCityUK. The area is the focus for retail uses which
includes the Lowry Outlet Mall and Booths supermarket and
therefore could be defined as the primary shopping area, but it is
much more than that. The area comprises other important functions
including: The Lowry; the plazas; offices and studios; food and drink
uses; and market square (permission reference: 16/68299/FUL).
These uses are just as important to Salford Quays role as a town
centre as its retail function.

this reason is also identified as secondary frontage. Other internally
facing units provide the greatest concentration of retail uses and
should provide a strong retail frontage in the long term and as such
are identified as primary frontages.
Policy TC2 has been amended to include the following text:
Main town centre uses shall be located in accordance with the
following sequential approach (highest priority first) and the table
below:
A) Within designated centres (‘in centre’)
B) In edge of centre locations (‘edge of centre’)
C) Accessible sites which are well connected to a designated
centre
D) Other locations that are accessible by walking, cycling and
public transport
The table added to the policy confirms for each designated centre
what is ‘in centre’ and what is ‘edge of centre’ to A1 retail and other
main town centre uses.
The Salford Quays town centre proposed boundaries map has been
amended. The Revised Draft Local Plan map now shows the primary
shopping area to include the MediaCityUK area, the Lowry Outlet
Mall, The Lowry theatre and Plaza area. The potential extension to
the primary shopping area east of Michigan Avenue provides further
opportunities for retail, leisure and food and drink uses. The
sequential approach in Policy TC2 has been expanded significantly
to further clarify the approach in Salford Quays, with retail, leisure
and food/drink uses being focused in the primary shopping area and
its potential extension.
It is not considered appropriate to use the terminology ‘town centre
core’ as opposed to ‘primary shopping area’, as this would deviate
from the NPPF and may be confusing.
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There is an opportunity for a different approach to be brought
forward for Salford Quays with a separate policy for the centre. This
could define a ‘town centre core’ comprising MediaCityUK, the Lowry
Outlet and The Lowry rather than a primary shopping area or
primary shopping frontages. This area could be the focus for main
town centre uses (as defined in Annex 2 of the Framework) and the
application of the sequential approach to site selection as set out in
the Framework (Para. 24). The sequential preferability of Salford
Quays could radiate out from this core area, to ensure that
development is focused within central areas as a priority.
A ‘town centre core’ is suggested as the name for this area, to
differentiate it from a primary shopping area (developer).
***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC1***
It is important to acknowledge within retail policies that the Salford
Quays area operates functionally with Trafford Wharfside
(developer).
***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC3***
An objection is made by Sovereign Point and Imperial Residents
Association to any type of development that would deleteriously
impact on the quiet enjoyment for residents of Imperial and
Sovereign Points and other predominantly residential areas
throughout The Quays. Such development could include, but is not
restricted to, bars, clubs, pubs and restaurants (Policy TC2/Policy
TC3).

Given that there is no shared retail function between Salford Quays
and Trafford Wharfside, such a reference would not be appropriate.

Amendments have been made showing primary and secondary
frontages in the Lowry Outlet Mall. Ground floor units which front out
onto the plaza are occupied by restaurant uses and are identified as
secondary frontage. The southern side of the Mall provides further
opportunities to create active frontages out onto the waterside for a
range of uses, and for this reason is also identified as secondary
frontage. Other internally facing units provide the greatest
concentration of retail uses and should provide a strong retail
frontage in the long term and as such are identified as primary
frontages.
These changes to the frontages in the Lowry Outlet Mall could
encourage more food and drink uses in the Lowry Outlet Mall,
particularly those units fronting out onto the plaza and waterfront.
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However, Revised Draft Local Plan Policy TC4 (Food and drink uses
within centres), which previously formed part of Draft Local Plan
TC3, specifically requires that food and drink uses shall not have an
unacceptable impact on the amenity or character of the surrounding
area (which would include residential amenity), either individually or
cumulatively, and refers to issues such as noise.
***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC3***
It is commented that provisions A-D of Policy TC3, which seek to
restrict non-retail uses in primary retail frontages, should not apply to
Salford Quays town centre. The restaurant sector is growing in
Salford Quays, which is commented to be creating a vibrant evening
economy and this should not be constrained beyond considerations
of amenity addressed through parts i to ii of the policy (developer).

Further detail has been included on the sequential test in Policy
TC2. The policy identifies that leisure and food and drink uses
should be directed to the primary shopping area of Salford Quays,
and this is to ensure that there is a strong central focus for the area
that supports its vibrancy. This primary shopping area includes the
MediaCityUK area, The Lowry theatre, Lowry Outlet Mall and Plaza
area. The potential extension to the primary shopping area provides
further opportunities for such uses.
The Lowry Outlet Mall frontages have also been amended to identify
existing ground floor units that front out onto the plaza as secondary
frontage. These units are currently occupied by food and drink uses.
The southern side of the Mall provides further opportunities to create
active frontages out onto the waterside for a range of uses, and for
this reason is also identified as secondary frontage. Other internally
facing units provide the greatest concentration of retail uses and
should provide a strong retail frontage in the long term and as such
are identified as primary frontages.
These amendments to the Salford Quays town centre boundary and
Policy TC2 are considered sufficient to address concerns regarding
any constraints to the evening economy.

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC3***
Sovereign Point and Imperial Residents Association offer their
support to the use of the Lowry Outlet Mall for predominantly retail

The support is welcomed. The identification of internally facing units
as primary frontages should provide a strong retail frontage in the
long term.
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purposes and any measures that would further strengthen this policy
would be supported.
Land around AJ Bell Stadium
***The following comments are also considered against Policy CT
3/1***

Policy CT3 (Land around AJ Bell Stadium) has been amended as
follows (changes in bold):

An objection is made to the locally set impact assessment threshold
being applied to the land at the AJ Bell Stadium. It is suggested that
a 2,500m2 impact threshold instead should be applied to ‘land
around the AJ Bell Stadium’ so that development on this site is not
stifled unnecessarily (City of Salford Community Stadium, NJL
Consulting on behalf of).

A wide range of tourism and related uses will be suitable on
the land around the AJ Bell Stadium, including:
A)
Hotels;
B)
Food and drink, such as bars and restaurants;
C)
Leisure facilities; and
D)
Comparison goods shops, where there would be no
significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of
designated centres.
Proposals for these uses on the site will not be required
to apply the sequential approach in policy TC2.
Proposals for uses in points A-C on the site will be
exempt from the impact assessment requirements in
policy TC2.
Main town centre uses including hotels, leisure facilities and food
and drink uses are proposed to be exempt from the impact
assessment process given their key role in supporting the tourism
role of the AJ Bell Stadium and wider area. This in part, is
considered to address comments. However, in order to protect the
vitality and viability of existing centres, it is considered important to
have the opportunity to take into account impact of shops in line with
the locally set impact threshold set out in Policy TC2.

Sequential test
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***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC1***
The City of Salford Community Stadium (NJL Consulting on behalf
of) offers support to the centre retail hierarchy. However it is
recommended that consideration be given to designating established
‘commercial centres’, forming an additional tier in the retail hierarchy.
This however would not negate the requirement for an impact
assessment for main town centres uses, where floorspace proposed
is above the national or locally set threshold.
The Dumfries and Galloway Council Local Development Plan
includes an approach that could be taken. Policy ED6 sets out
A Policy example in Dumfries and Galloway proposals for new
retail/leisure development outside an identified town centre must
demonstrate that a sequential assessment has been made of the
following locations: town centre; edge of town centre; other identified
commercial centres; and out of centre locations.

The support given to the centre retail hierarchy is welcomed.
A comprehensive review of existing centres and other clusters of
main town centre uses has been undertaken as part of the town and
neighbourhood centre review. The reasons for designating centres
and any changes to boundaries / hierarchy of existing centres in the
adopted Unitary Development Plan are set out in this report. It is not
considered appropriate, for the reasons set out in the town and
neighbourhood centre review to designate other clusters of main
town centre use over and above those set out in Policy TC1.
However, Policy CT3 (Land around AJ Bell Stadium, Irlam) identifies
a number of specific uses deemed to be appropriate within the
allocation boundary in order to develop the area’s tourism role. This
includes hotels; food and drink; leisure facilities; and comparison
goods shops where there would be no significant adverse impact on
vitality and viability of designated centres.
Therefore, other than shops, proposals for the uses listed in the
policy would generally be in accordance with an up-to-date plan and
no sequential assessment would be required. Retaining the
sequential approach for other types of shops is important for
ensuring that any retail-based tourism role for the site does not come
at the expense of the successful functioning of existing centres on
which local residents rely.

Impact assessment threshold
An objection is made to the proposed impact assessment
thresholds, in the absence of any supporting evidence or sufficient
justification (developers [2]).
It is commented that the Salford Retail and Leisure Study (August
2010) is outdated and does not cover the impact assessment issue.
It is requested that the council should commit to undertaking a

It is important to assess the impacts of all retail schemes exceeding
500m2, and any schemes above 250m2 that raise specific concerns,
given the potentially adverse effects that they could have on the
vitality and viability of designated centres and hence the ability of
residents to meet their everyday needs in sustainable locations. The
current pressures on high street retailing, and the availability of
floorspace within designated centres that could accommodate new
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review of its retail and leisure evidence prior to the next stage of
consultation (developer).

It is commented that the impact assessments are too prescriptive,
which could stifle investment in the city. It is suggested that a greater
degree of flexibility is introduced into the policy (developer).

retail uses, further increase the importance of assessing carefully the
impact of out-of-centre developments.
A background note setting out further justification for the locally set
impact thresholds will be published alongside the Publication Local
Plan.
The impact assessment requirements are important for ensuring that
the vitality and viability of designated centres is protected in
accordance with national policy. The amount of information required
as part of the impact assessment process will typically be less for
smaller schemes.

Scale
Demonstrating the appropriateness of scale of development is no
longer a requirement set out by national policy. A rewording of Policy
TC2 is suggested (AJ Bell Stadium)
Other significant changes made to policy TC2
Change
The following text (in bold) has been added to the policy:
An impact assessment will be required for any development
proposal outside a designated centre that would involve:
A)
An increase of more than 500m2 (gross) of retail floorspace
outside a defined centre identified in policy TC1; or
B)
An increase of between 250m2 and 500m2 (gross) of retail
floorspace, or an increase of more than 500m2 (gross) of
other main town centre use floorspace excluding offices,
where any of the following raise concerns in relation to an
existing centre:

The sentence is considered unnecessary and has been removed
from the policy.

Reason for change
It is important to have the opportunity to consider the impact of other
main town centre uses, in addition to retail, which individually or
cumulatively could have an impact on the vitality and viability of
designated centres.
An impact assessment is not required for offices to reflect paragraph
90 of the Revised NPPF.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: TC3 RETAIL FRONTAGES, CHANGES OF USE AND REDEVELOPMENTS WITHIN CENTRES
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Salford Quays
Parts 1-5 of Policy TC3 are supported which aim to promote the
vitality and viability of centres and parts i-ii which promotes the
leisure economy (developer).

The support is welcomed.

Policy TC3 would be more easily read if the section on A3, A4 and
A5 uses were to be separated into a different policy.

The section in Draft Local Plan Policy TC3 on A3, A4 and A5 uses
and related text in the reasoned justification has been placed in a
separate policy (Policy TC4 Food and drink uses within centres).

***The following comments are also considered against Policy TC1
and TC2***

As in the Draft Local Plan, Appendix B to the Revised Draft Local
Plan shows the Lowry Outlet Mall to form part of the primary
shopping area. Amendments have been made to show primary and
secondary frontages in the Lowry Outlet Mall.

Clarification is sought in relation to the status of the Lowry Outlet
Mall following the adoption of the Local Plan (Trafford Council).

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***
An objection is made by Sovereign Point and Imperial Residents
Association to any type of development that would deleteriously
impact on the quiet enjoyment for residents of Imperial and

Ground floor units which front out onto the plaza are occupied by
restaurant uses and are identified as secondary frontage. The
southern side of the Mall provides further opportunities to create
active frontages out onto the waterside for a range of uses, and for
this reason is also identified as secondary frontage. Other internally
facing units provide the greatest concentration of retail uses and
should provide a strong retail frontage in the long term and as such
are identified as primary frontages.
Amendments have been made showing primary and secondary
frontages in the Lowry Outlet Mall. Ground floor units which front out
onto the plaza are occupied by restaurant uses and are identified as
secondary frontage. The southern side of the Mall provides further
opportunities to create active frontages out onto the waterside for a
range of uses, and for this reason is also identified as secondary
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Sovereign Points and other predominantly residential areas
throughout The Quays. Such development could include, but is not
restricted to, bars, clubs, pubs and restaurants (Policy TC2/Policy
TC3).

frontage. Other internally facing units provide the greatest
concentration of retail uses and should provide a strong retail
frontage in the long term and as such are identified as primary
frontages.
These changes to the frontages in the Lowry Outlet Mall could
encourage more food and drink uses in the Lowry Outlet Mall,
particularly those units fronting out onto the plaza and waterfront.
However, Revised Draft Local Plan Policy TC4 (Food and drink uses
within centres), which previously formed part of Draft Local Plan
TC3, specifically requires that food and drink uses shall not have an
unacceptable impact on the amenity or character of the surrounding
area (which would include residential amenity), either individually or
cumulatively, and refers to issues such as noise.

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***
Sovereign Point and Imperial Residents Association offer their
support to the use of the Lowry Outlet Mall for predominantly retail
purposes and any measures that would further strengthen this policy
would be supported.
***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC2***
It is commented that provisions A-D of Policy TC3, which seek to
restrict non-retail uses in primary retail frontages, should not apply to
Salford Quays town centre. The restaurant sector is growing in
Salford Quays, which is commented to be creating a vibrant evening
economy and this should not be constrained beyond considerations
of amenity addressed through parts I to ii of the policy (developer).

The support is welcomed. The identification of internally facing units
as primary frontages should provide a strong retail frontage in the
long term.

Further detail has been included on the sequential test in Policy
TC2. The policy identifies that leisure and food and drink uses
should be directed to the primary shopping area of Salford Quays,
and this is to ensure that there is a strong central focus for the area
that supports its vibrancy. This primary shopping area includes the
MediaCityUK area, The Lowry theatre, Lowry Outlet Mall and Plaza
area. The potential extension to the primary shopping area provides
further opportunities for such uses.
The Lowry Outlet Mall frontages have also been amended to identify
existing ground floor units that front out onto the plaza as secondary
frontage. These units are currently occupied by food and drink uses.
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The southern side of the Mall provides further opportunities to create
active frontages out onto the waterside for a range of uses, and for
this reason is also identified as secondary frontage. Other internally
facing units provide the greatest concentration of retail uses and
should provide a strong retail frontage in the long term and as such
are identified as primary frontages.
These amendments to the Salford Quays town centre boundary and
Policy TC2 are considered sufficient to address concerns regarding
any constraints to the evening economy.
***The following comments are also considered against Policy TC1
and Policy TC2***
Salford Quays is a new form of town centre which does not directly
correlate with definitions in the NPPF and therefore it is not
appropriate for it to be treated in the same way as other centres in
the Local Plan.
The core of Salford Quays centre is the Lowry Outlet Mall, the Lowry
and MediaCityUK. The area is the focus for retail uses which
includes the Lowry Outlet Mall and Booths supermarket and
therefore could be defined as the primary shopping area, but it is
much more than that. The area comprises other important functions
including: The Lowry; the plazas; offices and studios; food and drink
uses; and market square (permission reference: 16/68299/FUL).
These uses are just as important to Salford Quays role as a town
centre as its retail function.

The Salford Quays town centre proposed boundaries map has been
amended. The Revised Draft Local Plan map now shows the primary
shopping area to include the MediaCityUK area, the Lowry Outlet
Mall, The Lowry theatre and Plaza area. The potential extension to
the primary shopping area east of Michigan Avenue provides further
opportunities for retail, leisure and food and drink uses. The
sequential approach in Policy TC2 has been expanded significantly
to further clarify the approach in Salford Quays, with retail, leisure
and food/drink uses being focused in the primary shopping area and
its potential extension.
It is not considered appropriate to use the terminology ‘town centre
core’ as opposed to ‘primary shopping area’, as this would deviate
from the NPPF and may be confusing.

There is an opportunity for a different approach to be brought
forward for Salford Quays with a separate policy for the centre. This
could define a ‘town centre core’ comprising MediaCityUK, the Lowry
Outlet and The Lowry rather than a primary shopping area or
primary shopping frontages. This area could be the focus for main
town centre uses (as defined in Annex 2 of the Framework) and the
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application of the sequential approach to site selection as set out in
the Framework (Para. 24). The sequential preferability of Salford
Quays could radiate out from this core area, to ensure that
development is focused within central areas as a priority.
A ‘town centre core’ is suggested as the name for this area, to
differentiate it from a primary shopping area (developer).
Walkden town centre
***The following comments are also considered against Policy
TC1***
The identification of primary shopping frontages in the Ellesmere
Centre is not supported. It is not appropriate given the vacancies
and will restrict the ability to fill these (centre owner).

It is generally accepted that primary shopping frontages are likely to
include a high proportion of retail uses which may include food,
drinks clothing and household goods. Primary and secondary
frontages are identified in Salford’s town centres in order to protect
the retail core and maintain the primary shopping function of key
areas.
The whole of the Ellesmere Centre (with the exception of the
external units on the eastern and western sides of the centre) and
the frontage of the Tesco store on which the main entrance is
located are identified as primary frontages. The reason for this is that
these areas provide the main retail offer and accommodation within
the centre, and it is anticipated that the proportion of retail uses will
increase in the Ellesmere Centre over the course of the plan period.
To not identify the Ellesmere Centre as primary frontage would be at
odds with the approach taken with Salford’s other town centres,
where primary frontages have been identified where there is the
highest concentration of, or potential for, retail uses. To address
comments from the centre owner Policy TC3 criterion A is amended
as follows (added text is in bold):
“Within the primary shopping frontages of town centres, proposals
that would involve the loss of A1 retail units will only be supported
where the development would: (A) Not be harmful to the overall
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shopping function of the centre having regard to the number and
duration of vacancies”
Residential amenity
The Royal Mail Group Limited request that Policy TC3 is amended to
state that the introduction of residential uses in designated centres
will only be permitted where an appropriate level of amenity can be
achieved.
Other significant changes made to policy TC3
Change
The policy has been added to, setting out: “The positive use of
underused and vacant space on upper floors of properties within
town or local centres, including for housing, will be encouraged”.

Amenity is addressed in the housing chapter. It is not therefore
considered necessary to repeat this requirement in the retail chapter.

Reason for change
To ensure consistency with paragraph 118(d) of the 2018 NPPF
which sets out that “planning policies and decisions should promote
and support the development of under-utilised land and buildings,
especially if this would help to meet identified needs for housing
where land supply is constrained and available sites could be used
more effectively (for example converting space above shops)”.
NPPF paragraph 85(f) also sets out that “planning policies should
recognise that residential development often plays an important role
in ensuring the vitality of centres and encourage residential
development on appropriate sites”.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EDUCATION CHAPTER GENERAL COMMENTS
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

School provision in Irlam and Cadishead should be planned for as
the existing schools cannot accommodate the additional children
(community group).

Due to the long term nature of the Local Plan (the plan period goes
up to 2037), it is not considered appropriate to set out the potential
detailed requirements for new and expanded schools as this is likely
to change during the life of the plan, and therefore any proposals
would be likely to date very quickly. Instead, the Local Plan seeks to
ensure that development which takes place during the plan period
supports the delivery of additional school places through financial
contributions and where necessary, setting aside land within the
development. The Local Plan includes a commitment to ensure that
in all cases, development is phased so that the school places are
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.

Objection to the statement in the plan that it is not appropriate to
plan for school provision in detail and that no new schools are
planned in the local plan.

GMSF Allocation 32 (North of Irlam Station) requires development of
the site to set aside land to provide additional school provision,
unless it can be demonstrated that sufficient additional school places
will be provided off-site within the local area to meet the likely
demand generated by the new housing.
Other significant changes made to the education chapter
Change
New policy ED1 A learning city. This policy outlines the various ways
in which the city will improve its learning opportunities

Reason for change
Whilst academic learning is a central component, learning extends
beyond formal education, and includes opportunities throughout our
lives. The policy recognises the wider elements of learning, many of
which are already referenced in other parts of the Local Plan.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: ED1 SCHOOLS AND EDUCATION FACILITIES (RENUMBERED TO ED2 DUE TO THE ADDITION OF A NEW POLICY)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support the approach to require the community use of playing fields
and school facilities (Sport England).

The support is welcomed.

Some school premises are of historic interest and proposals
affecting them should have regard to their historic interest (Historic
England).

It is recognised that heritage features (which may include schools)
can make an important contribution to local history and identity, and
therefore Salford’s heritage assets will be protected and enhanced
accordingly through the policies in the heritage chapter.

There is a need for an adult education facility (individual).

There are currently a range of adult learning opportunities in Salford
including courses at Salford City College, as well as apprenticeships
and community based learning opportunities. A new policy (ED1 A
learning city) has been included in the revised draft of the plan,
which highlights the importance of creating learning opportunities
throughout peoples’ lives. The policy supports the continued
enhancement of the University of Salford and Salford City College
and the development of new training facilities.

Other significant changes made to policy ED1
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: ED2 RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND SCHOOL PLACES (RENUMBERED TO ED3 DUE TO THE ADDITION OF A NEW
POLICY)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for ensuring the phasing of school places prior to the
completion of development (The Conservative Group, Persimmon).

The support is welcomed.

There is a contradiction between policy ED2 (renumbered to ED3)
which makes reference to the potential requirement for developers to
provide a new school and paragraph 11.4 (now 14.5) which states
that it is not appropriate for the Local Plan to seek to plan for school
provision in any detail and the focus is on enabling the continued
improvement of school facilities and managing the impacts of such
development.

Whilst it is not considered that the two elements of the chapter are in
conflict with one another, the introduction/justification to the policy
has been altered confirming the preferred approach is usually to
expand schools on their existing sites, but this is likely to be
increasingly difficult as many buildings have already seen recent
extensions. Consequently, some developments will need to
incorporate additional school provision within their sites, and this is
the requirement of two of the larger housing site allocations in this
plan (H9/2 Castle Irwell and H9/4 Brackley golf course).
The policy has been amended to explain that residential
developments will only be required to enable an increase in school
places only where there is a projected shortfall.
It is considered to be more appropriate to include this level of detail
within a supplementary planning document as currently outlined in
the city council’s Planning Obligations SPD (June 2015), so that it
can be easily updated to respond to the latest evidence.
There may be circumstances where developers demonstrate that the
cumulative effect of policy requirements/planning obligations would
compromise development viability for particular schemes. In these
instances, as explained in Policy PC1 (previously Policy DP3), the
city council may negotiate with the developer to agree a reduced
contribution, so that planning obligation requirements are not
responsible for stalling development, but only where the benefits of
the development outweigh the lack of full mitigation for its impacts,
having regard to other material considerations. Policy ED3 is clear

Contributions should only be sought from developers where there is
an identified shortfall of places (developers).
The policy should include a clear methodology for calculating the
level of financial contribution which developers are expected to make
(developer).
Sites should not be subject to obligations which compromise
development viability (developer).
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that development will not be permitted until an appropriate supply of
school places can be guaranteed in the local area, given the
importance of this issue to local residents and the sustainability of
neighbourhoods.
Other significant changes made to policy ED2
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: ED3 UNIVERSITY OF SALFORD (RENUMBERED TO ED4 DUE TO THE ADDITION OF A NEW POLICY)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

None

N/A

Other significant changes made to policy ED3
Change

Reason for change

The policy has been expanded to identify greening the campus
environment, creating a cultural gateway, promoting links between
business sectors and university’s skills and research strengths and
enhancing the adjacent Innovation Park as priorities in the continued
enhancement of the university.

To reflect the proposals in the University of Salford/Salford City
Council/5plus masterplan, consulted on between August and
September 2018.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER 12: HEALTH (GENERAL)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The recognition of existing health inequalities and the significant
The support is welcomed.
emphasis in the Local Plan on how it can contribute to reducing
these inequalities is welcomed (NHS Clinical Commissioning Group).
Significant population growth of the scale outlined in the plan is likely
to increase pressure on health and social care services. This
requires thought in the context of Salford’s Locality Plan for health
and social care (NHS Clinical Commissioning Group).

The introduction/justification to policy HH1 to the chapter has been
amended making reference to the Salford Locality Plan.

Education and training should be referenced in paragraph 12.3 (NHS
Clinical Commissioning Group).

The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a new Policy HH1
(Supporting better health) setting out that significant improvements
in the health of Salford residents, and reductions in health
inequalities in the city, will be sought, including by improving and
creating better access to education, training and employment.

Irlam and Cadishead have the worst case of respiratory illness within
Salford. Development of the peat fields and increased housing,
traffic and congestion will not help the health of residents in this
area.

Two additional policies have been included in the Revised Draft
Local Plan (policy HH1 Supporting better health and policy HH2
Development and health).
Policy HH1 (Supporting better health) sets out that significant
improvements in the health of Salford residents, and reductions in
health inequalities in the city, will be sought, including by reducing
contributors to poor health and mitigating their risks those associated
with poor air quality.
Policy HH2 (Development and health) is an overarching health
policy, setting out that all development should support an
improvement in public health and a reduction in health inequalities.
Within the policy it is also set out that health impact assessments will
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be required for development proposals that the city council considers
would have the potential to have significant adverse impact on
health and wellbeing.
A new policy has also been added on air quality (Policy AQ1), which
sets out a comprehensive set of measures to support improvements
in air quality, helping to promote better respiratory health.
There are two fit for purpose libraries in Irlam and Cadishead. Why
would a more centralised one provide more benefit to residents.
Concern is raised that those with limited mobility or parents with
young children will need to travel further (individual)?

No changes are proposed to the chapter in response to these
comments, as the comment refers to a separate proposal that the
city council has consulted on rather than the Local Plan.

The provision of essential services such as housing, education,
social care, health, mental health and the care and support of
vulnerable people in our community should be the responsibility of
the local authority and the NHS. We should not rely on charities,
voluntary or non-profit making organisations to provide the main
basic services and support for our community (resident).

No changes are proposed to the chapter in response to these
comments, as they relate to issues outside the scope of the Local
Plan.

Libraries complement education provision and are valued local
community facilities. NPPF paragraph 90(c) sets out that planning
policies and decisions should guard against the unnecessary loss of
valued facilities and services, particularly where this would reduce
the communities ability to meet its day-to-day needs. Any changes to
the provision of library services would need to be considered in this
policy context.

Amended policy HH3 (Provision of health and social care facilities)
(previously HH1) places a requirement on “areas that are subject to
a masterplan under policy EF2 should ensure that appropriate
provision is made for primary health care facilities. Individual
developments that would generate a significant additional demand
for primary health care, including all those involving 300 or more
dwellings will be required to incorporate appropriate primary health
care facilities, unless satisfactory provision can be made elsewhere
within the local area”.
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Policy ED3 (previously ED2) sets out residential developments shall
enable an increase in school places proportionate to the number of
pupils that they are likely to house where there is a projected
shortfall.
These requirements will potentially reduce pressure on charities,
voluntary or non-profit organisations, but the management model for
such facilities lies outside the scope of the Local Plan.
Development of a high quality green infrastructure network, including
creating new green infrastructure in areas where needs are greatest
for health will increase opportunities for healthy recreation,
improvements in mental health and help mitigate impacts of climate
change (Natural England).

Comments are noted and support is welcomed. Chapter 23 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan promotes the development of a high quality
green infrastructure network.

Chapter 12 on health is limited to thinking generally about access to
primary care. LGBT people in Salford will face severe health
inequalities compared to the general population, including high
prevalence rates of HIV, poor mental health and high use of risk
facts linked mortality. It is important that LGBT people’s health is
considered (Lesbian, gay, bisexual and trans people [LGBT]
Foundation).

The new policy ‘HH2 Development and health’ sets out that all
development should support an improvement in public health and
reduction in health inequalities. The policy also sets out that health
impact assessments will be required for development proposals that
the city council considers would have the potential to have a
significant adverse impact on health and wellbeing. Health impact
assessment shall consider the impacts on different groups, taking
into account that some groups will be more vulnerable to negative
impacts.
The introduction/justification to policy HH2 also sets out that it is
important that specific consideration is also given to the potential
overall impact of development on health during the planning
process, with individual proposals seeking to maximise their positive
contribution as far as practicable, recognising that health
requirements and issues can vary between different groups of
identity and on an individual basis.
The new policy ‘HH1 Supporting better health’ sets out that
significant improvements in the health of Salford’s residents and
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CPRE Lancashire agree that tackling issues of poor air quality
associated with increased car journeys and congested motorways is
a key issue, and believes that the local plan must not increase
unsustainable transport modes.

reductions in health inequalities will be sought in a number of ways
including: enabling the improvement of health facilities, ranging from
local GP surgeries to Salford Royal Hospital; supporting wider
community health services; and supporting good mental health.
The scope of policy HH3 (Provision of health and social care
facilities) (previously policy HH1) has been broadened beyond
primary health care to cover health and social care.
The new policy ‘HH1 Supporting better health’ sets out that
significant improvements in the health of Salford residents, and
reductions in health inequalities in the city, will be sought, including
by reducing contributors to poor health and mitigating their risks,
such as those associated with climate change and poor air quality.
The new policy ‘HH2 Development and health’ sets out that all
development shall support an improvement in public health,
including by minimising adverse impacts on health and providing a
healthy living and working environment. The policy also sets out that
health impact assessments will be required for development
proposals that the city council considers would have the potential to
have a significant adverse impact on health and wellbeing.
Air quality is also addressed in the air quality, climate change and
pollution and hazards chapters and policy A1 sets out a sustainable
transport strategy for the city.

Other significant changes made to Chapter 12: Health
Change
New Policy HH1 (Supporting better health)

Reason for change
To provide a clearer strategy for delivering health improvements,
and tackling health inequalities, through the planning system and
related processes.
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This policy outlines the various ways in which significant
improvements in the health of Salford residents, and reductions in
health inequalities in the city, will be sought.
New Policy HH2 (Development and health)
This policy sets out the need for new development to support an
improvement in public health and a reduction in health inequalities,
and sets out a requirement for health impact assessments in certain
circumstances. It also seeks to control particular uses that could
have adverse impacts on health.

To ensure that new development makes an appropriate contribution
to improving public health and reducing health inequalities, and
avoids adverse impacts on health.
Alcohol, smoking and financial hardship are key reasons as to why
average health levels across Salford as a whole and in some
individual neighbourhoods are relatively poor compared to the
national average. It is therefore important that particular care is
taken when considering proposals involving uses related to these
issues, such as new off-licences, hot food takeaways, and betting
shops, payday lenders and amusement arcades. This will include
preventing the unnecessary proliferation of such facilities, especially
in areas already suffering from poor levels of health, and locating
them so as to minimise their potential for encouraging unhealthy
lifestyles amongst younger people.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: HH1 PROVISION OF PRIMARY HEALTH CARE FACILITIES
(RENUMBERED AND RENAMED IN THE REVISED DRAFT LOCAL PLAN TO ‘HH3 PROVISION OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE
FACILITIES’, REFLECTING THE ADDITION OF TWO POLICIES TO THE CHAPTER AND THE EXPANSION OF THE SCOPE OF THIS
POLICY)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

It is agreed that new healthcare facilities must be provided to meet
demand created by any new development but the policy text should
be amended to make clear that new facilities must be provided
before or alongside new development as per draft local plan Policy
ED2 (political group). Similar comments were made by the NHS
Clinical Commissioning Group.

It is not considered appropriate to amend the policy requiring
development to be phased so that health care facilities are delivered
before demand exceeds existing capacity. The city council does not
have sufficient control over the provision of health services to ensure
that this does not become a block on new housing development.
Such a requirement would also be too reliant on the decisions of
individual GPs and practices, such as whether a retiring GP is
replaced, or an existing GP practice is prepared to expand.

The Ordsall Health Surgery is at near maximum capacity. The scale
of development proposed in the Local Plan will make it difficult, if not
impossible, for the surgery to meet likely demand (Ordsall Health
Surgery Patient Participation Group).

Local services are under significant pressure and access to services
are limited. It is asked what the council is proposing to do to increase
local health services (individual).

The focus will instead be on working with the Clinical Commissioning
Group to identify potential changes in demand in different parts of
the city as a result of new development, and to determine whether
this necessitates some new developments to incorporate new health
facilities.
The policy sets out that improvements in the quality and accessibility
of health and social care facilities will be supported.
In addition the policy has been amended setting out:
Areas that are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall
ensure that appropriate provision is made for primary health
care facilities. Individual developments that would generate a
significant additional demand for primary health care,
including all those involving 300 or more dwellings, will be
required to incorporate appropriate primary health care
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facilities, unless satisfactory provision can be made
elsewhere within the local area.

It is requested that a policy be included within the Local Plan to
make provision for the expansion or relocation of health services in
or adjacent to the proposed new Ordsall local centre, and/or the
commissioning of more health services in the area to cater for future
population growth (Ordsall Health Surgery Patient Participation
Group).

The threshold of 300 dwellings was chosen as it equates to
approximately one-third of a GP.
The policy sets out that improvements in the quality and accessibility
of health and social care facilities will be supported.
The need for additional provision within the Ordsall area will have to
be determined in conjunction with the Clinical Commissioning Group,
and it is not considered appropriate for the Local Plan to specify that
this should be in the Ordsall local centre as this may not necessarily
be the optimum solution.
However, the Revised Draft Local Plan supports community uses
(such as health provision) within designated centres, including in the
introductions/justifications to amended policies TC1, TC2 and TC3,
and policy TC1 itself.

The NHS Clinical Commissioning Group would welcome an addition
to the policy that where it is proposed that a development should not
comply with a policy that is relevant to health due to overriding
considerations of viability, or the need to balance the policy against
other considerations, a full assessment of the health impact of the
development should be required.

An additional policy has been included in the local plan (policy HH2
Development and health), setting out that all development should
support an improvement in public health and a reduction in health
inequalities. It requires health impact assessments (HIA) for
development proposals that the city council considers would have
the potential to have a significant adverse impact on health and
wellbeing.
The policy also sets out that the following types of development will
be carefully controlled to avoid possible adverse impacts on health:
 Hot food takeaways
 Off-licences
 Shisha bars and cafes
 Payday lenders, betting shops and amusement arcades
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Where new facilities related to points A-D above can be justified,
these shall be located away from places that are regularly
frequented by younger people such as schools and youth facilities.
The proximity to other sensitive community uses will also be
considered, for example refuges and temporary accommodation for
the homeless.
The NHS Clinical Commissioning Group would like to see the policy
make some reference to wider community health services, and also
the integration agenda focussing on health and social care.

The scope of the policy has been broadened to include health and
social care along with primary health care services. The policy is
now entitled “provision of health and social care facilities” and sets
out:
Improvements in the quality and accessibility of health and
social care facilities will be supported.
Where it would help to improve health outcomes whilst
maintaining an appropriate level of accessibility for local
residents, the merging of primary health care facilities such
as GP practices, and their amalgamation with other health
and social care facilities, will be supported.
Primary health care facilities shall be co-located with other
public facilities where possible, in order to provide a stronger
focus of public services for local communities and to promote
linked trips.
The introduction/justification to new policy HH1 (Supporting better
health) refers to the Health and Social Care Act 2012 which has
given local authorities new responsibilities for public health, joining
up local health policy with all other areas of work. As part of this, a
key aim is to better integrate health and social care services
including wider community health services. It is then recognised that
it is vital for health considerations to be integrated into all aspects of
the Local Plan.
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Policy HH1 sets out that significant improvements in the health of
Salford residents, and reductions in health inequalities in the city, will
be sought, with criterion 2 specifically supporting the provision of
social care and wider community health services.
The NHS Clinical Commissioning Group request that they be
involved at the earliest stage so as to ensure that plans can be made
and implemented to meet the health needs of residents.

Policy HH1 (now HH3 Provision of health and social care) has been
amended setting out that developers should engage with the Clinical
Commissioning Group at the earliest opportunity in order to
determine the health care requirements associated with new
development.

The policy should be amended to be clear how the need for health
care facilities will be calculated and the scale and type of housing
development to which this requirement applies (developer).

The policy has been amended to clarify that:
Areas that are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall
ensure that appropriate provision is made for primary health
care facilities. Individual developments that would generate a
significant additional demand for primary health care,
including all those involving 300 or more dwellings, will be
required to incorporate appropriate primary health care
facilities, unless satisfactory provision can be made
elsewhere within the local area.
Further detail on how the need for health care facilities will be set out
in a supplementary planning document (SPD).

There should not be a default assumption that contributions towards
new provision are justified, rather the need should be considered on
a case-by-case basis having regard to existing facilities in the area
and their level of utilisation (developer).

The policy has been amended, setting out:
Areas that are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall
ensure that appropriate provision is made for primary health
care facilities. Individual developments that would generate a
significant additional demand for primary health care,
including all those involving 300 or more dwellings, will be
required to incorporate appropriate primary health care
facilities, unless satisfactory provision can be made
elsewhere within the local area.
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Smaller developments may also need to make provision for health
facilities, but this will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. Policy
PC1 (Planning conditions and obligations) identifies health as one of
the priorities for the use of planning obligations.
The policy does not yet provide sufficient details to explain how the
developer would assess whether it must provide health care facilities
and specifically:
What scale of housing development would be liable? It only states
‘major new housing development’.
What scale of demand would trigger a need for provision and how
would this be assessed? The Policy states ‘significant additional
demand’ but how would this be measured?
Who would the developer need to consult to understand capacity in
the local area? It is assumed that this would be the Salford Clinical
Commissioning Group but it should be set out clearly as a step in the
process (developer).

The policy has been amended setting out:
Areas that are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2
should ensure that appropriate provision is made for primary
health care facilities. Individual developments that would
generate a significant additional demand for primary health
care, including all those involving 300 or more dwellings, will
be required to incorporate appropriate primary health care
facilities, unless satisfactory provision can be made
elsewhere within the local area.
Further detail on the need for health care facilities will be set out in a
supplementary planning document (SPD).
The policy has also been amended, setting out that developers
should engage with the Clinical Commissioning Group at the earliest
opportunity in order to determine the health care requirements
associated with new development.

Other significant changes made to policy HH1
Change
Policy HH1 has been renumbered HH3 and renamed ‘Provision of
health and social care facilities’

Reason for change
Due to the inclusion of two additional policies in the health chapter,
and the expansion of the scope of the policy due to the need for
greater integration between health and social care.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: HH2 SALFORD ROYAL HOSPITAL
(POLICY NOW RENUMBERED HH4)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

There is ambition to move a range of community and other services
for Salford’s population away from the Salford Royal Hospital site
and into the community, at a neighbourhood level. The NHS CCG
would like this referenced in the policy.

Text has been added to the introduction/justification to the policy to
reflect these comments.

Other significant changes made to policy HH1
Change

Reason for change

Policy HH2 has been renumbered so it is now HH4.

Due to the inclusion of two additional policies in the health chapter.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: CHAPTER 13 ACCESSIBILITY (GENERAL COMMENTS)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
General comments
Linkages to the Greater Manchester Transport Strategy 2040 should
be referred to in this chapter (TFGM).
Support in the accessibility policies in principle subject to continued
dialogue with TFGM (TFGM).
Infrastructure requirements and delivery
The plan should identify the infrastructure required to support
growth, including:
 Phasing
 funding
 capacity enhancements
 requirements for new infrastructure
The site allocations and Salford Quays were referred to specifically
in this regard, and it was considered that further detail should be
added to the plan to reflect the above (Highways England/
developer/individuals).

How is this being addressed
The introduction to the chapter has been amended to explain the
role of this strategy and how it relates to the Local Plan.
The support is welcomed.
Policy A1 makes reference to ensuring that development is phased
with the provision of sufficient transport infrastructure. The
requirements will generally be determined through a transport
assessment associated with a planning application, and secured
through planning conditions and obligations. Similar references are
made in the Local Plan with regards to securing the delivery of
education and health infrastructure.
Various pieces of work are ongoing to determine the strategic
infrastructure required to support the scale of growth proposed in
Salford and across the wider conurbation. The potential impacts on
the highway network of planned development across the Greater
Manchester conurbation are currently being assessed by Transport
for Greater Manchester (TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and
the identification of potential solutions to address existing and/or
future problems, will be an important part of the evidence base
underpinning Greater Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s
Local Plan. The ten Greater Manchester local authorities and
Highways England are engaged in this process. In addition to this
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
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Where infrastructure delivery is subject to contributions from
developers/partners it would be useful to explain this (TFGM).
Requiring allocations to fund infrastructure is unlawful and does not
have regard to existing need or development viability (developer).

Other significant changes made to chapter 13
Change
Introduction of a new policy on sustainable streets (Revised Draft
Policy A3).

Various - see individual policy tables for detail

As infrastructure delivery arrangements can be subject to change, it
is considered more appropriate to include such information in the
infrastructure plan which will be published alongside the Publication
Draft Local Plan in late 2019.
The principle of new development delivering, or contributing to the
provision of, infrastructure has been a feature of the planning system
for many years. Paragraph 23b-002-20140306 of the Planning
Practice Guidance states that:
“Developers may be asked to provide contributions for infrastructure
in several ways. This may be by way of the Community Infrastructure
Levy and planning obligations in the form of section 106 agreements
and section 278 highway agreements.” Requiring allocations to fund
infrastructure, where it is necessary for the development to proceed,
is therefore clearly lawful.

Reason for change
Streets are an essential component of the city and the role of streets
in recent years has increasingly become focussed on the movement
of traffic. The new policy seeks to take opportunities to deliver more
sustainable streets so that these spaces can fulfil a wide range of
social, economic and environmental roles and become more
attractive places to move through and spend time in.
See individual policy tables for detail
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A1 SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT STRATEGY
(The policy reference remains the same in Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support the policy (developer, Environment Agency, CPRE,
Highways England) and reference to Manchester Airport being a
priority destination for improved access (Manchester Airport Group).

The support is welcomed.

Some of the policy relates to areas outside of Salford, which is not
appropriate (developer).

The locations referred to outside of Salford include Manchester
Airport, which is a key international gateway providing connections
across the world and other very significant concentrations of
economic and leisure activity (e.g. Trafford Park and the Trafford
Centre). These destinations provide significant employment
opportunities and are important in meeting the economic and social
needs of Salford’s residents. It is therefore appropriate to encourage
improved access to these locations, and this may be achieved in
part by maximising opportunities to interchange in Salford.
Ensuring that areas experiencing high unemployment have good
transport links to the concentrations of employment is recognised as
an important priority. In response to this issue, policy A1 has been
amended to explain that the city’s transport network should be
inclusive and accessible to all users, as this is considered more
appropriate than referencing a specific group of users.
The expansion of Logistics North in Salford would require incursions
into the country park committed as part of the original planning
permission for the site. Given this, and in the context of the
employment land supply identified at the Greater Manchester level, it
is not considered appropriate to expand the Logistics North site.

The priority should seek to link areas of high unemployment to job
opportunities (individual).

The expansion of Logistics North is an accessible location with
potential to link into the rail network and would contribute to B)
promoting the sustainable use of freight (developer). This developer
has also suggested that the policy should prioritise accessible and
deliverable sites which help maximise the return from investments in
infrastructure.

In response to the second point raised, the reasoned justification to
the policy explains that the development strategy will assist in
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delivering this policy, particularly important in this regard is the
emphasis on securing high density development in accessible
locations.
Other significant changes made to policy A1
Change
The policy makes reference to ensuring that development is phased
with the provision of sufficient transport infrastructure and services,
and minimises any adverse impacts on transport networks.

Reason for change
The capacity of existing transport infrastructure was raised as a
concern in a large number of the representations, and it was
therefore considered important to be explicit in the Local Plan that
this would be phased accordingly alongside development and that
impacts on transport networks would be minimised. The
infrastructure requirements will generally be determined through a
transport assessment associated with a planning application, and
secured through planning conditions, planning obligations or s278
agreements. Similar references are made in the Local Plan with
regards to securing the delivery of education and health
infrastructure.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A2 TRANSPORT HIERARCHY
(The policy reference remains the same in Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support the policy (CPRE, individual)
Concern that other road users are prioritised above
commercial/service vehicles and the policy should clarify that
schemes would not have an adverse impact on the movements of
commercial/service vehicle (Royal Mail).

The support is welcomed.
No amendments are proposed in response to these comments. The
application of the hierarchy should not have any significant adverse
impact on commercial/service vehicle movements, but it will be vital
that walking and cycling are prioritised if Salford is to be an
attractive, liveable city, and sustainable travel is to be promoted. The
introduction/justification to Revised Draft Local Plan policy A2
explains that in applying the hierarchy, consideration should be
given to the function of an area or street, recognising that Salford
contains a number of routes which are strategically important for
vehicle movements. Further support to enable the efficient
movement of service/delivery vehicles is provided through Revised
Draft Local Plan policy A8 (Motor vehicle parking provision and dropoff facilities in new developments), which has been amended to
require that sufficient drop-off points are provided for these vehicles
in new developments.
Policy A2 has been amended to explain that new developments and
transport schemes should ensure appropriate access for emergency
vehicles. Given the significance of the issue, but the fact that
emergency service access will be the exception rather than a
commonplace occurrence, emergency services now sit outside the
hierarchy.
Policy A2 has been amended to explain that the needs of all users
should be taken into account in the application of the hierarchy, and
examples of some of the more vulnerable users (such as those with
pushchairs) are cited in the reasoned justification.

Emergency vehicles should be the highest priority (individuals).

The needs of pedestrians with pushchairs should be given greater
consideration in new developments (individual).
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Other significant changes made to policy A2
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A3 WALKING AND CYCLING
(The policy reference has been changed to A4 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)

1

Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The aspiration to secure a modal shift is supported, but further
investment in cycling infrastructure is required (individuals).

The support is welcomed. Revised Draft Local Plan policy A4
provides a positive framework for securing ongoing improvements to
the city’s cycling infrastructure (both the route network and cycle
parking provision). Policy A4 seeks to ensure that development
makes an appropriate contribution towards this. The need for further
investment in cycling infrastructure in order to encourage a modal
shift is acknowledged, and the Cycling and Walking Commissioner
for Greater Manchester submitted a report to the Combined
Authority in December 20171 which includes proposals to publish a
detailed Greater Manchester-wide walking and cycling infrastructure
plan and establish a 10-year, £1.5 billion infrastructure fund for
walking and cycling.

Waterways could be used more effectively as cycling routes
(Environment Agency).

Other parts of the Local Plan recognise the potential of the city’s
waterways and support the development of high quality, accessible
pedestrian and cycling routes along them (including policy D9
Waterside development). Revised Draft Local Plan policy A4 has
been amended to reflect this objective.

Pedestrians (particularly those with buggies) should be given greater
consideration in new developments (individual).

Policy A2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan requires that
developments and infrastructure schemes are designed to promote
a transport hierarchy that prioritises the needs of pedestrians and
cyclists above other road users. Policy A2 has been expanded to
explain that the needs of all users should be taken into account in
applying the hierarchy and the introduction/justification to the policy

Greater Manchester’s Cycling and Walking Commissioner – December 2017. Made to Move – 15 steps to transform Greater Manchester by changing the way we get around.
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highlights some of the more vulnerable groups (including those with
pushchairs) whose needs should be given consideration.
Other significant changes made to policy A3
Change

2
3

Reason for change

Revised Draft Local Plan policy A4 has been amended to direct
development to contribute to the delivery of walkable
neighbourhoods.

The attractiveness of walking and cycling is dependent on distance
and the nature and quality of routes. Promoting walkable
neighbourhoods encourages physical activity and reduces reliance
on public transport and the private car. The vast majority of
development will be high density, mixed-use schemes on previously
developed sites within the urban area, which are within easy and
convenient distance of local shops, facilities and employment
opportunities. Whilst the overall development strategy will promote
walkable communities, it will also be important to ensure that the
layout of development, and mix and location of different uses within
it should also create the conditions to encourage active travel.

Revised Draft Local Plan policy A4 has been amended to identify a
wider range of measures by which the city’s walking and cycling
network can be enhanced, including reallocating road space,
protecting and enhancing the city’s recreational routes, introducing
additional wayfinding signage and crossing points and developing
the potential of the city’s waterways as walking and cycling routes.

With Greater Manchester’s first Walking and Cycling Commissioner
appointed2 there is a strong drive to making cycling and walking a
viable, attractive and important part of the transport network in
Greater Manchester. Revised Draft Local Plan policy A4 has been
expanded to identify and provide support for a wider range of
measures to enhance the city’s walking and cycling network.
Enabling more people to cycle safely on segregated routes makes
cycling more accessible to a wider range of people, and the
reallocation of road space to cycle routes in the right location can
therefore make an efficient use of scarce road space. The Greater
Manchester Transport Strategy 2040 aims to provide for sustainable
modes on the highway network3, and identifies the reallocation of
road space as an opportunity. The other additions to the policy

https://greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/what-we-do/transport/chris-boardman/
GMCA (February 2017) Greater Manchester Transport Strategy 2040, paragraph 137, page 36
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comprise priorities already identified in other parts of the plan which
it is considered appropriate to cross reference in this policy.

4

Revised Draft Local Plan policy A4 has been amended to require
that development incorporates facilities for cycle hire/cycle share
schemes where appropriate.

Cycle hire schemes are another way of making cycling a more
accessible mode of travel. The Greater Manchester Transport
Strategy 2040 has established a commitment to work with partners
to support a range of modes of transport including cycle hire
schemes 4 and there are already cycle hire schemes operational in
Greater Manchester. Dockless cycle hire schemes can be located
and unlocked by a smart phone offering the potential to extend cycle
hire schemes more widely across the city without the need to
provide docking stations. There may be opportunities to
accommodate facilities for cycle hire schemes within the larger,
mixed-use schemes in and around the City Centre and Salford
Quays, and the policy directs applicants to consider the need for this
provision where appropriate.

Some changes have been made to the cycle parking standards in
Annex C as follows:

Explanation of changes to cycle parking standards:



Standards for care homes increased from 1 space per 40
residents to 1 space per 10 bedrooms.



Care homes: This is comparable to the standards proposed
to be applied to hotel developments and is considered to
better meet the likely demand for spaces from staff.



Requirement for communal cycle parking within residential
developments to be provided in the form of a locker.



Communal parking residential development: This is the
preferred type of parking in these circumstances where cycle
parking will be for longer periods of time, providing greater
security and protection from the elements.



Reference added to ensuring that where separate cycle
parking is not required in properties which have their own
garage, that the garage should be of a sufficient size to
accommodate cycle parking.



To provide clarity and ensure garages are of a sufficient size
to accommodate cycle parking provision where separate
parking is not provided.

GMCA (February 2017) Greater Manchester Transport Strategy 2040, Policy 1, page 36
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Railway and bus stations and Metrolink stops identified as
types of development to which consideration should be given
to the need for cycle parking on a case by case basis.
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Providing cycle parking at public transport interchanges will
assist in encouraging sustainable travel choices.

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A4 PUBLIC TRANSPORT
(The policy reference has been changed to A5 in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Inadequacy of public transport services
Public transport services in the west of the city are inadequate and
improvements are required to support the housing allocations and
connect people with job opportunities, particularly in the following
locations (community group/individuals):



Irlam and Cadishead
Worsley, Boothstown and Ellenbrook

How is this being addressed
Policy A5 of the Revised Draft Local Plan positively supports
measures to improve the capacity and integration of public transport
services and maximise opportunities to interchange, in order to
facilitate more efficient radial and orbital travel across Greater
Manchester, improving access between a wider range of locations.
Whilst these broad objectives are supported in the Local Plan,
Transport for Greater Manchester will have a central role in
identifying and securing improvements in public transport
infrastructure during the plan period.
There are some area-specific proposals included within the Local
Plan which relate to the areas identified as being of concern in the
comments received:
 The Local Plan supports the improvement of the city’s
transport interchanges, focussing specifically on its town
centres and railway stations. It is recognised that Irlam
station has the potential to become a more significant
interchange, having regard to the scale of development
planned in this part of the city.
 The further expansion of rapid transit routes along the A580
and elsewhere where this improves the accessibility of key
locations.
Policy A1 provides the overarching sustainable transport strategy.
This policy has been amended to require that new development is
phased with the provision of sufficient transport infrastructure, and
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this would include public transport infrastructure, the need for which
would be determined through a transport assessment prepared in
support of a planning application.
Alternative proposals suggested
Some alternative public transport proposals were suggested
(individuals):
1. Larger car park at Irlam Station
2. Re-opening of redundant railway lines in Irlam and
Cadishead.
3. Rail station and park and ride in Little Hulton
4. Further Metrolink extensions to Cadishead (with a park and
ride), Worsley, Walkden and Bolton.
5. Extension of the A580 Guided busway to Boothstown and
Tyldesley.

The Local Plan supports the continued investment in Salford’s public
transport network, however the identification and prioritisation of
major transport infrastructure investments such as those suggested
in the comments is considered and determined by Transport for
Greater Manchester, having regard to existing capacity issues and
the scale and distribution of new development. A response is
provided in relation to the proposals suggested:

1)

2)

3)
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It is understood that there are aspirations to expand the
existing Irlam Station car park, which would require the
acquisition of land outside of the existing car park. The
Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
(GMSF) proposes to allocate land to the North of Irlam
Station for residential development. GMSF Allocation 32
explains that the development of this site should include a
new direct pedestrian and cycle route to Irlam Station from
the west and enhance cycle parking and car parking facilities
at the station.
A proposal was launched by the Hamilton Davis Trust in
March 2017 to reopen the rail line across the viaduct to
create a heritage railway or alternative public transport route,
and provide a pedestrian/cycle route along it. It is understood
that discussions regarding these proposals are ongoing
between the relevant parties, and in the short term its
reopening as a cycleway/footway is under consideration.
Transport for Greater Manchester has identified a potential
rail station at Little Hulton as one of a number of possible
new stations across Greater Manchester that require further
consideration.

4)

5)

Other comments
Improvements to the public transport networks are supported
provided this is not at the expense of road capacity (Conservative
Group).

Transport for Greater Manchester is engaged with Greater
Manchester districts in producing a transport programme to
respond to the emerging GMSF. It is anticipated that this
process will lead to the identification of a number of other
proposed extensions to the network. Some of the locations
suggested are being considered as part of this process, and
point 1d of Revised Draft Local Plan policy A5 refers to the
potential conversion of the Wigan rail line (which runs
through Walkden) to tram-train use.
Policy A5 of the Revised Draft Local Plan recognises the
significant opportunities rapid transit presents and supports
its further expansion along the A580.

Policy A1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan seeks to ensure the
efficient, effective and safe operation of the city’s highways.
Encouraging a modal shift to public transport by enhancing the city’s
public transport network will have an important role in this regard.
Where public transport proposals affect the operation or capacity of
the highway, such as the reallocation of road space, the impacts
would need to be carefully considered. A new policy A3 (Sustainable
streets) highlights the importance of reconciling the different
functions of streets, and refers to the potential need to reallocate
some road space to support walking, cycling and public transport
use.

Question deliverability of the extension of Metrolink to Port Salford
(Individuals)

Having regard to the major development opportunities identified in
this area, Transport for Greater Manchester is currently appraising a
range of transport measures to serve this area, including the
extension of Metrolink. The deliverability of the proposed extension
will therefore be better understood in due course and it remains in
the Local Plan as a longer term aspiration.

Eccles Station should be identified as an interchange with particular
opportunities (community group).

Eccles Town Centre has excellent public transport links, and its
proximity to Salford Quays and other major concentrations of
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employment and leisure opportunities at Trafford Park and the
Trafford Centre means that it has the potential to function as an
important interchange. The reasoned justification to the policy has
been amended to explain this.

Other significant changes made to policy A4
Change

Reason for change

Reference is made in Revised Draft Local Plan policy A5 to
supporting proposals that enhance air quality and reduce emissions.

Poor air quality in Salford is primarily associated with road transport,
however some public transport vehicles will also contribute towards
this. The Revised Draft Local Plan seeks to secure an improvement
in the city’s air quality, and whilst this will be achieved through a
range of measures, the introduction of low and zero emission buses
and the electrification of rail lines to reduce diesel emissions will
make a contribution towards this.

Reference is made in Revised Draft Local Plan policy A5 to
supporting the continued improvement of Salford Crescent Station.

To reflect its importance as a regional interchange and the
aspirations in the Salford Rail Strategy to secure further
improvements to its facilities and to investigate the potential to
provide additional platforms.
These new connections would support the growth and success of
the City Centre and Salford Quays, two of the most important
economic locations in the country expected to accommodate very
high levels of development during the plan period. The expansion of
Metrolink into these areas could bring huge benefits, including better
connectivity with the wider public transport network, reduced
congestion and improved air quality. These proposals are currently
being considered by Transport for Greater Manchester.

Reference is made in Revised Draft Local Plan policy A5 to
supporting the development of new Metrolink lines connecting
Victoria in Manchester with Salford Crescent Station, Salford Quays
with Salford Crescent Station and the conversion of the rail line
between Salford Crescent Station and Wigan to tram-train use.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A5 SUSTAINABLE MOVEMENT OF FREIGHT
(The policy reference has been changed to A6 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The ambition to secure a modal shift is supported (individual).

The support is welcomed.

There is concern with regards to the additional HGV movements
associated with Port Salford (individuals).

One of the key attributes of Port Salford is its potential to remove
freight from the roads and move it more sustainably by rail and
water. It will be important to ensure that a significant amount of the
freight is moved in this way rather than on the road and the delivery
of the necessary infrastructure to enable this is fundamental to the
success of the scheme. The Revised Draft Local Plan policy EC5/1
Port Salford (which allocates the element of the scheme which
already has planning permission and is under construction) explains
that the delivery of the remaining employment floorspace will be
contingent on the rail link and highway improvements being
completed and operational. The Revised Draft Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework allocates land in the Green Belt to the north and
west of Barton Aerodrome for the major expansion of Port Salford
(GM Allocation 33), and the policy is clear that the development of
this part of the site will not be commenced until the rail link, highway
improvements, canal berths and container terminal associated with
the permitted Port Salford scheme to the south of the A57 have been
completed and are operational. It also requires that the expansion of
Port Salford is designed to form an integrated facility with the
existing permitted element, encouraging all occupiers to utilise the
rail and water connections for freight movement.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
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(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework and the Salford Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester Local Authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.

Other significant changes made to policy A5
Change
The policy has been augmented to support the development of
urban distribution centres that reduce vehicle movements and utilise
zero-carbon last mile delivery.

Reason for change
These innovative solutions are likely to be important in the future and
have the potential to service the demand for deliveries in a more
sustainable way. It is therefore considered appropriate for the policy
to encourage development that would support such proposals.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A6 Highway Network
(The policy reference has been changed to A7 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Refusal of development on transport grounds
The refusal of development where the transport impacts are severe
was supported (Conservative Group). However, others considered
that the capacity of the highway network should not be a reason for
refusal where the council have implemented active traffic
management measures to reduce the capacity of the network
(developer).

Transport impacts of development
A transport assessment of individual allocations and the combined
impact of all allocations is required (Highways England).
Existing congestion and capacity issues on the city’s highway
network need to be addressed to ensure the plan does not
exacerbate existing problems. Worsley, Irlam and Cadishead and
the motorway network cited as particular problem areas in this
regard (individuals/community group).

How is this being addressed
The policy position to refuse development on transport grounds
where the residual cumulative impacts are severe reflects paragraph
109 of the National Planning Policy Framework, and it is not
considered appropriate to deviate from this national policy. Transport
assessments will be used to determine whether a development’s
impact on transport will be acceptable, and the assessment will need
to consider the existing highway conditions, including a description
and functional classification of the highway network in the vicinity of
the site, reflecting any established traffic management measures
which may alter the capacity of the network. A new bullet point has
been added to the policy on transport assessments to clarify this.
The potential impacts on the highway network of planned
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are
currently being assessed by Transport for Greater Manchester
(TfGM). The conclusions of this work, and the identification of
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, will be
an important part of the evidence base underpinning Greater
Manchester’s Spatial Framework and Salford’s Local Plan. The ten
Greater Manchester local authorities and Highways England are
engaged in this process.
Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and proposed
actions, from the study as they emerge.
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Development and associated traffic will exacerbate existing air
quality issues (individuals/community group).

Highway maintenance
Developers should contribute towards highways maintenance
(individual).

Air quality impacts on people’s health and the natural environment,
and whilst planning policy cannot solve immediate air quality issues,
it has a role to play in ensuring that development is delivered in such
a way that the impacts are minimised and reasonably mitigated. The
Local Plan recognises this and seeks to address it in a number of
ways, including the development strategy which seeks to reduce the
need to travel, the accessibility policies which promote and support a
modal shift and encourage the use of low emission vehicles, and the
various energy, green infrastructure, biodiversity and recreation
policies. A new air quality policy has been added to the Revised
Draft Local Plan which seeks to substantially improve the city’s air
quality and identifies the various means by which this will be
achieved. Further work on addressing air pollution is taking place at
the Greater Manchester level.
No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. Financial contributions from developers (known as
planning obligations) can only be sought by the city council to assist
in mitigating the unacceptable impacts of proposed development.
Planning obligations must be necessary to make a development
acceptable in planning terms, directly related to it, and
fair/reasonable in scale and kind to the development. Having regard
to this, policy PC1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan explains when
planning obligations and/or conditions will be used and what they
may be used for. This includes transport infrastructure, however
contributions are generally more likely to be sought to fund the
provision of new or improved infrastructure to serve a development,
rather than the maintenance of highways, for which the city council
has its own budget. There may be limited circumstances where a
developer remains liable for maintenance once new highway
infrastructure is in operation, such as the provision of a new bridge.

Comments regarding specific highway schemes
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Concerns were expressed regarding the proposed M62/A57 link:




The A57/M62 link road will worsen congestion issues on the
A57 (individuals).
No new access to the SRN should be permitted unless it is
required to support growth (Highways England)
The ecological impact of the link road, and identification of
appropriate compensation (GMEU).

Concerns were expressed that other proposed infrastructure, for
example the Carrington Spur would worsen congestion in the Irlam
and Cadishead area.
Other highways proposals were put forward, which fall into two
broad categories:



Motorway enhancements (a second junction on the M62, an
M61 relief route, southbound access from the M60 to the
A580, alternative high speed road links); and
Schemes to improve the permeability of Cadishead and the
capacity of the road network in this part of the city (new road
to Partington/Flixton, utilising the Cadishead railway bridge
as a crossing over the Manchester Ship Canal, extension of
the Carrington Spur to Cadishead, improvements to the A57).

Other significant changes made to policy A6
Change

Highways England’s North West Quadrant Study is looking at
strategic changes to the motorway network between junctions 8 and
18 of the M60. The A57/M62 link road is being considered alongside
other solutions as part of this work. Regard will be had to the
conclusions, and proposed actions, from the study as they emerge.
Policy A7 has been amended to remove reference to the provision of
the A57/M62 link road and instead the policy refers to measures to
significantly improve capacity, performance and connectivity on the
city’s motorway network.

As discussed above, Highways England’s North West Quadrant
Study is looking at strategic changes to the motorway network
between junctions 8 and 18 of the M60. A range of solutions are
being considered, which may include some of those suggested in
the representations. Regard will be had to the conclusions, and
proposed actions, from the study as they emerge.

Reason for change
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None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A7 PARKING AND DROP OFF FACILITIES IN NEW DEVELOPMENT
(The policy reference has been changed to A8 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Low parking provision in new developments may result in increased
off-street parking and the local plan should provide guidance as to
how this could be mitigated (residents’ association).

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. Policy A8 of the Revised Draft Local Plan explains that
where development could lead to levels of off-site parking that would
have an adverse impact on the surrounding area, mitigation
measures would be required. Resident parking schemes and onstreet parking restrictions are cited within the policy as examples of
potential mitigation measures.

Other significant changes made to policy A7
Change
Reference made to the need to consider the requirements of delivery
vehicle drop-off points within developments.
Area-based maximum car parking standards are included within the
policy.

Reason for change
Having regard to the continuing increase in online shopping,1 the
needs of delivery vehicles should be considered within
developments, to ensure that they can function safely and
successfully and to avoid unnecessary traffic movements.
Area-based maximum parking standards have been introduced to
assist in optimising development densities within the city’s most
accessible locations and help to encourage sustainable travel
choices and assist in managing congestion. This will also provide
greater clarity to developers bringing forward development
proposals.

Lichfields – August 2017. We all knew it but now the evidence is there – our town centres are changing. Extract as follows: According to Experian, in 2016 the proportion of
sales in special forms of trading (i.e. non-store retail activity such as mail order sales, some internet sales and so on) as a proportion of comparison sales was 13% and this is
projected to rise to 17% by 2035; http://lichfields.uk/blog/2017/august/21/we-all-knew-it-but-now-the-evidence-is-there-our-town-centres-are-changing/
1
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A8 CITY CENTRE CAR PARKING
(The policy reference has been changed to A9 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

None

N/A

Other significant changes made to policy A8
Change

Reason for change

A statement has been added to the policy to explain that reducing
the amount of land used for car parking within the City Centre will be
a particular priority within the inner relief road.

This reflects the prominence of surface car parking currently
occupying the area, which represents an inefficient use of land in
this highly accessible location where there are significant
opportunities to expand the area’s role as a business, tourism and
culture location and vibrant neighbourhood.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A9 PARK AND RIDE FACILITIES
(The policy reference has been changed to A10 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Highways England should be involved in the implementation of park
and ride facilities as these are likely to be close to the SRN
(Highways England).

An addition has been made to the policy to provide clarity that
schemes should be developed in conjunction with Transport for
Greater Manchester and where appropriate other organisations such
as Highways England and Network Rail.
Policy A10 of the Revised Draft Local Plan explains that schemes
will only be supported where they form part of a wider strategy for
promoting sustainable travel choices and recognises that on highly
accessible sites built development may be a more appropriate
solution to improve connectivity, increase public transport use and
promote active travel. An addition has been made to the policy to
provide clarity that schemes should be developed in conjunction with
Transport for Greater Manchester and where appropriate other
organisations such as Highways England and Network Rail.
The Draft Local Plan included a requirement to set aside land within
the EC4/1 Port Salford expansion site (a Green Belt site) for a park
and ride facility, and there has been some objection to this
requirement. This proposal has not been included in the Revised
Draft Local Plan, which does not identify any other sites within the
Green Belt for the development of park and ride facilities.
The Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
proposes the allocation of land in the Green Belt north of Irlam
Station for residential development and requires that the
development of the site should include a new direct pedestrian and
cycle route to Irlam Station from the west and enhance cycle parking
and car parking facilities at the station.

The development of park and ride facilities should be evidence
based and considered among other options to improve connectivity
(TFGM)

Park and ride sites in the Green Belt are opposed (individual).

Irlam Station needs a larger car park (individual).
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Other significant changes made to policy A9
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A10 ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING POINTS
(The policy reference has been changed to A11 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The policy goes beyond the NPPF requirement (HBF/developer)

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments and it is noted that the wording in the latest version of the
National Planning Policy Framework has been strengthened
(paragraph 110 (e)) to direct applications for development to be
designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission
vehicles in safe, accessible and convenient locations. In setting local
parking standards, local authorities are also directed to take into
account the need to ensure an adequate provision of spaces for
charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles.
There has been a significant uptake in ultra-low emission vehicles
(ULEVs) since the original NPPF was published, and efforts being
made by manufacturers along with the various initiatives being
progressed by the government demonstrate that electric vehicle (EV)
technology is a viable long-term proposition for the future of road
transport. The Government has announced an end to the sale of all
conventional petrol and diesel cars by 2040, and has recently
published its Clean Growth Strategy (October 2017), which identifies
‘accelerating the shift to low carbon transport’ as one of its key
actions. The strategy explains that the government wants to have
one of the best electric vehicle charging networks in the world, and
recognises that residential and workplace charging forms part of this.
The Government’s Industrial Strategy1 proposes to undertake a
package of measures to promote the uptake of zero emission
vehicles and refers to a further £200 million of public investment to

1

Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (November 2017) Industrial Strategy – Building a Britain fit for the future, page 145.

439

create a new charging infrastructure fund and a commitment to
updating building regulations to mandate that all new residential
developments must contain the enabling cabling for charge-points in
new homes.
Greater Manchester already has a well-developed electric vehicle
public charge point network (launched in 2013), and the Greater
Manchester Transport 2040 strategy seeks to expand this further.
However, it is recognised that the majority of plug-in vehicle owners
will charge their vehicles at home, at night time, during the off-peak
period.2 This is the most convenient for drivers and maximises the
environmental and economic benefits of electric vehicles by using
cheaper, lower carbon night time electricity generation. Having
regard to the more recent advancement of this technology and the
government’s commitment to it, the proposed requirement within
draft policy A11 is considered to be both appropriate and consistent
with paragraphs 105 and 110 of the NPPF.
Evidence is required to support the policy, including the
consideration of impact on development viability and design and the
policy should be more flexible to allow for lower provision should it
not be viable (HBF/developers).

The cost of installing this infrastructure within residential dwellings is
considered to be fairly minimal, with supply costs estimated to
between £750 and £1,500 per dwelling.3 These estimates date from
2015, and the Office for Low Emission Vehicles has suggested that
costs are likely to have reduced since then (due to greater
production and take up), and has also provided some examples of
current indicative costs from some of the larger suppliers of charge
points, which suggests that charge points could be purchased and
installed at the lower end of this range. With the opportunities to bulk
purchase and install at the build stage, this could provide developers
with further cost savings.
This cost has been incorporated into the updated assessment of
financial viability of residential development which has been

2
3

OLEV (September 2013) Driving the Future Today – A strategy for low emission vehicles in the UK, paragraph 27, page 9
UKVSE (2015) Making the right connections – general procurement guidance for electric vehicle charge points, page 24
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prepared by the city council in support of the Revised Draft Local
Plan, enabling the city council to consider the impact of this
requirement on development viability.
The policy should be more flexible with regards to:



the form of charge point (‘plug socket’)
the approach for non-residential developments (i.e. ‘subject
to negotiations’ rather than ‘every opportunity taken’ )

Other significant changes made to policy A10
Change

Dedicated domestic charging units allow vehicle owners to charge
their vehicles more safely and quickly than using a conventional
three pin socket, therefore providing consumers with greater
flexibility and supporting the uptake of electric vehicles. Maximising
charging speed will become increasingly important as battery
capacity improves resulting in potentially longer charge times.
Dedicated charging units also have smart capabilities, meaning that
they can receive, transmit and react to information, be accessed
remotely, monitor energy consumption and promote energy
efficiency. Dedicated charge points are supported by the Office for
Low Emission Vehicles (OLEV) in their Home Charge Scheme and
are also recommended by the industry.4 The requirement for
residential dwellings with a garage or driveway to include a
dedicated charge point is therefore considered appropriate and
proportionate. As EV technology is likely to evolve and advance
significantly during the plan period, the policy has been expanded to
explain that the provision of charge points should be in accordance
with the minimum technical specification list published by OLEV, to
ensure that the policy is flexible to accommodate changes to
charging infrastructure.

Reason for change

As set out in the UK Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Association General Procurement Guidance for Electric Vehicle Charge Points (2015) and the BEAMA Guide to
Electric Vehicle Infrastructure (2015).
4
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Specific requirements are proposed for provision for electric vehicle
charging infrastructure for residential developments with shared
parking and for non-residential developments.

The use of electric vehicles can make an important contribution to
reducing emissions and take up of electric vehicles is forecast to
increase significantly during the plan period. There is an expectation
in the Greater Manchester Air Quality Action Plan (2016-2021) that
Greater Manchester councils will adopt as best practice the most
recent development and planning control guidance published jointly
by the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) and
Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) and subsequent updates.5 The
IAQM/EPUK guidance which dates from Jan 2017 refers to
principles of good practice, which include the provision of at least 1
EV rapid charge per 10 residential dwellings/1,000sqm commercial
floorspace and where on-site parking is provided for residential
dwellings EV charging points for each parking space should be
made.6 The policy has therefore been amended to incorporate a
slightly amended version of these requirements.

Paragraph 6.2, page 34.
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/downloads/file/228/greater_manchester_air_quality_action_plan_2016-21
6Paragraph 5.10, page 17.
http://www.iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf
5
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A11 Barton Aerodrome
(The policy reference has been changed to A12 in the Revised Draft Local Plan
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The policy should be more positively worded to support the airport’s
improvement as an important economic and transport asset and its
potential to host major events. Potential future investments are being
considered through an investment plan (owner).

The introduction/justification to the policy highlights the potential for
the airport to increase its contribution to local economic growth.
Policy A12 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been amended to
make reference to ‘protecting and improving’ the airport in order to
better reflect this ambition.
The name of the airport has been changed several times in recent
years and may be subject to further changes in the future. ‘Barton
Aerodrome’ is a well-established, locally recognised name for the
airport which also reflects its historic significance. It is therefore
considered appropriate to continue to refer to it as Barton
Aerodrome.

Barton Aerodrome should be renamed as City Airport and Heliport
(owner).

Protection of the aerodrome is supported (The Conservative Group).

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to policy A11
Change

Reason for change

The safeguarding zones for Barton Aerodrome have been added to
the policies map.

Safeguarding zones have been established for Barton Aerodrome
and these are shown on the policies map in order to ensure that
development does not have an unacceptable impact on the
operational safety of the airport.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A12 Aviation Safety at Manchester Airport
(The policy reference has been changed to A13 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)

1

Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Manchester Airport’s safeguarded area is currently undergoing a
review and may be subject to changes. It should not therefore be
shown on the policies map (Manchester Airport Group).

The Manchester Airport Group has more recently requested1 that the
safeguarded area is shown on the policies map, explaining that there
is no indication that these zones will be changed, and any changes
would be made by the Civil Aviation Authority and stakeholders
notified accordingly.

Reference should be made in the reasoned justification to
considering the impact of development on air traffic control (ATC)
systems (Manchester Airport Group).

The introduction/justification to policy A13 of the Revised Draft Local
Plan has been amended to make reference to ATC systems.

Other significant changes made to policy A12
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A

Email from Scott Howard at Manchester Airport Group, 10 October 2017.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: A13 Safeguarding potential transport routes
(The policy reference has been changed to A14 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support the continued protection of former transport routes (Salford
City Council Conservative Group)

Support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to policy A13
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: ENERGY AND DIGITAL INFRASTRUCTURE (GENERAL)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

***The following comments are also considered against Policy
EG1***

The introduction/justification text within the chapter has been
reworked and the text referred to has been deleted.

In paragraph 14.2, the reference to energy generation having the
‘potential to have adverse impacts on local air quality if not properly
controlled’ should be removed. Some types of energy generation
can have this impact but air quality impacts are not exclusively a
consideration of energy generation schemes whilst some energy
generation proposals will have a nil impact (such as hydro and wind
energy generation). This should be reflected in the Local Plan
(developer).
***The following comments are also considered against Policy
EG2***
Paragraph 14.6 refers to the benefits which renewable energy
schemes can secure and alludes to potential support for such
proposals. It would benefit from additional clarity by reference to the
council being supportive of increasing the city’s renewable and low
carbon capacity over the plan period (developer).

The introduction/justification to Policy EG2 explains “renewable and
low carbon energy schemes will be a significant component in
making Salford a more sustainable city”.

Other significant changes made to Chapter 14: Energy and digital infrastructure
Change
Reason for change
None
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EG1 SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
(POLICY TITLE CHANGED TO: SUSTAINABLE ENERGY IN NEW DEVELOPMENT)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The Environment Agency welcomes the possibility of creating new
renewable energy generation.

The support is welcomed.

Manchester Airport is supportive of the intention to mitigate and
adapt to climate change and welcomes policies which seek to
reduce carbon emissions, promote sustainable energy supplies and
opportunities for renewable energy.

The support is welcomed.

It is welcomed that opportunities for ‘sustainable energy’ should not
be constrained to those shown on Figure 10 (developer).

The support is welcomed.

***The following comments are also considered against the energy
and digital infrastructure chapter (general)***

The introduction/justification text within the chapter has been
reworked and the text referred to has been deleted.

In paragraph 14.2, the reference to energy generation having the
‘potential to have adverse impacts on local air quality if not properly
controlled’ should be removed. Some types of energy generation
can have this impact but air quality impacts are not exclusively a
consideration of energy generation schemes whilst some energy
generation proposals will have a nil impact (such as hydro and wind
energy generation). This should be reflected in the Local Plan
(developer).
It is welcomed that opportunities for ‘sustainable energy’ should not
be constrained to those shown on Figure 10 (developer).

The support is welcomed.
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GMEU welcomes the recognition that developments have the
potential for negative impacts on biodiversity and therefore
ecological assessments are required.

The support is welcomed.

***The following comments are also considered against Policy EG2
Renewable and low carbon energy schemes***

A new policy has been included in the chapter (discussed further
below). For ease of reading, renewable and low carbon energy
schemes, including wind turbine development, are now considered
in Policy EG2 (Renewable and low carbon energy schemes). Under
the subheading ‘hydropower’, the policy sets out:

Where hydropower is under consideration on the River Irwell and
Manchester Ship Canal, schemes should look to enhance the
ecological potential of currently failing Water Framework Directive
waterbodies. An assessment of the waterbody should be
undertaken. A fish easement should be included where a waterbody
is failing (Environment Agency).

“The development of hydropower schemes should protect
and take opportunities to enhance the ecological interest and
biodiversity of the waterway.
Such schemes shall:
A)
Allow for the movement of multiple species and sizes
of fish;
B)
Avoid any adverse reduction in water flows and
levels; and
C)
Avoid any physical modifications to the river channel
that could adversely affect plant life or invertebrates”.

Other significant changes made to policy EG1
Change
A new policy has been included in the chapter (Policy EG2
Renewable and low carbon energy schemes). Renewable and low
carbon energy schemes, including solar, district heat networks and
hydropower are now considered under this policy, whereas in the
Draft Local Plan renewable and low carbon energy schemes were
considered under Policy EG1. Draft Local Plan Policy EG2 (Wind
development) has also been deleted and its content on wind turbines
included in the new Policy EG2.

Reason for change
To improve readability.
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Figure 10 sustainable energy opportunities has been amended
removing ‘potential areas for growth of energy crops’.

Given the location of Salford and the significant amount of high
grade agricultural land, it is considered more appropriate for the
emphasis to be on agricultural activity rather than energy crops.
The reasoned justification to the policy sets out that it is possible that
there may be renewable and low carbon energy potential outside the
areas identified and such opportunities are in no way precluded by
this policy. As such, the amended diagram does not rule out energy
crops.

The policy is amended as follows:
New-build development shall adopt the principles of the
energy hierarchy to achieve the following standards:

There is a city council commitment to see the council push for
energy efficiency standards that exceed building regulations. This
reflects the importance of reducing the city’s greenhouse gas
emissions.

A)
All residential schemes: Exceed the fabric energy
efficiency required under Part L of the Building Regulations
2013, and any subsequent revisions, by at least 19%, and
achieve a higher standard than is required to any subsequent
revision to Building Regulations
B)
Non-residential development of 1,000 square metres
or more: BREEAM very good or above
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: EG2 WIND DEVELOPMENT
(WIND ENERGY IS NOW DEALT WITH IN POLICY EG2 RENEWABLE AND LOW CARBON ENERGY SCHEMES)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

GMEU welcomes the recognition that such developments have the
potential for negative impacts on biodiversity and therefore
ecological assessments are required.

The support is welcomed.

Manchester Airport support the inclusion of Policy EG2 and strongly
welcomes the reasoned justification which states proposals for wind
energy development will only be supported in the areas identified
where there are no unacceptable effects on air traffic safety, radar
and telecommunications.

The support is welcomed.

***The following comments are also considered against the energy
and digital infrastructure chapter (general)***

The introduction/justification to Policy EG2 explains “renewable and
low carbon energy schemes will be a significant component in
making Salford a more sustainable city”.

Paragraph 14.6 refers to the benefits which renewable energy
schemes can secure and alludes to potential support for such
proposals. It would benefit from additional clarity by reference to the
council being supportive of increasing the city’s renewable and low
carbon capacity over the plan period (developer).
The policy should be clear that developments for energy schemes
do not, by definition, need to accord with the energy hierarchy set
out (developer).

Policy EG2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan confirms that
“standalone low carbon or renewable energy schemes do not, by
definition, need to accord with the energy hierarchy in Policy EG1”.

A developer strongly objects to the identification of wind turbine
opportunity areas as shown on Figure 11. This is on the basis that
the council has presented no evidence to support the areas.

The policy approach to wind turbines has been amended identifying
the whole of the city as potentially suitable for wind turbines, with the
exception of Chat Moss as defined in Policy GI3. This is subject to
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the applicant demonstrating planning impacts are acceptable (set
out in criteria 1-3 of the policy and the policy
introduction/justification). This provides a more flexible approach that
enables developers to respond to wind energy opportunities whilst
avoiding harmful impacts.
The northernmost opportunity area as identified on Draft Local Plan
figure 11 is located on land within a developers ownership. The
developer is putting forward this land for residential development
through both the GMSF and Salford Local Plan (land at Linnyshaw).
The landowner does not support the designation and as such it is
requested that it be removed from Figure 11.

The policy approach to wind turbines has been amended identifying
the whole of the city as potentially suitable for wind turbines, with the
exception of Chat Moss as defined by Policy GI3. This is subject to
the applicant demonstrating planning impacts are acceptable (set
out in criteria 1-3 of the policy and the policy
introduction/justification).

The last paragraph of the reasoned justification should be amended
to confirmed that the areas of potential impact identified need to be
considered in the planning balance. There may be circumstances
where a scheme is able to proceed in the context of an impact which
would usually be considered to be unacceptable but wider
considerations outweigh this and support the granting of planning
permission. It is overly simplistic to say that any development which
has an unacceptable impact in respect of any individual area of
consideration must be refused (developer).

The policy approach to wind turbines has been amended and the
justification/introduction to the policy has been amended setting out:

Reasoned justification paragraph 14.17 advises that proposals for
wind energy development will not be supported where they, amongst
other things, have an unacceptable effect on heritage assets and
archaeology. It should be noted that harm is caused to heritage
assets, designated or otherwise, when their significance is adversely
affected. Both the NPPF and Draft Local Plan make allowances for
this, subject to certain tests, where public interests outweigh that

The policy approach to wind turbines has been amended and the
justification/introduction to the policy has been amended setting out:

“The benefits of delivering increased renewable and low carbon
energy capacity will need to be assessed against any potential
adverse effects. The type of possible impacts will vary depending on
the technology being used, but the need to protect residential
amenity is likely to be a common issue for most scheme types. Other
considerations will include impact on the local environment or wider
landscape, harm to sites of nature conservation value, impact on
heritage assets, interference with telecommunications and aviation
equipment, and impact on air quality associated with certain energy
sources for district heating schemes”.

“The benefits of delivering increased renewable and low carbon
energy capacity will need to be assessed against any potential
adverse effects. The type of possible impacts will vary depending on
the technology being used, but the need to protect residential

451

loss. The use of the word ‘unjustifiable’ might be more appropriate,
whilst allowing for great weight to be attached to the conservation of
any heritage assets as required by paragraph 132 of the
NPPF(Historic England).

amenity is likely to be a common issue for most scheme types. Other
considerations will include impact on the local environment or wider
landscape, harm to sites of nature conservation value, impact on
heritage assets, interference with telecommunications and aviation
equipment, and impact on air quality associated with certain energy
sources for district heating schemes”.
The wording of the revised introduction/justification to the policy is
considered to be in line with Local Plan Policy HE1 and heritage
guidance set out in the 2018 National Planning Policy Framework.

Historic England welcome the increased life expectancy
technologies can give to buildings. However it should be
acknowledged that some energy efficiency measures are untested
and unproven. Some have been shown to have potentially harmful
effects on building fabric to the detriment of longer term viability and
attractiveness

An amendment is made to the introduction/justification to Policy
EG2, setting out that other considerations [when considering
schemes for renewable and low carbon energy] will include impact
on heritage assets.

***The following comments are also considered against Policy EG1
Sustainable energy***

A new policy has been included in the chapter (discussed further
below). For ease of reading renewable and low carbon energy
schemes, including wind turbine development are now considered in
Policy EG2 Renewable and low carbon energy schemes. Under the
subheading ‘hydropower’, the policy sets out:

Where hydropower is under consideration on the River Irwell and
Manchester Ship Canal, schemes should look to enhance the
ecological potential of currently failing Water Framework Directive
waterbodies. An assessment of the waterbody should be
undertaken. A fish easement should be included where a waterbody
is failing (Environment Agency).

The energy technologies shown on the energy opportunities map
and referred to in the policy are established, and as such no
amendments are made to the policy in response to Historic
England’s comments that some energy efficiency measures are
untested/unproven.

“The development of hydropower schemes should protect
and take opportunities to enhance the ecological interest and
biodiversity of the waterway.
Such schemes shall:
A)
Allow for the movement of multiple species and sizes
of fish;
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B)
Avoid any adverse reduction in water flows and
levels; and
C)
Avoid any physical modifications to the river channel
that could adversely affect plant life or invertebrates”.

Other significant changes made to policy EG2
Change
A new policy has been included in the chapter (Policy EG2
Renewable and low carbon energy schemes). Renewable and low
carbon energy schemes, including solar, district heat networks and
hydropower are now considered under this policy, whereas in the
Draft Local Plan renewable and low carbon energy schemes were
considered under Policy EG1. Draft Local Plan Policy EG2 (Wind
development) has also been deleted and its content on wind turbines
included in the new Policy EG2.

Reason for change
To improve readability.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Water chapter: general comments
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Broad support was expressed for the proposed policies (United
Utilities and CPRE) and indicators (GMEU)

Support is welcomed.

Many of the proposed site allocations have United Utilities assets
running through them which need to be afforded due regard in the
masterplanning process (United Utilities)

Discussions have been ongoing with United Utilities with regards to
the sites affected and the relevant allocations policies have been
updated to refer to the need to retain easements for the utilities
infrastructure which runs beneath the sites.

The proximity of development sites to waste water treatment works
should be considered, having regard to the issues of odour and
noise. Developers should engage in early discussions with United
Utilities with regards to such matters (United Utilities)

Policy PH1 explains that development will not be permitted where it
would itself be subject to unacceptable levels of pollution. This would
apply to all types of pollution including odour and noise.

Water and wastewater services are vital for the future well-being of
communities. It is important to locate development where
infrastructure is available and developers should engage with United
Utilities as early as possible to ensure delivery of development can
be coordinated (United Utilities)

Whilst forecasts suggest that the total available water supply should
not act as a constraint on the scale of development within Salford
during the Local Plan period, developments should be designed to
use water efficiently (policy WA3 Water supply and water efficiency).
The approach in the Local Plan is to continue to accommodate
growth in the most sustainable way, through the regeneration of the
urban areas and accommodating as much development as possible
on previously developed land in accessible locations. Policy EF2
(Coordinated development) requires that development makes
provision for and is phased with supporting infrastructure and
engagement with stakeholders throughout the development process
is strongly encouraged through F1 (An inclusive development
process).

Built development on Chat Moss will exacerbate existing flood risk
issues (individuals)

The Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
proposes the allocation of land north of Irlam Station for housing
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(GM Allocation 32) and land to the north and west of Barton
Aerodrome for the expansion of Port Salford (GM Allocation 33). It is
recognised that there are peat deposits located across these sites as
well as pockets of surface water flood risk. The Revised Draft GMSF
is clear that development on these sites will need to mitigate any
flood risk and ensure that the hydrology of the surrounding peat and
mossland is not adversely affected.
Other policies in the Local Plan will also ensure that flood risk issues
are properly considered as part of any development:



Concerns expressed with regards to flood risk in the Linkfield area of
Boothstown (individual).

Other significant changes made to the water chapter
Change
Introduction of a new North West River Basin Management policy
(WA2)

A site specific flood risk assessment would be required as
part of any planning application for the development of these
sites (policy WA5)
No development will be permitted on sites allocated for
development through the Greater Manchester Spatial
Framework until a masterplan or Supplementary Planning
Document has been developed with the local community and
other stakeholders, and endorsed by the city council (policy
EF2).

Linkfield Drive is located in Boothstown to the north east of one of
the housing allocations in the Draft GMSF, ‘land west of
Boothstown.’ This allocation has not been included in the Revised
Draft GMSF and will remain as Green Belt.

Reason for change
The North West River Basin Management Plan seeks to tackle the
pressures facing the water environment under the requirements of
the EU Water Framework Directive. Representations received from
the Environment Agency and the Greater Manchester Ecology Unit
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highlighted that the majority of the watercourses and some canals
are failing the statutory ecological objectives and that there is a
significant amount of restoration required to enable water bodies to
reach good ecological status, indicating that these issues should be
addressed within the plan. A new policy has been drafted which
directs development to take opportunities to support the
improvement of water bodies to good status and outlines the
circumstances where a water body status assessment is required.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: WA1 Water Strategy
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The policy should be strengthened to seek opportunities to reduce
flood risk, relocate development to a more sustainable location,
support natural flood risk management measures and safeguard
land for flood risk management (Environment Agency).

Additions have been made to the policy to address the issues raised
(see criteria 6, 10 and 13). With regards to the relocation of
development, the policy seeks opportunities to secure the relocation
of critical infrastructure and highly vulnerable uses (see criterion 9).

The requirements of the Water Framework Directive should be
addressed. The majority of watercourses are failing and the need to
improve their ecological quality to good status and restore river
corridors as outlined in the North West River Basin Management
Plan should be reflected in the plan (Environment Agency/Greater
Manchester Ecology Unit).

An additional high level objective has been added to the policy to
reflect this (see criterion 1). In addition to this, a new policy has been
drafted (WA2 Delivering the North West River Basin Management
Plan) which explains how the water quality of Salford’s water bodies
will be protected and enhanced, directs development to take
opportunities to support the improvement of water bodies and
outlines the circumstances where a water body status assessment is
required.

Investment in flood risk management infrastructure and improving
poor quality green and blue infrastructure should be reflected in DP3
(Planning obligations and conditions).

Policy PC1 (DP3 in the Draft Local Plan) identifies broad priorities for
planning obligations. Priorities may evolve over the plan period and
there may be instances where a development would result in an
increase in the need for other types of infrastructure which are not
identified within the policy. Flood risk management infrastructure
may be required to address issues specific to a site’s conditions or
location, however the requirements identified in policy PC1 relate to
the more general pressures and demands associated with
development. Green infrastructure is identified in the list of priorities,
which would include rivers, canals and ponds.
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Other significant changes made to the water chapter
Change
Two additional criteria have been added to the policy to require:
 development to manage surface water and flood risk in a
sustainable way; and
 that any development within or near to Chat Moss does not
adversely affect the hydrology of the area.

Reason for change
Managing surface water in a sustainable way is important in Salford
given the significant risk of surface water flooding affecting many
parts of the city, and it is considered important to reflect this priority
in the water strategy. The surface water management policy (WA6)
has been expanded to provide a clearer and more prescriptive
hierarchy for dealing with surface water.
Some of the proposed GMSF allocations are located close to Chat
Moss and therefore it is considered important to explain (both in
policy WA1 Water strategy, and policy GI3 Chat Moss) that
development shall ensure that the hydrology of this sensitive area,
which forms part of a larger area of lowland wetlands, is not
adversely affected.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: WA2 Water supply and water efficiency
(The policy reference has been changed to policy WA3 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Some of the housing allocations (East of Boothstown and Ladywell
Avenue) are affected by the United Utilities infrastructure such that
an easement will be required.

All of the proposed site allocations have been discussed with United
Utilities, and the need for easements for utilities infrastructure
running beneath the sites has been reflected in the site allocation
policies where relevant.

Other significant changes made to the water chapter
Change

Reason for change

N/A

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: WA3 Water quality
(The policy reference has been changed to policy WA2 in the Revised Draft Local Plan and its title changed to ‘Delivering the North
West River Basin Management Plan’, reflecting its broadened scope)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The policy should refer the NW River Basin Management Plan and
Water Framework Directive and ecological status/potential which is
broader than just water quality (Environment Agency/Greater
Manchester Ecology Unit)

The policy has been expanded and retitled to reflect these
comments. It now includes criteria which seek to ensure that
developments contribute to the achievement of the River Basin
Management objectives and directs development to take
opportunities to support the improvement of water bodies to at least
‘good’ status.
The policy has been amended to outline the circumstances where a
proposed development should be supported by a water body status
assessment (see criteria A, B and C)
The policy has been amended to reflect these comments (see
criterion 6). Policy WA6 (Surface water and sustainable drainage)
provides further support for above-ground SUDS.
The introduction/justification to the policy has been amended to
explain that all other groundwater abstractions intended for human
consumption will assume a default source protection zone.

The policy should refer to the need for developments to assess the
impact of proposals on waterbody status (Environment agency)
The greater uptake of above ground SUDS will be important in
improving water quality (Environment Agency)
Suggested that the policy should be strengthened with regards to
Ground Water Source Protection Zones to state:



All other groundwater abstractions intended for human
consumption should assume a default source protection
zone 1 or 2 (Environment Agency)
Development within these zones should be in accordance
with the Environment Agency position statement, early
liaison with Environment Agency and United Utilities required
within these zones, risk assessments, masterplanning and
other mitigation measures may be required (United Utilities).

It is considered sufficient to refer in general terms to the need to
work with the Environment Agency, rather than referencing a specific
position statement which may be updated and other potential
requirements which may only be required in some circumstances.
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Other significant changes made to policy WA3
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: WA4 Flood related infrastructure
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Future development along the riparian corridor should adopt designs
that maximise green infrastructure benefits to enable the borough to
be more resilient to climate change (Environment Agency).

Policy D9 (Waterside Development) of the Revised Draft Local Plan
(previously policy D12 in the Draft Local Plan) establishes principles
for development near to Salford’s waterways. This policy has been
expanded to explain that development should enhance the role of
the waterway corridor within the green infrastructure network,
including by supporting improvements to biodiversity, water quality
and flood risk management.
Policy GI2 (Green Infrastructure and Development) of the Revised
Draft Local Plan has also been expanded to explain that around the
waterway network the provision and improvement of green
infrastructure should support measures to achieve ‘good status’ of
the waterbody and encourage the movement of species as a priority
as far as practicable. In areas of flood risk, the priority for green
infrastructure is the provision of capacity for water storage.

The council should consider opportunities to safeguard land for flood
risk management purposes, which may be critical for the Cambridge
area (Environment Agency).

No changes to the policy are proposed to the policy in response to
these comments.
Policy WA4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan explains that
opportunities for further improvements in flood mitigation will be
sought, potentially including the provision of new open space within
the Cambridge area. Policy AP5 (Employment areas close to the city
centre and Salford Quays) of the Revised Draft Local Plan explains
that a masterplan will be produced for Cambridge. Reducing and
managing flood risk within this area will be an important part of this,
and opportunities to safeguard land for flood risk management
purposes would be considered through this process.
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Opportunities should also be taken to reduce flooding to
communities downstream of the City Centre (GMEU)

The introduction/explanation for policy WA4 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan has been amended to explain that further measures for
reducing flood risk will be sought, in order to better protect the
communities downstream as well as Salford residents and
businesses.

Other significant changes made to policy WA4
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: WA5 Development and flood risk
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The flood risk problem has not been fully considered and will be a
major concern for developers (individuals)

The plan as a whole takes full consideration of flood risk issues, and
the overall strategy seeks to reduce the potential impacts of flooding
in Salford.
Policy WA5 ensures that a rigorous approach is taken to assessing
the flood risk implications of development in accordance with the
National Planning Policy Framework. Development will only be
permitted where it can be clearly demonstrated that there would be
no unacceptable risk or impact of flooding, either on the
development itself or elsewhere.

The Environment Agency has published new guidance on climate
change allowances which should be considered in the policy
(Environment Agency)

Policy WA5 has been amended to explain that an appropriate
allowance for climate change should be made in considering
proposals. The allocation policies have had regard to initial flood risk
modelling using the climate change allowances.

The requirements relating to drainage should be strengthened, in
particular the policy should state that a flood risk assessment would
be required for any major development to ensure that sustainable
drainage systems for the management of run-off are put in place
(United Utilities)

No changes are proposed to be made to policy WA5 in response to
these comments as the suggested addition to the policy is
considered unnecessary and unduly onerous. However, Revised
Draft Local Plan policy WA6 (Surface water and sustainable
drainage) has been significantly expanded to ensure that surface
water is managed in a sustainable way within developments in
accordance with a hierarchy which prioritises infiltration to
vegetation, storage, and infiltration to the ground, before discharge
to surface water bodies, watercourses or surface water sewers are
considered as solutions.

3A explains that development should be designed to minimise the
impact of flooding in a way which is proportionate to the level of risk,

It is considered appropriate to set out such detail in a supplementary
planning document, and it is the intention that the 2008 Flood Risk
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and further guidance as to what is means by proportionate is
requested (Environment Agency)

and Development Planning Guidance will be updated to provide
additional guidance for development in areas at risk of flooding.

It was queried whether the Flood Risk and Development Guidance
document will be reviewed (Environment Agency).

It is the intention that this guidance will be updated to supplement
the Local Plan policies.

Other significant changes made to policy WA5
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: WA6 Surface water and sustainable drainage
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support expressed for the policy and its approach to minimise
surface water flooding (Developer/United Utilities)

The support is welcomed.

Some organisations requested that the policy is strengthened, to
address the following issues:

The policy has been significantly expanded to provide a more
detailed and comprehensive strategy. The issues raised in the
comments have been addressed as follows:
 The policy has been amended to explain that foul water shall
be managed through a separate system to the management
of surface water and it shall drain to the public sewer.
 The opening sentence of the policy now refers to ensuring
that surface water across the whole site is managed in a
sustainable way, which addresses the issue of a wider site
drainage strategy
 The policy has been amended to include a clearer and more
prescriptive hierarchy for dealing with surface water.
 It is considered appropriate to set out detail regarding what
should be included in a flood risk assessment in a
supplementary planning document, rather than the Local
Plan, and it is the intention that the 2008 Flood Risk and
Development Planning Guidance will be updated to provide
additional guidance for development in areas at risk of
flooding.






separate drainage for foul and surface water
a wider site drainage strategy
a surface water drainage hierarchy
information to be provided in flood risk assessments

(United Utilities)

Support expressed for green infrastructure based sustainable
drainage systems (City of Trees/Environment Agency)

The policy explains that measures to deal with surface water shall be
designed as multi-functional green infrastructure wherever possible.
The policy has also been amended to explain that underground
solutions such as detention tanks and oversized pipes shall only be
utilised where it is not technically feasible to incorporate above
ground sustainable drainage features that contribute to the green
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A minimum standard is developed for SUDS enabled street trees
with all future street trees to meet this standard (City of Trees)

50% reduction in surface water run-off will not be possible on all
sites and lower rates have recently been accepted. The policy
should make an allowance for exceptions where it is necessary to
move water more quickly to address flood risk problems (Developer)

Other significant changes made to policy WA6
Change
The policy now includes a requirement that provision shall be made
for the long-term management and maintenance of any sustainable
drainage features.

infrastructure network. The sustainable drainage hierarchy which
has also been introduced in the revised draft policy should also
assist in securing green infrastructure based systems.
Policy GI7 (trees and woodland) of the Revised Draft Local Plan
supports the increased provision of street trees and refers to
maximising their potential green infrastructure functions such as
sustainable drainage. It is considered most appropriate to establish
detailed standards and guidance relating to street trees in a
supplementary planning document.
The policy has been expanded to specify the circumstances where
exceptions can be made, which includes where it can be
demonstrated that it is necessary to move surface water away from a
site more quickly in order to help mitigate serious flood risk
problems.

Reason for change
To ensure the effective, safe and long-term functioning of the
infrastructure.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D1 Design principles
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Being active should be an intrinsic part of everyone’s daily life as set
out in the Active Design Guidance. Active design should be
incorporated into the policy. (Sport England)

“Wellbeing: a place that supports good health, happiness and active
lifestyles” is identified within criterion 10 of the policy as one of the
principles that all development should meet.

The policy should require developments to be designed with the aim
of protecting and where practicable enhancing biodiversity. There
should be cross reference to Biodiversity policies (Lancashire
Wildlife Trust)

Paragraph 20.5 now provides a cross reference to other policies,
including those relating to biodiversity and green infrastructure.

Other significant changes made to policy D1
Change
The whole design chapter has been restructured and includes the
following policies: D1 Design principles; D2 Local character and
distinctiveness; D3 Layout and access; D4 Spaces; D5 Amenity; D6
Design and Crime; D7 Housing design; D8 Alterations and
extensions and D9 Waterside development.

Reason for change
Following concerns of duplication and repetition across policies
within the former Design chapter, the chapter has been restructured
and the policies streamlined.

The following policies have been deleted and their issues addressed
in a revised policy as set out below:
D4 Views – addressed within D1, D2 and D9
D6 Architectural design – addressed within D2 and D3
D8 Materials – addressed within D1 and D2
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D10 Microclimate – addressed within D1 and D5.
Policy D1 has been redrafted although the supporting justification
has remained largely the same except for the additions outlined
above.

The design principles have been redrafted to incorporate the
principles of the NPPF, the By Design principles and also principles
relating to durability and socially inclusive which are current relevant
issues for the city.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D2 Local Character and distinctiveness
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all design policies (various groups and
individuals)

Support for the policy is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to policy D2
Change
The whole design chapter has been restructured with some policies
deleted together with amendments to remaining policies. (See
response to policy D1 for further details of the restructure).
However, this policy has remained largely the same with some minor
amendments referring to views to and from heritage assets in
response to comments received from Historic England.

Reason for change
Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
design policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D3 Layout
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals) and improving access for all

The support is welcomed.

Through encouraging a greater uptake of sustainable travel modes,
the policy can have the concurrent effect of reducing private car trips
and therefore potentially reducing the impact of development on the
strategic road network. (Highways England)

Comments noted. Criterion 1 now specifically refers to “maximising
opportunities for the use of more sustainable modes of travel in
accordance with the transport hierarchy in policy A2”

Other significant changes made to policy D3
Change

Reason for change

The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details). Policy D3 has been retitled and slightly
broadened in scope to cover Layout and Access.

Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
design policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D4 Views
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Support for positive references within policy D4 that development
should enhance views of waterways (Canal and River Trust)

Support noted. Issues relating to views are now incorporated into
policies D2 (Local character and distinctiveness) and D9 (Waterside
development).

To better reflect the NPPF the policy should seek to protect views to,
from and of heritage assets where such visibility/intervisibility is
important to their significance.

Reference has been made to views under criterion 2 of revised
policy D2 (Local character and distinctiveness) to now say “Historic
assets and features and including views to and from them”

It should also be noted that a view of a development from a listed
building, as well as a third party view of a listed building and a
proposed development, have both been found depending on
circumstances to be material in law to its significance. These would
almost certainly have been private views. (Historic England)

By including reference to views to and from the listed building this
would also include private views where appropriate.

Other significant changes made to policy D4 Views
Change
The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details). Policy D4 has consequently been
deleted with issues relating to views incorporated into policy D2
(Local character and distinctiveness) and also D9 (Waterside
development).

Reason for change
Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D5 Spaces
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Spaces within historic areas and around heritage assets can be of
great importance in safeguarding their significance (Historic
England)

The first sentence of the supporting introduction to the policy
(paragraph 20.9) makes direct reference to this and states “Spaces
make an important contribution to the character and attractiveness of
the area and can also contribute to the significance of our heritage
assets.”

Other significant changes made to policy D5
Change

Reason for change

The whole design chapter has been restructured (see response to
policy D1 for further details). The issues contained in the former D5
are now contained within policy D4 Spaces.

Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D6 Architectural Design
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to policy D6
Change
The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details). Policy D6 Architectural Design has now
been deleted, with issues relating to architectural design
incorporated into revised policies D1, D2, D3, D4, D7 and D8.

Reason for change
Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D7 Alterations and Extensions
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Alterations and extensions to existing buildings should be shown to
be respectful of the significance of any heritage assets directly or
indirectly affected. (Historic England)

Criterion 4 of revised policy D8 (Alterations and extensions) relates
to heritage assets and requires that alterations and extensions be
respectful of the significance of the heritage asset.

Other significant changes made to policy D7
Change

Reason for change

The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details) The former D7 policy has largely been
retained in similar form as at the Draft Local Plan stage but is now
policy D8.Alterations and extensions.

Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D8 Materials
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to policy D8
Change
The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details). The standalone Policy D8 Materials has
been deleted with the key issues relating to materials incorporated
into policies D1 and D2.

Reason for change
Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D9 Amenity
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

In some historic areas or in relation to some historic buildings, it
might prove difficult to achieve the desired separation distances
especially in relation to the amenity of occupants of properties
created through building conservation. Where this is the case, some
flexibility should be allowed for in order not to stifle otherwise
welcome conservation-led regeneration. (Historic England)

The last sentence of the supporting introduction/justification now
recognises that historic buildings (and also higher density locations)
sometimes require flexibility and creative design, but good amenity
and high quality design can still be achieved.

The policy is not explicit enough in ensuring that proposals for
residential development have sufficient consideration to specific
components of pollution to ensure that an acceptable level of
residential amenity can be achieved for future residents. (Royal
Mail)

Criterion H of the policy refers to pollution and now also refers to the
pollution and hazards chapter. By keeping it worded as such, the
policy retains the flexibility to include all types of pollution that are
relevant.

The policy wording should explicitly state that amenity and pollution
considerations include noise, light and vibration from traffic
movements. (Royal Mail)

See comments above regarding flexibility of the type of pollution.
The issues identified are specifically referred to in Policy PH1
(Pollution control).

The wording is not explicit that the applicant should be responsible
for meeting the costs of and implementing any mitigation measures
required to ensure an acceptable residential amenity can be
achieved as opposed to having a detrimental impact upon the
incumbent business operation. (Royal Mail)

Criterion 2 of the policy specifically refers to development not having
an unacceptable impact on the amenity of users of other buildings
and spaces. By default, to ensure a development would not have an
unacceptable impact upon another building/use, the applicant may
have to incorporate sufficient mitigation measures and therefore be
responsible for the cost of these measures where appropriate.

Enhancements to any new build scheme (Lowry Outlet Mall) should
be carried out in such a way as to respect longer term maintenance

Criterion H refers to pollution and also refers to policy PH1 (Pollution
control). Policy PH1 specifically refers to the acceptability of likely
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and health and safety considerations. Negative experiences such as
reduced access to buildings (Imperial Point) and vibration suffered
throughout refurbishment (e.g. Virgin Active Gym) should be
avoided. (Imperial Point and Sovereign Point Residents Association
(SPRA)

levels of pollution during both the construction and operational
phases of development.

The policy sets out minimum separation distances which are broadly
comparable to other local authorities but these are not normally
embedded within policy. Application of rigid policy standards with no
flexibility is likely to fetter good design and prevent the consideration
of site specific circumstances. At the very least the policy wording
should be amended to include “Shorter distances will only be
permitted where it can be clearly demonstrated that an appropriate
level of amenity for occupiers would be provided” (Countryside
Properties).

Wording of the policy has been amended and now states: “Shorter
distances will be permitted where they are consistent with the
character of the area, such as the high-density nature of City Centre
Salford and Salford Quays, provided that it can be demonstrated that
an appropriate level of amenity for occupiers would be achieved.”

Other significant changes made to policy D9
Change

Reason for change

The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details). Policy D9 has largely been retained as
at the draft local plan stage but is now policy D5.

Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D10 Microclimate
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to policy D10
Change

Reason for change

The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details). Policy D10 has been deleted with the
issues relating to microclimate now addressed in policy D5

Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D11 Design and Crime
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for all policies securing quality of design (various
groups and individuals)

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to policy D11
Change
The whole design chapter has been restructured. (See response to
policy D1 for further details). The Design and Crime policy is now
policy D6 but it has largely been retained in a similar form as at the
Draft Local Plan stage.

Reason for change
Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
policies, the chapter has been restructured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: D12 Waterside Development
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for a waterside development policy (various groups
and individuals)

All support is welcomed.

The policy should be expanded to provide a more robust approach
to how such waterside development should be provided This would
enable the value of locating development adjacent to waterways to
be achieved. Example wording of suggested policy was provided.
(Canal and River Trust)

The policy has been redrafted and strengthened to set out additional
considerations including: providing natural surveillance and activity
along the waterside; improving visual connects to and from the
waterway; supporting improvements to biodiversity; water quality
and flood risk management. The requirement in relation to
enhancing walking and cycling access has also been broadened out
to make reference to crossings, and includes a requirement for new
waterside pedestrian cycling routes to be at least 4m wide where
practicable.

All waterways should be afforded the same aspiration to provide
high quality frontages and public realm areas, not just those listed in
the policy. (Environment Agency)

The policy wording has been amended and now refers to
development “near to Salford’s waterways” which includes all
waterways across the city.

The policy should include reference to only permitting development
which causes no deterioration to waterbody status to support the
Water Framework Directive and associated local plan policies.
(Environment Agency)

Criterion 5 has been added to the policy and states: “Enhance the
role of the waterway corridor within the green infrastructure network,
including supporting improvements to biodiversity and water quality
and flood risk management” thereby directly supporting the Water
Framework Directive. Policy WA2 (Delivering the North West River
Basin Management Plan) will also be relevant to such development.

The policy is welcomed but should go further to incorporate
innovative high quality design features to address mitigation
measures to help achieve good ecological potential by 2035
(Greater Manchester Ecology Unit)

The support is welcomed. Criterion 5 has been added to the policy
and will contribute towards achieving ecological potential.
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Objection to the assumption that it will be appropriate in all waterside
proposals to provide waterside space as public realm and a crossing
over the river. The policy should be clarified to summarise that open
space contributions will be apportioned where required. (Monkton
Properties Ltd)

Other significant changes made to policy D12
Change
The whole design chapter has been restructured with some policies
deleted together with amends to remaining policies. (See response
to policy D1 for further details of the restructure). This policy has
been expanded to address a wider range of issues relevant to
waterside development, including green infrastructure, natural
surveillance and views, with some other minor amendments to
respond to comments and improve clarity.

The wording of the policy has been amended to provide further
clarification of when these would be required and that it does not
necessarily relate to all waterside proposals. In this respect the
policy now reads:
“Where required to improve walking and cycling movements and/or
enable public enjoyment of the waterside at key locations,
development shall also accommodate:
6) A larger waterside space to act as a focal point for public activity
7) A crossing over the waterway.

Reason for change
Following concerns of duplication and repetition across some of the
design policies, the chapter has been structured and the policies
streamlined.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Heritage General
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

It is disappointing that there is no specific policy to protect the line of
the Manchester, Bolton & Bury Canal, and to ensure that the
opportunities offered by its restoration can be realised whilst
ensuring that development would not prejudice its reinstatement. It
is noted that certain draft policies do mention protecting the line of
the Canal (e.g. EC4/2 Clifton Junction and R1 Recreation) but it is
not considered that this negates the need for a specific policy.
These policies do not also address the wider multi-functional
benefits that its protection and potential future restoration could bring
to the Borough in the future. A policy approach should be adopted
which provides solutions for the restoration associated with
development potential along its route. (Canal and River Trust)

The Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal is identified specifically as a
strategically important recreation project in policy R1, with the
emphasis being on protecting its line, securing its restoration where
practicable, and elsewhere along the line incorporating walking and
cycling routes, public realm improvements and heritage
interpretation features. That policy has been amended to identify the
wider multi-functional benefits, and it now states: “Manchester,
Bolton and Bury Canal, protecting its line, securing its restoration
wherever practicable, and elsewhere along the line providing open
space incorporating walking and cycling routes, public realm
improvements and heritage interpretation features”.

Taking the draft local plan as a whole it can be regarded as
amounting to a positive strategy for the conservation, enhancement
and enjoyment of the historic environment consistent with paragraph
126 of the NPPF. (Historic England)
The chosen indicators used to monitor the policies in the heritage
chapter are not as helpful as they could be. Numbers of heritage
assets on their own, will do little to measure the success or
otherwise of the local plan in protecting the area’s stock. For the
same unforeseen reasons that heritage assets find themselves “at
risk”, they can also be “lost” through, for example, catastrophic
events such as fire and it would serve no purpose for the local plan
to be judged in such circumstances. An indicator which measures
the frequency with which heritage assets suffer a substantial loss of

There is currently no identified mechanism for delivering the
restoration of the canal, and so the Local Plan can only set out the
overall strategy for the line of the canal.
Comments welcomed.

The indicators have been revised and are now considered to reflect
the positive approach of the city council to its heritage asset by
demonstrating the importance of maintaining our assets and
reducing and minimising those at risk or lost/de-designated. The
indicators are now:
 Heritage assets identified as ‘at risk’
 Number of heritage assets lost or de-designated
 Number of statutorily protected heritage assets
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significance would help demonstrate the weight attaching to heritage
protection in relation to other plan objectives. (Historic England)
Why are the city’s two museums, Salford Museum and Art Gallery
and Ordsall Hall not referenced specifically within this section? Both
are not only important physical heritage assets but also repositories
for Salford’s collections.(Salford Community Leisure)

Both of these assets are now specifically referred to in the
introductory paragraphs to policy HE1, which identify some of the
key aspects of Salford’s history and associated range of heritage
assets. Both of these assets are also specifically referred to in policy
CT1, highlighting their additional importance in relation to tourism in
the city.

It should be recognised within the document that some species and
habitats have a heritage element which should also be protected.
Heritage orchards and trees, such as boundary markers, are part of
Salford’s agricultural heritage and should be protected where
possible.

Policy GI7 (Trees, woodland and hedgerows) has been expanded to
cover hedgerows as well as trees and woodland, and restructured to
provide greater prominence to Salford’s arboreal heritage. It now
includes reference to ancient woodland in criterion 1 and additional
text has also been incorporated to refer to aged and veteran trees.
Criterion 8 now refers specifically to hedgerows. All are now afforded
considerably greater protection within the policy.

Other significant changes made to the heritage chapter
Change
The whole of the Heritage chapter has been revisited and
strengthened. As part of this process policy HE1 has been redrafted
to relate to the city’s Heritage Spatial Strategy. The key elements of
the former HE1 relating to the level of protection afforded to
individual assets are now addressed in policy HE3 (Heritage
protection), as well as the definition of a heritage asset. Identification
of the city’s designated assets is now included in policy HE2
(Heritage assets), as well as a definition of significance. A new policy
HE4 (Managing change across historic areas) has been added to
the chapter and this identifies and expands on the locations across
the city where heritage assets have an important role to play, which
were previously in policy HE1. Policy HE5 (A positive future for

Reason for change
Given the importance and contribution of our heritage assets to the
city, and to the identity and character of its communities, it was
considered that the existing chapter should be expanded to
safeguard this. It was also considered appropriate that the new
chapter should emphasise the importance of public access to our
heritage assets to ensure that everyone is able to appreciate the
city’s rich history and provide a sense of place.
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heritage assets) and policy HE6 (Heritage at risk) have been
included to seek to safeguard our existing assets, ensure that
appropriate uses are found for them, and thus reduce our heritage
“at risk”, whilst a new policy HE7 (Heritage information and
interpretation) seeks to ensure that public understanding and access
to heritage information is increased as much as possible for
everyone.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: HE1 Heritage Spatial Strategy
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

General support for the protection of the city’s heritage assets
(various groups and individuals)
New development should not be allowed if it harms the setting of
important heritage assets, and where allowed in proximity must be
sensitively designed to enhance as opposed to detract from a
heritage asset (CPRE Lancashire)
Patricroft railway bridge and surrounding area is of international
significance and a major omission from the heritage list. (Ramblers
and Friends of Eccles Station)

The support is welcomed.

The policy should make it clear that great weight should be given to
the conservation of designated heritage assets and it should reflect
paragraph 133 and 134 of the NPPF in relation to the consideration
of harm to designated heritage assets.
In relation to non-designated heritage assets the policy should reflect
paragraph 135 of the NPPF and the balanced judgement that is
required, having required to the scale of any harm or loss and the
significance of the heritage asset. The policy should differentiate
between designated and non-designated assets (Peel)
It should be acknowledged that setting is not a heritage asset. Its
importance lies in what it contributes to the significance of the
heritage asset. (Peel)
The implication of the policy wording in paragraph 17.6 suggests that
the city council does not currently maintain a historic environment
record resource. (Historic England)
The strategy could explicitly state a commitment to identifying,
celebrating and protecting local heritage assets that link to the LGBT

This is embedded in all of the policies in this heritage chapter and
also national policy.
The railway bridge is included on the city council’s local list of
heritage assets. The new policy HE3 (Heritage protection) provides
protection for non-designated heritage assets, such as those
included on the local list.
The revised heritage chapter is fully consistent with the NPPF. It is
not considered necessary or appropriate to repeat parts of the NPPF
in the Local Plan.
The new policy HE3 (Heritage protection) explains that the level of
protection afforded to a heritage asset will depend on a range of
factors, including whether it is designated or non-designated.

A definition of significance is included in the new policy HE3
(Heritage protection) which makes it clear that setting is something
that contributes to the significance of an asset.
Criterion A of the new policy HE2 (Heritage assets) states that the
city council will continue to maintain a historic environment record.
The city council consider all assets on their significance and their
value including their historical, architectural, communal and
evidential value. The new policy HE3 (Heritage protection) includes
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community that could otherwise be overlooked and lost.(Lesbian,
gay, bisexual & trans people (LGBT)

reference to the level of protection afforded to any heritage asset to,
amongst other things, reflect its contribution to the city’s social
history (which would include any specific importance for the LGBT
community).

The boundary for the Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area
should be revised in accordance with Peel’s representations to the
draft conservation area appraisal. The proposed amendments are
unjustified and unsound. (Turley’s)

The Roe Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area Appraisal has
been out for consultation and the representations received are now
being considered. Until such time as this draft document is formally
adopted the existing boundary to the conservation area will remain
shown as currently adopted.
Please see response to comments made on Draft Local Plan policy
H3/16. The impact of any development would always be assessed in
terms of its impact upon the character and appearance of the
conservation area amongst other considerations, and a criterion has
been retained in the allocation policy accordingly (now criterion 8 in
policy H9/12). A detailed heritage assessment has now been
completed for this site and this can be viewed in the supporting
documentation to this Revised Draft Local Plan.

Impact on Roe Green/Beesley Green conservation area if the site at
Lumber Lane were to be developed. (Various individuals)

Other significant changes made to policy HE1
Change
The whole of the Heritage chapter has been revisited and
strengthened. As part of this process policy HE1 has been redrafted
to relate to the city’s Heritage Spatial Strategy. The key elements of
the former HE1 relating to the level of protection afforded to
individual assets are now addressed in policy HE3 (Heritage
protection), as well as the definition of a heritage asset. Identification
of the city’s designated assets is now included in policy HE2
(Heritage assets), as well as a definition of significance. A new policy
HE4 (Managing change across historic areas) has been added to
the chapter and this identifies and expands on the locations across
the city where heritage assets have an important role to play, which
were previously in policy HE1. Policy HE5 (A positive future for

Reason for change
Given the importance and contribution of our heritage assets to the
city, and to the identity and character of its communities, it was
considered that the existing chapter should be expanded to
safeguard this. It was also considered appropriate that the new
chapter should emphasise the importance of public access to our
heritage assets to ensure that everyone is able to appreciate the
city’s rich history and provide a sense of place.
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heritage assets) and policy HE6 (Heritage at risk) have been
included to seek to safeguard our existing assets, ensure that
appropriate uses are found for them, and thus reduce our heritage
“at risk”, whilst a new policy HE7 (Heritage information and
interpretation) seeks to ensure that public understanding and access
to heritage information is increased as much as possible for
everyone.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: HE2 A POSITIVE FUTURE FOR HERITAGE ASSETS
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

No representations were made on this policy.

No changes are proposed to the policy.

Other significant changes made to policy HE2
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI1 Green infrastructure spatial strategy
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Green infrastructure definition and functions
The plan goes a long way into preserving the greenways and
conservation areas (individual).

Welcome the use of the NPPF definition of green infrastructure,
which could be supplemented by the Natural England definition
(Natural England).
Broad support for policies to establish a high quality network of multifunctional green space (organisation).
Strong support for the production of a GI strategy and the
comprehensive list of functions and uses (organisation).
The farmland to the west of Boothstown could support green
infrastructure and recreation needs for proposed housing
developments in the area (individual).
Support for policy GI1, noting that the importance of Chat Moss
extends to those areas of mossland south of the M62, which should
be protected from development rather than allocated for the release
of green belt under policies EC4/1 and H3/4 (organisation).

The protection of the West Salford Greenway has been further
enhanced by including a separate policy on it in the Revised Draft
Local Plan (Policy GI5 West Salford Greenway). The heritage
chapter has been significantly expanded, further supporting the
protection and enhancement of the city’s heritage including its
conservation areas.
The NPPF definition of green infrastructure has been retained in the
Revised Draft Local Plan. It is considered sufficient, and adding a
further definition could be confusing.
Support is welcomed.
Support is welcomed.
The proposed housing allocation west of Boothstown has been
dropped and does not appear in the Revised Draft GMSF. The Local
Plan does not include any specific proposals for the land, which
would be subject to Green Belt policies.
The two development allocations referred to are now being dealt
with solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
(GMSF) rather than the Local Plan. H3/4 has been reduced
significantly in size in the Revised Draft GMSF from 289 hectares to
65 hectares, and is referred to as GM Allocation 32, whereas EC4/1
is largely unchanged and is referred to as GM Allocation 33.
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The 12 functions of the green infrastructure are all met by the
farmland between west of Boothstown and Lower Green Lane,
Astley. If house building goes ahead in the area, including East
Wigan at Mosley Common, Tyldesley and Astley then it will provide
much needed space for recreation and help to alleviate air pollution
(individual).
Food production

The Chat Moss boundary has been amended in the Revised Draft
Local Plan to include all remaining Green Belt land to the south of
the M62 once these two GMSF allocations have been taken into
account.
The proposed housing allocation west of Boothstown has been
dropped and does not appear in the Revised Draft GMSF.

A new policy should be added that recognises the requirements of
paragragh 112 of the NPPF including the importance of soils being
protected and used sustainably, ensuring that development (soil
sealing) avoids high grade soil and BMV (best and most versatile)
land, appropriate mitigation and the ecological value of soils of high
environmental value (e.g. wetland and carbon stores such as
peatland) (Natural England).
Mitigating air, water and noise pollution

A new policy GB2 (Soils and agricultural land) has been added to
the Revised Draft Local Plan, addressing the points in this
representation.

A green infrastructure policy should highlight the current pressures
with the majority of waterbodies failing their statutory environmental
objectives, and identify strategic approaches as to how to protect
and enhance such key green infrastructure, helping Salford be more
resilient to future climate change pressures (Environment Agency).

A new policy WA2 (Delivering the North West River Basin
Management Plan) has been added to the Revised Draft Local Plan,
in the water chapter rather than the green infrastructure chapter.
This policy is cross-referenced numerous times in the green
infrastructure chapter, recognising the links between them.

Recreation routes and corridors
Irlam and Cadishead has four green / wildlife corridors between Chat
Moss and the Manchester Ship Canal that should be retained and
re-enforced as development takes place (organisation).

Protection and enhancement of these and other corridors will be an
important consideration. Policy GI2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan
makes it clear that the green infrastructure network will be among
the requirements which should be maximised as far as possible by
all developments. Masterplans for the GMSF allocations will need to
take this into account.
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Support for canals being acknowledged as part of a high quality
green infrastructure network (organisation).
Add horse riding to walking and cycling under bullet 9 (GMEU).

The support is welcomed.
This criterion has been expanded to ‘9) Providing attractive walking,
cycling and horse riding routes’

Sport and recreation opportunities
It is important that playing fields are recognised as a type of green
infrastructure, with a commitment to protect, improve and increase
provision including for projected population growth (organisation).

Pleased that this policy recognises sport and recreation taking place
within green infrastructure. Policies should be positively worded to
protect and encourage peripatetic sporting events as well as
permanent sport facilities. (Sport England).

Sport and recreation facilities are identified in Policy GI1 as one of
the functions and uses of the green infrastructure network to be
protected and enhanced. These are linked to policies of the
recreation chapter including key hubs for outdoor sports and a local
recreation standard for sports pitches. Playing fields have been
added to the examples of green infrastructure in the first paragraph
of the policy.
Support welcomed. The green infrastructure policies would not
prevent peripatetic sporting events, but their appropriateness will
depend on the specific site characteristics. Any significant existing
peripatetic use would be protected under policy R4 (Protection of
recreation land and facilities).

Heritage assets
The conservation of heritage assets should be an integral part of
enhancing the green infrastructure of the city, including conservation
areas, historic parks & gardens, cemeteries and canals (Historic
England).

A new criterion ’11) Supporting heritage and local identity’ has been
added to the list of functions and uses to be protected and enhanced
by Policy GI1 as part of the green infrastructure network. This
criterion supports the Heritage chapter of the Revised Draft Local
Plan, which has been expanded substantially.

Requirements for development
It is important that there is mitigation from development with regard
to green space provision, biodiversity and carbon reduction and the
links to health and physical activity (NHS Clinical Commissioning
Group).
Support for incorporating appropriate green open space into any
new development at The Quays to increase biodiversity and provide
more recreational areas including linkages to other open spaces and
routes (Residents' Association).

These issues are addressed by the Revised Draft Local Plan, in
particular Policy GI2 (Green infrastructure requirements for
development).
Comments of support are welcomed.
Policy GI2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out the green
infrastructure requirements for developments.
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GI should be high quality, as abundant as possible to ensure
maximum ecosystem services are secured and be available to all
including city centre and less affluent areas. Where possible planting
of GI should take place well in advance of any built development and
be provided with sufficient space (organisation).

Policy GI2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out the green
infrastructure requirements for developments. The individual
requirements will be considered on a case by case basis, and areabased regeneration projects in particular should provide
opportunities for the provision of green infrastructure in advance of
any built development. Policy AP2 allocates land for a new park at
Greengate, which should help to enhance access to greenery in the
City Centre.

Mapping of green infrastructure assets
The plan needs to identify mapping of current strategic and local
green infrastructure assets, and local proposals and priorities to
improve the network including new parks, open spaces and access
routes (Natural England).

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments.
Figure 20 identifies the strategically important recreation
opportunities and Figure 21 the existing and proposed strategic
recreation routes. These are supplemented by the open space
chapter of the infrastructure delivery plan, which identifies the
existing and proposed sites to meet the local recreation standards
from policy R2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan. The city council
intends to produce a Green Infrastructure supplementary planning
document to provide additional policy and guidance in support of
policies in the Local Plan.

Other significant changes made to policy GI1
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI2 Green infrastructure requirements for development
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

Support for this green infrastructure policy
Support for this policy (GMEU) and for the protection and restoration
of existing priority wetland habitat within the Chat Moss zone, with its
potential wider and multiple environmental benefits (Environment
Agency).
Priority green infrastructure functions
Additional wording should be added with reference to key waterways
and the function of green infrastructure within this network to
improve habitat and water quality (Environment Agency and GMEU)

Add the main river water bodies (main river valleys) to the GI priority
map (GMEU).
The requirement for green roofs and green walls should be replaced
by utilising roof spaces for terraces and roof gardens (developer)

How is this being addressed

The support is welcomed.

A new criterion has been added to the list of priority functions which
should be supported and enhanced:
f)
Within and around the waterway network and other water
bodies, measures to achieve ‘good’ status of the water body in
accordance with Policy WA2 and encourage movement of species
A new criterion has been added to Policy D9 (Waterside
development), requiring waterside development to enhance the role
of the waterway corridor within the green infrastructure network.
The main river valleys have been added to Figure 18 Green
infrastructure priority functions
No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these
comments. Green roofs and green walls can contribute towards
several of the functions and uses identified in policy GI1 of the
Revised Draft Local Plan. These provide important green
infrastructure functions particularly in high density areas where there
is limited access to other green and/or open features. Terraces and
roof gardens could have some potential to supplement or
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Additional references should be made to Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS) and street trees (City of Trees).
New allotment provision
Every new development should be required to provide a minimum of
20 allotments per 1000 units of housing, particularly for apartment
developments which are less likely to provide of open space for
growing foods unless developers are obliged to provide it as part of
the planning process (individual).
Other significant changes made to policy GI2
Change
A new criterion has been added to Revised Draft Local Plan policy
GI2:
D) Ensure that appropriate long-term management and maintenance
measures are in place.
The introduction / justification of this policy in the Revised Draft Local
Plan has been expanded to refer to the need for ongoing
management and maintenance of green infrastructure features such
as woodland, trees and reed beds.

incorporate green roofs and green walls depending on their design
and features, but would not in themselves automatically be green
infrastructure and so it would be inappropriate to refer to them in the
policy.
Policy GI2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been amended to
make references to the requirements of developments with regards
to SuDS and street trees.
Policy R2 of the Revised Draft Local Plan requires new residential
developments to contribute towards a wide range of recreation
standards including a minimum quantity of allotments (0.50 hectares
per 1,000 households).

Reason for change
This additional wording is considered necessary to ensure that the
green infrastructure provided as part of a development proposal has
positive functions in the long-term rather than the benefits potentially
being lost over time.
To ensure that the green infrastructure features will continue to fulfil
their various functions.

495

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI3 Chat Moss
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

Support for Policy GI3
Support for the restoration of Chat Moss, including improved public
access to it and linkages to the RHS Garden Bridgewater and
Bridgewater Canal (CPRE Lancashire)
Support for the policy approach to Chat Moss on the basis that this
relates to a defined area to the north of the M62 (Persimmon
Homes).
Re-classification of parts of the area
Objections to the re-classification of parts of the Green Belt on Chat
Moss for housing development (Salford City Council Conservative
Group / Planning for Our Future in Irlam and Cadishead / 10
individuals).
The proposed housing allocation H3/4 (Western Cadishead and
Irlam) is inconsistent with the aim to protect and enhance Chat Moss
(10 individuals) and the emphasis of the 5th criteria of Policy GI3 of
the importance of the area’s role in storing and sequestering carbon
(10 individuals).
Comments were made that there has been a lack of information
provided directly to the residents of Irlam and Cadishead and
insufficient consultation regarding an area master plan, reclassification of Green Belt and proposed housing development (1
individual).

How is this being addressed

Comments of support are welcomed.

Changes to Green Belt boundaries are now being considered solely
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not through
the Local Plan.
Changes to Green Belt boundaries are now being considered solely
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not through
the Local Plan.
The area covered by Policy GI3 has been expanded significantly to
include Green Belt land to the south of the M62 motorway (excluding
land proposed for removal from the Green Belt in the GMSF).
Changes to Green Belt boundaries are now being considered solely
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not through
the Local Plan.
It is anticipated that master plans would be produced once the
GMSF has been formally adopted, to consider specific allocations.
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Objection to policy proposals for Chat Moss, which are considered to
be unsound and are not deliverable. The proposals are not
supported by evidence and do not have the support of the landowner
or agricultural tenants, who have not been engaged over the detail
and intent of the policy (The Peel Group).

Functions and Benefits of Chat Moss
Reference to the Greater Manchester Wetland Nature Improvement
Area (NIA) and increasing public access across the area is
welcomed. The policy needs to be redrafted to reflect paragraph 117
of the NPPF and be implemented in coordination with the Greater
Manchester Wetland NIA partnership aims and vision (Natural
England).
The existing value of Chat Moss and the diverse range of benefits
need to be protected including biodiversity, recreation opportunities,
carbon storage, grade 1 agricultural land for food production,
flooding protection and improving air quality (Planning for Our Future
in Irlam and Cadishead / 1 individual).

The proposals are considered to be sound and deliverable, and are
supported by a large body of evidence accumulated over many
years. For example, within the biodiversity heartland significant
progress has already been made with habitat restoration at all the
former peat extraction sites, in particular Little Woolden Moss. The
current Carbon Landscape Project is using funding from a range of
sources including the Heritage Lottery Fund to make improvements
for both wildlife and public access. Moreover a mechanism to
provide biodiversity off-setting is being progressed to support Policy
BG1 (Biodiversity spatial strategy) and this will help to enable the
implementation of proposals for Chat Moss in the future.
Public consultation has been extensive and consistent across the
city and the Great Manchester Wetlands Partnership, of which the
Peel Group is a member, has been kept informed. Further details
may be provided if necessary within a proposed Green Infrastructure
SPD or an area-based SPD, and there would be further engagement
on details at that stage.
The policy is considered consistent with paragraph 117 of the NPPF,
replaced by paragraph 174 of the revised NPPF (2018) and which
now refers to a Nature Recovery Network. The Revised Draft Local
Plan includes a new Policy BG2 (Nature Improvement Areas) which
specifically references the Great Manchester Wetlands Nature
Improvement Area and seeks to ensure that development within that
area supports the NIA objectives.
Policy GI3 recognises the existing value of Chat Moss, and seeks to
protect and enhance its various functions including biodiversity
(criterion 1), recreation (criterion 7) and carbon storage (criterion 5).
The policy also refers to protecting the area’s hydrology.
Paragraph 22.7 in the introduction/justification to the new policy GB2
(Soils and agricultural land) explains that the loss of some high
grade agricultural land is likely to be required to support the
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restoration of the Biodiversity Heartland to lowland raised bog and
complementary habitats.

Support and encouragement for existing and new community
involvement and education activities, enterprises and projects
including those provided by the Lancashire Wildlife Trust and the
Incredible Edible Network, establishing a community market garden,
food growing and honey production (Planning for Our Future in Irlam
and Cadishead).
This policy is welcomed but further clarification is required to
demonstrate how this mostly private area will be protected and
enhanced over the long-term including proposals for specific areas
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust / GMEU).

Objection to the proposal to significantly increase public access
across the ‘whole area’ as existing biodiversity is sensitive to
physical and recreational disturbance. Minor word changes are
required to the policy by deleting ‘whole area’ and/or making
reference to ‘managed access’ (GMEU).
There is a lack of reference to Chat Moss as the prime agricultural
land for food growing (and habitat for many of the priority farmland

The area covered by Policy GI3 has been expanded significantly to
include Green Belt land to the south of the M62 motorway (excluding
land proposed for removal from the Green Belt in the GMSF).
The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a new Policy GB2 on soils
and agricultural land, particularly the value of the higher grades
which are located within Chat Moss. However, the GMSF does
include two allocations (GM Allocation 32 North of Irlam Station, and
GM Allocation 33 Port Salford) that would result in the loss of high
grade agricultural land, where this loss is considered to be
outweighed by the benefits of development.
Policy GI3 provides the overall strategy for the area, and any
additional details would be more appropriate in supporting
documents.
A mechanism to provide biodiversity off-setting is being progressed
to support Policy BG1 (Biodiversity spatial strategy) and this will help
to enable the implementation of proposals for Chat Moss.
In addition the city council will consider supplementary planning
documents to support policies of the Local Plan. Further clarification
may be provided if necessary within a proposed Green Infrastructure
SPD or an area-based SPD.
Minor word changes have been made to the second criterion of the
policy by deleting ‘whole area’. The amended criterion confirms that
increased public access will be ‘in a manner compatible with nature
conservation objectives’. It is worth noting that Natural England’s
response welcomed proposals to increase public access across the
area in a way that is compatible with the nature conservation
objectives.
The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a new Policy GB2 on soils
and agricultural land, particularly the value of the higher grades
which are located within Chat Moss. Paragraph 22.7 in the
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birds), the loss of which will need to be balanced to allow for
mossland restoration (GMEU).
A definition is required for Chat Moss (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).

There is the need for a revised Biodiversity and Nature Conservation
SPD (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) and a spatial SPD for the Lowland
Wetlands/Chat Moss (Lancashire Wildlife Trust, GMEU).
Mitigation through Developer Contributions
Support for the proposed approach to mitigation being achieved
through developer contributions to the enhancement of the area
designated under Policy GI3 (Persimmon Homes, GMEU, Love
Brothers Ltd) but further evidence and a mechanism is required to
demonstrate that enough land is available for restoration and
enhancement to off-set/compensate for the loss (GMEU).

The policy wording should be revised to clarify that the scale of any
financial contributions will be established through the masterplanning
and planning application process, and informed by detailed
proposals for the site and viability evidence (Love Brothers Ltd).

introduction/justification to that policy explains that the loss of some
high grade agricultural land is likely to be required to support the
restoration of the Biodiversity Heartland to lowland raised bog and
complementary habitats.
The area covered by Policy GI3 is shown on the Policies Map. This
area has been extended significantly in the Revised Draft Local Plan
to include Green Belt land to the south of the M62 motorway
(excluding land proposed for removal from the Green Belt in the
GMSF).
The city council will consider supplementary planning documents to
support policies of the Local Plan. These topics could be included in
a proposed Green Infrastructure SPD and potentially an area-based
SPD.
Comments of support are noted.
The reference to the development of specific sites making a
significant contribution to the enhancement of Chat Moss has been
deleted from the policy, and the most suitable approach will be
determined on a case-by-case basis, through a masterplanning
process where appropriate. A mechanism to provide biodiversity offsetting is being progressed to support Policy BG1 (Biodiversity
spatial strategy), which identifies details of biodiversity net gain that
will be sought and specifies the Biodiversity Heartland in Chat Moss
as a high priority for any off-site offsetting.
The reference to the development of specific sites making a
significant contribution to the enhancement of Chat Moss has been
deleted from the policy, and the most suitable approach will be
determined on a case-by-case basis, through a masterplanning
process where appropriate. A mechanism to provide biodiversity offsetting is being progressed to support Policy BG1 (Biodiversity
spatial strategy), which identifies details of biodiversity net gain that
will be sought and specifies the Biodiversity Heartland in Chat Moss
as a high priority for any off-site offsetting.
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There is no current justication for named development proposals to
make a contribution to delivering the proposed improvements to
Chat Moss (and the Lowland Wetland in the context of GMSF) (The
Peel Group).

Chat Moss is large enough to absorb biodiversity compensation to
off-set the cumulative impacts of other land allocations, however
further evidence and details need to be provided (GMEU).

The reference to the development of specific sites making a
significant contribution to the enhancement of Chat Moss has been
deleted from the policy, and the most suitable approach will be
determined on a case-by-case basis, through a masterplanning
process where appropriate. A mechanism to provide biodiversity offsetting is being progressed to support Policy BG1 (Biodiversity
spatial strategy), which identifies details of biodiversity net gain that
will be sought and specifies the Biodiversity Heartland in Chat Moss
as a high priority for any off-site offsetting.
The reference to the development of specific sites making a
significant contribution to the enhancement of Chat Moss has been
deleted from the policy, and the most suitable approach will be
determined on a case-by-case basis, through a masterplanning
process where appropriate. A mechanism to provide biodiversity offsetting is being progressed to support Policy BG1 (Biodiversity
spatial strategy), which identifies details of biodiversity net gain that
will be sought and specifies the Biodiversity Heartland in Chat Moss
as a high priority for any off-site offsetting.

Other significant changes made to GI3
Change

Reason for change

Criterion 6 of the policy has been expanded to refer to the emphasis
on retaining the relative darkness of Chat Moss.

Response to a representation from the Environment Agency in
relation to pollution control.

Cross referencing to proposed housing and employment land
allocations has been removed from the policy.

The most suitable approach will be determined on a case-by-case
basis, through a masterplanning process where appropriate.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI4 Irwell Valley
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

Support for this green infrastructure policy
Support for proposals to protect and enhance the River Irwell and
the Irwell Valley (GMEU, Salford City Council Conservative Group
and two organisations).
Clifton Junction
It has been suggested that there is boundary and policy wording
changes for allocation EC4/2 at Clifton Junction related to the pack
saddle bridge and Fletchers Canal, to complement other Draft Local
Plan policies including Policy R1 (Bury Council).

Bridle bridges
The third bullet should be amended to refer to bridle bridges
(GMEU).

Funding mechanisms towards enhancements and maintenance
Comments were made that further details should be provided on
funding mechanisms including contributions and enhancements
provided from major developments within the River Valley (GMEU).

How is this being addressed

Support is welcomed.

The Clifton Junction policy (EC4/2) has been deleted, and it is not
considered that there are any issues relating to the saddle bridge
and Fletchers Canal that warrant specific mention elsewhere in the
Revised Draft Local Plan. There are currently no commitments to
reinstate Fletchers Canal, however such a proposal would be
consistent with the priorities identified in Policy GI4 (Irwell Valley),
which refers to the importance of protecting and enhancing the
heritage of the area.
Policy GI4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been expanded to
include a reference to horse riding connections. The existing bridge
crossing the River Irwell from Slack Brook Open Space in Salford to
Drinkwater Park in Bury is suitable for bridle use to facilitate the
existing bridleways in this area.
This policy will be supported by other policies of the Revised Draft
Local Plan, particularly from the Green Infrastructure and Recreation
chapters, which set out how developments will be expected to
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Opportunities should be considered to secure long term
maintenance of urban wetland and associated semi-natural
greenspace as part of any proposed adjoining development. The
new urban wetland at Castle Irwell demonstrates that the types of
opportunities to create multiple functioning green infrastructure
assets that can make a positive contribution to the wildlife value, but
also assist in reducing flood risk and provide new amenity access for
local residents (Environment Agency).
Water quality
Similar to the majority of waterbodies the River Irwell is failing
statutory environmental objectives. Strategic approaches need to be
identified to protect and enhance such key green infrastructure,
helping Salford be more resilient to future climate change pressures
(Environment Agency).
City Forest Park
Opportunities to improve adjoining priority habitats and potentially
adopt new natural flood management projects in the wider Irwell
corridor should be explored further as part of any City Forest Park
proposal (Environment Agency).
The concept of City Forest Park is supported whilst having some
reservations regarding the direction that it is taking. Concerns were
raised with the emphasis on arts and culture in an area where
significant funding has already been invested promoting tree and
woodland planting and biodiversity, rebranded on more than one
occasion and on the Bury side of the Irwell land designated as a
Local Nature Reserve. Nature conservation should remain as one of
the key objectives for this area (GMEU).

contribute to the functions of Irwell Valley. The most suitable
approach will be determined on a case-by-case basis, through a
masterplanning process where appropriate.
Policy GI2 (Green infrastructure requirements for development) and
paragraph 23.5 highlight the need for development to make
appropriate provision for green infrastructure maintenance.

Policy WA2 (Delivering the North West River Basin Management
Plan) of the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out in further detail how
water quality of water bodies will be enhanced towards these
environmental objectives.

Criterion 2B of Policy GI4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been
expanded to refer to City Forest Park as a key part of the proposed
Northern Forest and ‘opportunities to improve priority habitats and
flood management measures’.

502

Other significant changes made to policy GI4
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A

503

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI5 Local Green Space
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for proposals to protect Local Green Spaces (organisation /
individual).
Additional designations

Comments of support are welcomed.

Areas of the Former Swinton Wastewater Treatment Works which
are not required for development should be designated as Local
Green Space (organisation / two individuals).

Additional designations will be considered for existing sites which
satisfy the criteria that the city council has identified. Proposed sites
such as the former wastewater treatment works will need to be
established before they can be considered for designation as a Local
Green Space.

Other significant changes made to GI5
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI5/1 Local Green Space – The Meadow
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6/1 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for designation of the site as Local Green Space
(organisation).

Support is welcomed.

Fish easement
Opportunities should be considered to include a fish easement on
the existing large Adelphi Weir adjacent to the site as an integral aim
of enhancing this reach of the River Irwell corridor and enhancing
ecological connectivity with wider Irwell catchment (Environment
Agency).

A potential fish easement would be beyond the scope of Policy
GI6/1. New policy EG2 (Renewable and low carbon energy
schemes) of the Revised Draft Local Plan states that hydropower
schemes shall protect and take opportunities to enhance the
ecological interest and biodiversity of the waterway, and such
schemes must allow for the movement of multiple species and sizes
of fish. Point vi of new policy WA2 (North West River Basin
Management Plan) of the Revised Draft Local Plan states that
development should, where practicable, reduce obstacles to the
movement of wildlife.

Other significant changes made to GI5/1
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI5/2 Local Green Space – Brickfield Wood
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6/2 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for designation of the site as Local Green Space
(organisation).
The boardwalk and path through this wood should be made a Public
Right of Way. This permitted path has been closed by owners Peel
Holdings (organisation).

The support is welcomed.

The word ‘designated’ is not required within the description of GI5/2
(GMEU).

Consideration of a new public right of way is beyond the scope of the
Revised Draft Local Plan. An application pack for any proposed
modifications to the public right of way network is available on the
city council website (https://www.salford.gov.uk/parking-roads-andtravel/footpaths-and-pavements/public-rights-of-way/ ).
A minor change has been made to the wording of the policy
accordingly.

Other significant changes made to GI5/2
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI5/3 Local Green Space – Three Sisters
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6/3 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for designation of the site as Local Green Space
(organisation).

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to GI5/3
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI5/4 Local Green Space – Blackleach Country Park
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6/4 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for designation of the site as Local Green Space
(organisation).
The Local Green Space should be extended to include Hill Top Moss
(organisation).

Comments of support are noted
The land at Hill Top Moss has been assessed as not meeting the
criteria for Local Green Space designation. As a result it is
considered appropriate to assess its potential for development, and
it continues to be proposed as a housing allocation (H3/13) in the
Revised Draft Local Plan. The boundary of the proposed Local
Green Space designation at Blackleach Country Park is unchanged.

Other significant changes made to GI5/4
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI5/5 Local Green Space – West Salford Greenway
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6/5, GI6/6, GI6/7, GI6/8 and GI6/9 in the Revised Draft Local Plan, to reflect the
replacement of a proposed single Local Green Space designation with five separate Local Green Space designations)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Strong support for designation of the site as Local Green Space
(Barbara Keeley MP, 5 organisations and 141 individuals).

The support is welcomed. However, in order to maximise the
robustness of the designation, five separate Local Green Space
designations are proposed instead of the larger single designation,
as listed below, collectively covering a smaller area (99 hectares
rather than the 180 hectares of the previous proposed Local Green
Space designation). The whole West Salford Greenway is now
covered by a separate strategic green infrastructure policy (GI5) in
the Revised Draft Local Plan.
The land north of Lumber Lane has been assessed as not meeting
the criteria for Local Green Space designation. It is considered to
form an appropriate infill site, close to the Leigh-Salford-Manchester
guided busway, and hence its proposed allocation is retained in
Policy H3/16. A new West Salford Greenway policy has been
included in the Revised Draft Local Plan, but the land north of
Lumber Lane has been omitted from it for the same reasons.
The original Local Green Space designation GI5/5 West Salford
Greenway (180 hectares) in the draft Local Plan has been separated
into five distinctive smaller areas:

Objection to Land North of Lumber Lane being removed from the
Greenway and proposed for housing development (Cllr. Lindley /
Salford City Council Conservative Group / Worsley Councillors / 12
individuals).

Strong objection to the designation of the site as Local Green Space,
which is based on a fundamental misapplication of the NPPF and
the Council’s own assessment methodology (developer).
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GI6/5 Roe Green, Worsley (3.4 hectares)
GI6/6 Land at Beesley Green and around Kempnough Brook,
Worsley (27.0 hectares)
GI6/7 Worsley Woods, Old Warke Dam and Aviary Field,
Worsley (32.0 hectares)
GI6/8 Broadoak South, Worsley (27.0 hectares)
GI6/9 Duke’s Drive, Worsley (10.1 hectares)

These areas are considered to satisfy the Local Green Space criteria
at a national and local level as set out in the individual reasoned
justifications. The remaining areas (81.0 hectares) of the original
GI5/5 designation are not considered to meet the criteria unless they
form part of the wider larger site. In order to ensure that the strength
of the designation of the five sites listed above is not watered down
in any way, it is now proposed to designate them individually as
Local Green Space. The whole West Salford Greenway will continue
to be protected under a new Policy GI5 of the Revised Draft Local
Plan, recognising its role as an important part of the green
infrastructure network.
Other significant changes made to GI5/5
Change

Reason for change

A new detailed policy has been produced on the West Salford
Greenway (GI5) similar to the area-based policies on Chat Moss and
Irwell Valley

This new area-based policy is required to set out the importance of
the characteristics and functions of this area from a range of
perspectives including heritage, biodiversity, and recreation.

510

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI5/6 Local Green Space – Worsley Green
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6/6 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for designation of the site as Local Green Space
(organisation).

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to GI5/6
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GI6 Trees and woodland
(The policy reference has been changed to GI7 in the Revised Draft Local Plan, and the title changed to ‘Trees, woodland and
hedgerows’)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

Support for Policy GI6
Support for the City Forest Park (City of Trees / Woodland Trust).
The concept of City Forest Park is supported (GMEU)
General support for the protection of existing tree cover (GMEU).
Support for the use of the Woodland Trust's Access to Woodland
Standard (Woodland Trust)
Support for the two for one replacement of any trees which have to
be removed (Woodland Trust).

How is this being addressed

The support is welcomed.
The reference to two for one replacement of removed trees has
been amended, due to concerns that it could still lead to a reduction
in the quality of the treescape. The wording has been amended to
require developments that would involve the loss of trees to provide
replacement trees of a suitable size and species in an appropriate
location to deliver a net enhancement in the character and quality of
the treescape in the local area, with a preference for on-site
provision.

City Forest Park
There are some reservations regarding the emphasis on arts and
culture in an area where significant funding has already been
invested promoting tree and woodland planting and biodiversity.
Nature conservation should remain one of the key objectives for this
area (GMEU).

The text in 2B of Policy GI4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has
been expanded to refer to ‘potential opportunities to improve priority
habitats and flood management measures’ within the City Forest
Park.

Positive conservation management
The trees and woodlands policy should include focus on positive
conservation management from an ecological/wildlife value/priority
habitat perspective. It is recommended that existing or proposed
new woodland habitats in Salford are high quality, provide a positive
long term wildlife benefit, ensure new woodland proposals protect

New points have been added to Policy GI7 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan to reflect these comments and to also refer to hedgerows:
8) Protecting hedgerows, particularly those of historic or biodiversity
importance, and securing appropriate replacement in accordance
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other important priority habitats and undertake appropriate
environmental assessment as part of any new tree planting
proposals (Environment Agency).

with the Natural England biodiversity offsetting metric where their
loss is unavoidable;
9) Encourage the positive management of trees, woodland and
hedgerows so as to maximise their green infrastructure functions
These issues raised are also considered to be covered in part by
other policies in the green infrastructure chapter, in particular Policy
GI1 which is supplemented by Policy GI7.

Ancient woodlands, aged or veteran trees and hedgerows
This policy should be strengthened to enable the protection of
ancient woodlands, aged or veteran trees to fully reflect the NPPF
(paragraph 118) (Natural England), and to clarify that these
irreplaceable habitats would only be permitted in exceptional
circumstances (Woodland Trust).
This policy could be broadened to include (historic) hedgerows and
those which lie along the footpath and bridleway network (Historic
England).

Policy GI7 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been restructured to
provide greater prominence to ancient woodland in criterion 1, with
additional text to refer to aged and veteran trees:
1) Affording very strong protection to the ancient woodland at Clifton
Wood (BG2/43 on the Policies Map) and to ancient or veteran trees
elsewhere;
New points have been added to Policy GI7 to reflect these
comments:
8) Protecting hedgerows, particularly those of historic or biodiversity
importance, and securing appropriate replacement where their loss
is unavoidable.
9) Encourage the positive management of trees, woodland and
hedgerows so as to maximise their green infrastructure functions.
Additional explanation has also been added to the justification of
Policy GI7 and ‘hedgerows’ has been added to the list of features in
the opening paragraph of Policy GI1.

Sustainable Drainage (SUDS)
Comments were made that bullet 6 should also refer to SuDS (City
of Trees).

Additional text has been added to point 7 of Policy GI7 to also refer
to sustainable drainage.

Other Comments
There are some landscapes and habitats where tree planting is
inappropriate eg. Lowland Moss where the emphasis is on tree

An additional sentence has been added to the second paragraph of
the justification (paragraph 23.27):
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removal. The policy should include a caveat requiring proper
ecological assessments of any large scale tree planting on open
land above 0.5ha in size (GMEU).
An additional paragraph to recognise Ash dieback (Chalara)
including the requirement for appropriate replacement street and
self-sown trees (City of Trees).
Bio-security should continue to be promoted across all green
infrastructures, in order to reduce the risk of further outbreaks of
potentially harmful pests and diseases (City of Trees).
Other significant changes made to GI6
Change
Criterion 4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been rewritten:
‘Requiring developments that would involve the loss of trees to
provide replacement trees of a suitable size and species in an
appropriate location to deliver a net enhancement in the character
and quality of the treescape in the local area, with a preference for
on-site provision’

‘The notable exception will be those landscapes and habitats where
tree planting is generally inappropriate, in particular areas of lowland
moss where there may be a need for tree removal to enhance this
habitat.’
These requirements are considered too detailed for the Revised
Draft Local Plan. Criterion 3 of Policy GI7 requires the replacement
of trees where they are lost to development.
These requirements are considered too detailed for the Revised
Draft Local Plan.

Reason for change
The revised wording in the Revised Draft Local Plan will ensure that
replacement tree planting is of high quality and in the most
appropriate location rather than being related solely to the quantity
that has been lost.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GB1 GREEN BELT, AND GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE GREEN BELT
CHAPTER
Changes to the Green Belt in Salford are now being considered solely through the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) rather than Salford’s Local Plan. As a result, the first
table below only provides a response to general comments made on the Green Belt chapter
in the Draft Local Plan that do not relate to boundary changes and associated issues.
The second table summarises significant changes to the Green Belt chapter and policy GB1
made in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
The third table summarises all of the other general comments that were received on the
Green Belt chapter and policy GB1 in the Draft Local Plan, which relate to issues now being
dealt with in the GMSF rather than the Local Plan.
Issue raised in the representations
which remain a Local Plan matter

How is this being addressed in the
Revised Draft Local Plan

Concerned about unauthorised
development in the Green Belt. In such
cases, there is no opportunity to
appropriately limit or mitigate the harm that
has already taken place. For these reasons,
objector seeking to introduce a new
evidenced-based planning and recovery
policy for the Green Belt to introduce early
in the next Parliament to strengthen
protection against unauthorised
development.
For every property on brownfield land that
is built the developer should be allowed to
develop a property on greenfield land of a
similar size.

The city council does not have any control
over national legislation. Where
unauthorised development takes place in
the Green Belt, the city council will take
appropriate and proportionate enforcement
action.

The city council disagrees with this
suggestion, and the Revised Draft Local
Plan instead adopts a strong ‘brownfield
first’ approach that seeks to maximise the
use of previously-developed land and
minimise the use of greenfield land for
development. This is important both for
promoting regeneration and protecting the
city’s environment.

Significant changes made to policy GB1 and the Green Belt chapter
Change

Reason for change

A new policy GB2 (Soils and agricultural
land) has been added to the Green Belt
chapter. This seeks to protect soil resources
and minimise the loss of agricultural land
particularly higher grade land. It encourages
the positive use of agricultural land and the
protection of its environmental functions.

To ensure appropriate policy coverage and
protection for soil resources and
agricultural land in the Local Plan.
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Title of the chapter has changed to Green
Belt and Agriculture

To reflect the full scope of the chapter

Summary of all issues raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Comments in support of Green Belt release
General support from housebuilders on the principle of Green Belt release to meet needs,
stating that exceptional circumstances exist, although the amount of land that needs to be
released has been substantially under-estimated (comments included those from Persimmon
Homes, Peel Group).
Without additional releases, the amount of new development that could be planned would be
low, and would lead to significant reliance upon neighbouring authorities agreeing to take any
unmet needs, when their ability to accommodate such need is extremely unlikely (Home
Builders Federation).
Support for release of Green Belt land to provide housing opportunities as there is a lack of
family homes in areas people wish to live and there is land available to meet the shortfall with
existing infrastructure in place to support it.
The volume of housing required will not be secured without encroachment onto the Green
Belt and that many of the sites identified have significant potential as areas capable of
delivering substantial economic growth as well as delivering the housing units that are so
desperately required.
Recognition of the proposed approach to releasing Green Belt sites by identifying a relatively
small number of larger sites capable of supporting the range of infrastructure and facilities
required, rather than widespread incremental development of smaller sites. Such an
approach provides for a simpler plan-led system.
Loss of Green Belt to meet needs is much better than the alternative, which is pushing
development out into national parks, and building on city parks. Protection of Green Belt from
development will result in a loss of parks and unplanned development.
There needs to be a degree of flexibility to recognise that other smaller Green Belt sites on
the fringes of urban areas may be considered suitable for development over the plan period.
Greater Manchester’s Directors of Public Health support the policy but note that it is
undermined by an erosion of the existing Green Belt. The creation of new settlements in the
Green Belt, on land identified as the most suitable by a strategic review, is preferable to the
erosion of the Green Belt at its margin or to substantial loss of urban open space. Where
open space is to be lost, developments should include attractive green pedestrian and cycle
passages, structured provision of space for tranquillity and space for active recreation and reprovision of open space such as green roof.
Additional allocations within the Green Belt
Propose the extension of logistics north on land bounded by existing commercial
development to the north, draft residential allocation to the east and railway line to the south.
Site will form a natural extension to the development area filling in a corner between
developments (Harworth Group).
Propose land off Manchester Road, Clifton for residential development. Contest description
that parcel comprises a ciritcal gap between Clifton and Swinton because the M60 and M61
prevent merging. Exceptional circumstances exist because of the ground condition of the site,
which means that appropriate Green Belt uses such as forestry and agriculture are not
possible on the site and the site is not serving the five purposes of Green Belt set out in
paragraph 80 of the NPPF (Redcliff Estates).
The Peel Group proposed the following sites for removal from the existing Green Belt:
 Land East of Irlam
 Land at Linnyshaw
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Land at Wardley
Land at the junction of Walkden Road and allocated for mixed use of residential and
roadside retail and related uses.
 Land north of Leigh Road - as does not contribute to purposes of the Green Belt in this
location
Safeguarded land
Persimmon Homes considers that the failure to consider requirements for housing land well
beyond the plan period, which will affect the longevity of the Green Belt boundaries now being
proposed, is contrary to paragraph 85 of NPPF. It will be necessary to identify new
Safeguarded Land now to ensure that Green Belt boundaries do not need to be reviewed
again by 2035.
The extent of over-supply against the requirement set out in Policy H2 equates to just 3 years.
As such, the potential land supply post-2035 will be wholly insufficient to meet longer term
development needs. A proper strategy for the identification of safeguarded land, consistent
with the NPPF requirement that Green Belt boundaries should endure over the long term and
that safeguarded land should be identified to meet development needs stretching ‘well
beyond’ the plan period is needed. The failure to identify sufficient safeguarded land for this
purpose puts the plan in conflict with the requirements of the NPPF. It is therefore unsound.
(Peel Group)
Safeguarded land is necessary to provide certainty to both residents and developers and
should be identified in order to ensure that the coordinated growth of Greater Manchester in
the GMSF is continued beyond the plan period, until at least 2050.
Safeguarded land should be identified to aid deliverability and allow the full housing target to
be delivered over the plan period with residual land remaining rolled forward to the next plan
period. The minimum requirement is to provide a similar amount of safeguarded land to the
amount of Green Belt being released in this plan period, as was found in the Cheshire East
Local Plan examination.
Comments against Green Belt release
Significant number of objections to Green Belt development. Issues identified included:
 Exceptional circumstances do not exist
 Should revisit housing figures
 Prioritise brownfield land, seek to remove obstacles to development and raise brownfield
targets
 Availability of vacant properties (housing and warehousing)
 Build out planning permissions first
 Contrary to urban regeneration objectives
 Greenspace / Green belt is a fundamental requirement for the well being and mental
health of residents
 Although Salford has a lot of open land much is not publicly accessible
 Loss of high grade agricultural land / food security
 Urban sprawl / seperation of settlements
 Impacts on habitats / wildlife
 Increased congestion and impacts on air quality
 Capacity of community infrastructure to accomodate
 Increase risk of flooding preventing land from absorbing excess run-off
 That 293 ha or 8.7% lost is far from modest
 Increase in Manchester material footprint
Not consistent with recent announcements and ministerial statements from Government that
the Green Belt is sacrosanct and should be protected and the need to reuse previouslydeveloped land.
The approach is in breach of several UK and EU Habitat Directives.
The GMSF should be re-written to achieve a substantial reduction in loss of Green Belt.
Support is given to the commitment of ensuring the GMSF releases the minimum amount of
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Green Belt to meet our need sustainably, although this should be strengthened to ensure no
net loss of Green Belt or as close to this as possible. The difficulty of this is recognised and
further work is required to designate new areas of Green Belt to replace those that may need
to be lost (Andy Burnham MP).
The Campaign to Protect Rural England calls on GMCA to set more ambitious targets for
Green Belt protection and enhancement, to prioritise saving existing Green Belt and creating
new Green Belt. The GMSF should include a strategy for securing the greater positive use of
Green Belt, as recommended by the Green Belt Assessment, as there remains considerable
scope in terms of providing for informal recreation close to the conurbation in particular.
Friends of the Earth opposes loss of Green Belt and is critical of a failure to consider
reasonable alternatives to Green Belt, lack of robust evidence and no case for exceptional
circumstances. Previous brownfield targets should be used and new development should be
in locations that reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Saddened to note the plan to reduce the existing green belt though recognise difficult
decisions will need to be made to meet the needs of our growing area. In particular, we
stress the link between health, activity and green space. We are pleased to see significant
action proposed to mitigate the requirement to reduce green belt land with regard to green
space provision, biodiversity and carbon reduction. This could include even more about
greening our urban environments, through for example greening tram tracks and greater
support for community orchards and the like (NHS Clinical Commissioning Group).
How much of the land to be taken out of the green belt is being done so to meet the shortfall
in housing provision in other parts of Greater Manchester. I can’t see how this is justified
when other districts in Manchester are significantly bigger in area than Salford, and have
better access to public transport links (individual).
There should be no net loss of Green Belt. This is a decision that cannot be reversed. Green
Belt was introduced to ensure such areas were preserved whereas these proposals ignore
this concept and modify it, threatening the permanence it is supposed to represent and
therefore setting a precedent for further revisions.
Cannot be certain of the population increase over the next few generations. A more cautious
approach should be taken and other options explored.
Object to the large and disproportionate scale of Green Belt release in some areas and the
uneven spread of release across the city region.
The Northern Powerhouse needs to look beyond GM and consider new towns beyond the
Green Belt. They may well be preferable to allowing coagulation of the conurbation towns to
continue.
Concerns expressed regarding the role of developers in the release of Green Belt.
Use of Green Belt land for development, which in many cases contains areas that are
economically active, runs counter to the economic uplift of poorer areas and removes diverse
rural economic activity. Brownfield sites are in less economically active areas, and will allow
affordable homes to be built nearer places of employment and existing amenities, as well as
bringing growth to more deprived areas and communities.
These areas are located in peripheral locations far away from places of work in the district
centres.
The proposals are contrary to efforts to regenerate our urban areas and town centres.
Loss of green belt should be avoided where it would cause unjustified harm to the
significance/setting of heritage assets (Historic England)
Does not accord with objectives to expand and enhance green infrastructure and increase
tree planting. It is vitally important that any mature trees, woodland and SBIs are further
protected and enhanced.
The concept of a "net" reduction implies that many older Green Belt sites will be lost and
some will be replaced with new areas, however, these will not be as wildlife rich and will be
more human recreation areas.
The extent of the proposed release of Green Belt land is in conflict with the value placed on
Green Belt space as part of the wider public health agenda. Loss of open space and
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recreation deprives future generations of people from having some connection with the
natural environment.
Would not create mixed communities but will rather result in social segregation, ghettoization
and large areas of new housing which look virtually identical to each other, undermining the
sense of place and distinctiveness of communities.
Must avoid the overdevelopment of rural areas and any harm to unspoilt countryside.
Environmental impact via greenhouse gases, reducing air quality for the current residents and
making the carbon target harder to meet.
National Farmers Union are particularly concerned with the proposed significant loss of Green
Belt where this is farmland, as, particularly where the land is productive, the contribution that
Greater Manchester can make to its own food security UK food security, together with
reducing flood risk and recreation, are being undermined. However, farmers also need to
maintain the viability of farms by utilising land and so where it is appropriate and makes
economic sense some development on farmland should be allowed.
Greater Manchester Cycling Campaign does not support Policy GM13 on sustainability
grounds. The plan currently does not and should consider the impact on the environment
outside GM and overseas of the increase in number of residents and associated resource
consumption and degradation of environmentally sensitive habitats such as the Arctic and
rainforests.
Manchester Climate Change Agency view that the current Green Belt proposals appear to be
inconsistent with stated GM policy objectives and commitments in other GM policy
documents.
Support retention of Linnyshaw/ Walkden Green Belt (individuals, community group, Cllr
Richard Critchley). Issues identified included:
 Provides an essential function in separating Walkden from Swinton
 Buffer to the M60 and M61
 Maintain identity of adjoining towns and communities
 Green Belt already been lost in the area through construction of St Ambrose Barlow High
School
 Loss of recreation function
 Wildlife and learning opportunity
 Traffic
 Brownfield sites available
Object to loss of greenspaces in Worsley, Roe Green, Walkden, Boothstown and Ellenbrook
(community group).
Object to loss of Green Belt in Walkden, Worsley and Swinton. These parts of the city have
their own identity and as such GB needs to be maintained between them (individual).
Development heavily weighted to Irlam & Cadishead with insufficient consideration given to
the north western boundaries of Chat Moss in Boothstown and Worsley. The investment at
RHS Bridgewater together with minimal amount of green belt lost seems out of balance
(Hamilton Davis Trust).
In the short to medium term there will be alternative albeit smaller opportunities for residential
development within urban areas when the number of petrol stations falls with the mass
introduction of electric cars, expected to be onwards from 2020.
Need to look beyond the Green Belt to the surrounding open moorland. Whilst this may
impact upon native wildlife it will not take away the well-used Green Belt countryside within
urban areas.
Produce an accurate measure of capacity of business to ascertain the need for
warehouse/light industry development to help identify the millions of square feet of unused
business premises around the Greater Manchester region which should be prioritised before
use of Green Belt land.
There is a need for better, up to date employment land requirements as too much
employment land is identified and could be alternatively be allocated for housing (comment(s)
to GMSF)
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Extensions to Green Belt
General support for extensions to the Green Belt (individual and GMEU)
Green Belt should be extended to include locations adjacent to motorways and trunk roads to
protect residents from the adverse effects of vehicle pollution on their health. Allocations
adjacent to motorways should be removed.
Harworth group object to the extension to Green Belt west of Little Hulton in light of their
proposed extension to Logistics North which would include part of this land (Harworth Group)
Support allocation of Cutacre country park and Wharton Playing fields as Green Belt (Cllr
Richard Critchley) (CPRE)
Support Worsley Greenway’s inclusion within the Green Belt (individuals, community groups,
Salford City Council Conservative Group, Cllr Richard Critchley, Worsley Councillors and
CPRE). Issues raised included:
 Protects the historic character the area (conservation areas, Worsley Village and
Bridgewater Canal Corridor)
 Protects the rural character of Worsley Woods
 Green lung
 Essential break in urban form
 Much valued open space
 Important linear separation between the different settlements of Broad Oak, Monton,
Alder Forest and the historic town of Worsley which are recognisably different spatial
characteristics and feel
 Major change in circumstances through the emerging GMSF and green belt releases
 GM GB Assessment is a bit lightweight because it does not reflect the importance of
these open areas for recreation and biodiversity
 Prevents urban sprawl
West Salford Greenway Green Belt designation is unsound, unjustified and exceptional
circumstances have not been demonstrated:
 Sites within provide significant and sustainable housing development potential in the
context of a clear under provision;
 Inspectors report to 2006 UDP concluded that the physical links to the Green Belt are
“tenuous” and therefore rejected the proposal. No material change in circumstances.
 Council’s appraisal in the “Suggested Sites consultation Green Belt assessment
document 2014” concludes that “whilst a level of protection of all or some of the area
may be appropriate, Green Belt would not be considered to be the appropriate type of
designation”
 (Peel Group)
Consider that other strategic sites should be looked at for inclusion in the Green Belt where
these would assist in maintaining the separation of towns/ development:
 Blackleach country Park – a natural extension to GB north of Walkden making a more
logical and consistent boundary
 Land west of Burgess Farm – including St George’s playing fields, the new country park
and land on the Wigan side of the boundary. Essential to maintain separation of Walkden
and Tyldesley.
 Land off Lumber Lane south of A580 – provides essential function linking existing green
belt around Walkden, Worsley and the proposed green belt at Worsley Greenway (Cllr
Richard Critchley)
Allocation boundaries / masterplanning
If limited development on Green Belt land is necessary, then proposals which are sensitive to
the need to retain what is valuable about Green Belt should be given preference, favouring
developments which do not overwhelm previously rural land.
Pleased that the policy approach protects the Green Belt where it forms a buffer between
villages to prevent coalescence which would be detrimental to the character of the areas
concerned.
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Where possible the development of Green Belt land should enhance existing supply and help
address adjacent brownfield sites that alone provide limited regeneration opportunities.
The large areas of Green Belt proposed for release should be broken up with retained Green
Belt which should link the adjacent areas of Green Belt to each other.
The proposals for amending Green Belt boundaries do not describe or quantify the
significance of the land to be lost and also leaves fragmented pockets of existing Green Belt
vulnerable to future development pressures. These should be afforded added protection
possibly as buffer zones, accessible greenspace or green infrastructure.
Other
Request that the respondent and the other residents on East Lynn Drive are included on
future correspondence and consultation regarding the Green Belt (individual)
Require extensive and meaningful consultation and engagement going forward for those
affected.
Need more synergy between GMSF and Local Plans to give certainty on Green Belt
boundaries. Local Plans at district level need to be progressed as a matter of urgency.
Significant action required to mitigate reduction in Green Belt with regard to green space
provision including greening of urban environments, biodiversity and carbon reduction.
Manchester City Council’s Green and Blue Strategy should be replicated at the GM level.
Local Plans should include Green Belt reviews within their remit as there are numerous
anomalies where the original boundaries were badly drawn or circumstances have changed,
and the GMSF should reference this requirement or at least provide clarity on the approach.
A Greater Manchester-wide SHLAA should be undertaken and a trajectory prepared to
ensure the exceptional circumstances case is adequately demonstrated and to provide
evidence on need, supply and any further releases.
Forestry Commission suggest that a quality not quantity approach to Green Belt is required to
ensuring that Green Belt is managed for the social, economic or environmental outcomes that
are required over the next 25 years.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GB2 – Agricultural, forestry and other occupational dwellings within the Green Belt
(Policy reference has been changed to GB4 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for measures to support agriculture and forestry as long as it
does not threaten biodiversity. Where necessary ecological
assessments should be provided as part of any such proposal
(GMEU)

The requirements of Policy BG2 would ensure that issues of
biodiversity are given proper consideration as part of development
proposals.

Policy GB2(3)(ii) – this clause allows for a business profitable in its
first year, but failing in the next two, to satisfy the criterion.
Businesses should be profitable during at least the most recent of
the last three years (Historic England)

It should be noted that section 55 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 excludes the agricultural use of land and associated
buildings from the definition of development, and so much
agricultural activity will not be subject to planning controls.
The tests identified in the policy reflect those previously held in
Annex A to Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development
in Rural Areas1. Whilst this guidance has been replaced by the
National Planning Policy Framework, the tests continue to provide a
useful basis to determine whether there is an “essential need for a
rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of work in the
countryside” as identified in paragraph 79 of the Framework.
Criterion 3 of Revised Draft Local Plan Policy GB4 ensures that the
need for a dwelling is associated with an established economically
viable activity.
Through sub-criterion 3(ii) an applicant is required to show that the
activity has been profitable, sub-criterion 3(iii) supplements this with
a requirement to demonstrate that the activity will remain so.

1

Department for Communities and Local Government (3 August 2004) Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.
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A change to refer to at least the most recent of the last three years is
considered inappropriately inflexible, for example it would not allow
for circumstances where a business has been profitable for two
years but not in the last due to circumstances outside of its control. If
a business was profitable in its first year but failed in the next two
then this would need to be explained under criterion iii.
Other significant changes made to policy GB2
Change
The Draft Local Plan policy referred to the need to demonstrate a
lack of ‘current’ demand for an agricultural dwelling in order to
remove an existing occupancy condition. In the Revised Draft Local
Plan the policy now refers to ‘current or likely future demand’.

Reason for change
The addition of ‘likely future’ ensures that an occupancy condition is
not lifted where it is likely that a demand for the dwelling to support
an agricultural enterprise in the locality will arise in the foreseeable
future. For example, whilst there may be a lack of current demand, it
could be the case that an emerging demand is evident in relation to
an expanding agricultural enterprise in the local area. Conversely, it
may be that agricultural activities in the local area are relatively
stable, or the demand for labour is declining, such that the current
lack of demand is unlikely to change.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: GB3 Farm Diversification
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for measures to support agriculture and forestry as long as it
does not threaten biodiversity. Where necessary ecological
assessments should be provided as part of any such proposal
(GMEU)

The requirements of Policy BG2 would ensure that issues of
biodiversity are given proper consideration as part of development
proposals.

What you are proposing for Chat Moss does not comply with points
1 and 3 (individuals)

It should be noted that section 55 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 excludes the agricultural use of land and associated
buildings from the definition of development, and so much
agricultural activity will not be subject to planning controls.
The representation relates to two proposed development allocations
in the Green Belt that were included in the Draft GMSF and the Draft
Local Plan (namely H3/4 Western Cadishead and Irlam and EC4/1
Port Salford Expansion, in the Draft Local Plan). The allocation of
land in these locations is now being taken forward solely through the
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework under policies GM Allocation
32 (North of Irlam Station) and GM Allocation 33 (Port Salford
Extension) respectively, and not through the Local Plan, as all
changes to Green Belt boundaries are being dealt with in the GMSF.
The area of land allocated to the north of Irlam Station has been
significantly reduced in size from that proposed in the draft plans
(from 289 hectares to 65 hectares) and is specifically focused
around the station itself, which has been reflected in the change in
name.
It is recognised that the two allocations will result in the loss of
Grade 1 agricultural land and openness. The GMSF process has
determined that the opportunities that the sites present in terms of
accessible high quality housing around Irlam Station and maximising
the potential of the tri-modal connections to be provided as part of
the permitted Port Salford outweigh these issues in this case.
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Other significant changes made to policy GB3
Change

Reason for change

None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Biodiversity General Comments
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

General Biodiversity Comments
The Local Plan could do much more to raise the profile of wildlife
and biodiversity by at least cross-referencing to it in the earlier
chapters rather than being limited to the biodiversity chapter
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust)
Broad support was expressed for the biodiversity policies.
(CPRE/Lancashire Wildlife Trust). The policies provide good
protection for and seek enhancement of wildlife / biodiversity
(Lancashire Wildlife Trust)
The absence of any accompanying analysis of the natural capital
within the site allocations preclude objective nature conservation
comment on the allocations. (Lancashire Wildlife Trust)
Comments were received about the variety of birdlife in the Worsley
and Boothstown area and a concern that building extra homes will
erode nature (individual)
Ecological Network
The identification of an ecological network for Salford and
surrounding area is crucial for biodiversity protection and
enhancement and the net effect of the local plan should be a
substantial improvement in the ecological network (Lancashire
Wildlife Trust).
In order to secure an ecological network it will be necessary to have
already identified the baseline existing ecological network(s) across
the city, their extent, quality and functionality, and the needs and

How is this being addressed

A new strategic objective has been added to the Revised Draft Local
Plan: ‘9) To support a net gain in Salford’s biodiversity’. Other
chapters of the Revised Draft Local Plan also make specific
references to wildlife and biodiversity, including the new Chapter 6
Climate Change, Chapter 12 Housing, and in particular Chapter 24
Green Infrastructure.
The support is welcomed.

Background assessments have been completed to inform the
proposed site allocations of the Revised Draft Local Plan. These
assessments have been informed by discussions with Natural
England and GMEU. Policy BG1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has
also been restructured to focus on the considerable biodiversity net
gain that will be sought across the city.
The Revised Draft Local Plan seeks a considerable net gain in
biodiversity in Policy BG1, and Policy BG3 requires all development
to deliver a net gain in biodiversity value. The city council will
continue to work with partners to improve the evidence base in
relation to ecological networks, which will assist with the
implementation of the plan.
Work is in progress by Natural England and the GMEU to further
improve the evidence base in relation to ecological networks.
However, sufficient evidence is available to ensure that site selection
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opportunities for maintenance, recovery, re-creation and creation of
all parts of those networks - internally and into adjacent areas. It is
essential that this network be included as a key component of the
emerging plan. Without it site selection is premature. (Lancashire
Wildlife Trust).
A defensible system of 'biodiversity metrics' should be established
that would quantify both the extent and scale of any losses to the
ecological network(s) and weigh these against those measures
which were guaranteed to deliver gains expressed in terms of
quantity, quality and functionality. All development should be
required to deliver net gains to the ecological network. (Lancashire
Wildlife Trust).
There should as a minimum be policies which will protect ecological
networks and identified enhancement strategies, once they are in
place (Lancashire Wildlife Trust).
Monitoring
We would recommend changing number of SBIs to area of SBIs.
There is limited potential for increasing the number of SBI’s in
Salford CC, but significant potential to extend existing SBIs
particularly on Chat Moss. (GMEU)
We would recommend an indicator be included to reflect the
ecological quality of the borough’s waterbodies: “Number of WFD
waterbodies achieving good ecological potential or good ecological
status”. (Environment Agency)
It would be beneficial if the environmental targets would be more
specific to bring them in line with targets for housing and growth.
(Natural England)
It would be good for the plan to think about monitoring connectivity in
the ecological network, rather than just number of sites and
management of these. (Natural England)

takes appropriate account of biodiversity issues, and the Local Plan
is considered to be consistent with paragraph 174 of the NPPF
(2018).
Policy BG1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been restructured to
focus on the considerable biodiversity net gain that will be sought
across the city. Policy BG3 requires that all development delivers a
net gain in biodiversity value. It explains that, where mitigation is
needed, an offsetting mechanism based on the Natural England
biodiversity offsetting metric will be used to calculate requirements.
The focus on a biodiversity net gain in the restructured Policy BG1
should protect ecological networks.

The indicator related to sites of biological importance in the
Biodiversity chapter of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been
amended in response to this suggestion.
The Draft Local Plan included an indicator relating to the
“Percentage of surface water bodies of at least good ecological
status or potential’, with a target of 100% by 2037, and this has been
retained in the Revised Draft Local Plan.
The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a range of environmental
targets across several chapters, which are considered to provide an
appropriate level of coverage and detail for the development plan.
More specific and detailed targets may be included in a
supplementary planning document.
It has not been possible to identify an indicator and target for
ecological connectivity that could be readily monitored and would be
appropriate for inclusion in the development plan.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: BG1 Biodiversity spatial strategy
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

Support for Policy BG1
General support for the commitment to biodiversity and the
principles of the policy (Harworth Group / Salford City Council
Conservative Group / Natural England / GMEU)
Flexibility
One landowner commented that the significance of areas designated
for nature conservation should not be undermined by inclusion of
areas not of high biodiversity value, and there should be flexibility to
respond to opportunity to create higher value habitats in new
locations (Harworth Group)

Need for policy to be strengthened
A number of individuals commented that the second paragraph of
the policy was incorrect because the plan involves building on
valuable habitats not protecting them (9 individuals).
The policy should be strengthened to relect paragraph 109 of the
NPPF which states that the planning system should seek to
minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gain where
possible. Future development should aim to halt any further loss of
biodiversity interest in Salford, support healthy, well-functioning
ecosystems, and establish coherent and high quality ecological
networks (Environment Agency).

How is this being addressed

The support is welcomed.

All of the biodiversity assets listed in Policy BG1 and shown on the
Policies Map are considered to be of high biodiversity value.
Policy BG3 requires all development to deliver a net gain in
biodiversity value. In accordance with paragraph 175 of the NPPF, it
places the emphasis on first avoiding harm to priority habitats and
species, and only then mitigating any remaining harm or
compensating for it.
The allocations in the Revised Draft Local Plan are consistent with
the protection and enhancement of the city’s most valuable existing
habitats.
The policy has been restructured to focus on delivering a
considerable net gain in biodiversity across the city.
Policy BG3 in the Revised Draft Local Plan requires all development
to deliver a net gain in biodiversity value, strengthening the approach
in accordance with the suggestion.
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The majority of Salford watercourses are still failing statutory
objectives under the River Basin Management Plan – there is much
to do to improve and enhance these ecological networks
(Environment Agency).
The ecosystem services role of the natural environment should be
emphasised, recognising that enhancing degraded environments
can provide multiple environmental benefits and not just benefit
wildlife. (Environment Agency)
BG1 should make reference to the ecological framework within
Salford and the need to protect and enhance it. (Lancashire Wildlife
Trust)
Biodiversity Heartland
The principles of BG1 should be extended to the mossland south of
the M62 (Salford City Council Conservative Group)

The Biodiversity Heartland recognises relationship with neighbouring
Manchester Mosses SAC and will need to be integrated into wider
ecological network (Natural England). Any developments coming
forward should support the Great Manchester Wetlands Nature
Improvement Area objectives (Natural England).

One developer expressed support for this policy in relation to Chat
Moss. The Biodiversity Heartland provides an opportunity to mitigate
the impact of development within areas of lesser value (Persimmon
Homes).

Point 7 of the amended policy seeks to achieve ‘good’ status across
all of the city’s water bodies, in accordance with Policy WA2. Policy
WA2 (Delivering the North West River Basin Management Plan) is a
new policy in the Revised Draft Local Plan, replacing Draft Local
Plan policy WA3 on water quality, and provides a stronger focus on
delivering the objectives of the River Basin Management Plan.
The policy has been restructured to focus on delivering a
considerable net gain in biodiversity across the city. Policy BG3
requires all development to deliver a net gain in biodiversity value,
which could include through enhancing degraded environments.
The policy has been restructured to focus on delivering a
considerable net gain in biodiversity across the city. Point 1 now
relates to delivering a coherent and high quality ecological network
as part of the wider green infrastructure network.
The principles of policy BG1 apply to the whole city. The Chat Moss
area covered by policy GI3 has been extended in the Revised Draft
Local Plan to include the Green Belt to the south of the M62
motorway, excluding the two sites that are proposed for
development in the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework.
Policy GI3 (Chat Moss) continues to recognise the important role of
Chat Moss (within which the Biodiversity Heartland is located) as
part of a wider lowland wetland area extending into Wigan and
Warrington
A new policy BG2 (Nature Improvement Areas) has been included in
the Revised Draft Local Plan, requiring development within the Great
Manchester Wetlands Nature Improvement Area to support its
objectives.
The support is welcomed.
Policy BG3 (Development and biodiversity) explains that the
Biodiversity Heartland will be a high priority for off-site offsetting
schemes, but it also states that where biodiversity mitigation is
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GMEU agree that Chat Moss and the Biodiversity Heartland are the
main priority for protection and enhancement. However, Chat Moss
is not just important for lowland raised bog but also farmland
breeding birds, brown hare and water vole. (GMEU)
Irwell Valley
Reference should be made to the strategic value of Irwell Valley as a
wildlife corridor in sub-regional context. (GMEU)

Other significant changes made to BG1
Change
Policy BG1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been restructured to
provide a more comprehensive strategy for delivering biodiversity
net gain across Salford.
Policy BG1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan now includes the lists of
local nature reserves, sites of biological importance and ancient
woodland that were previously part of Policy BG2 Development and
biodiversity
Worsley Filterbeds added to the list of sites of biological importance

required then there is a preference for on-site habitat
provision/enhancement wherever practicable.
Point 5 of the policy now specifically refers to securing lowland bog
restoration and the provision of complementary habitats within the
‘Biodiversity Heartland’, and the improvement of the rest of Chat
Moss for species such as breeding birds, brown hare and water vole.
Point 6 of the policy now specifically refers to delivering coordinated
improvements throughout the Irwell Valley, enhancing its role as a
strategic wildlife corridor, in accordance with Policy GI4.

Reason for change
To improve the clarity and effectiveness of the policy.
The sites are an important part of the overall biodiversity spatial
strategy, rather than specifically being related to biodiversity and
development, and so are more appropriately listed in policy BG1.
Site surveys by GMEU on behalf of the city council have resulted in
the designation of a new site of biological importance.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: BG2 Development and Biodiversity
(The policy reference has been changed to BG3 in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for Policy BG2
General support for this policy (GMEU / Natural England /
Persimmon Homes).

The support is welcomed.

Reference to priority habitats is welcomed (Natural England).
Specific Sites of Biological Importance
Harworth Group objects to the boundary of Ponds North of Cleworth
Hall SBI. The site was last surveyed in 2003 prior to mining
operations taking place at the site. The SBI area to the north of the
railway line (the entirety of the SBI within Salford) should be
removed. This element of the SBI will be re-provided within Cutacre
Country Park (Harworth Group).

Peel Group objects to the designation of Ponds near New
Manchester SBI. Peel believes that this land should be designated
for residential development as part of the wider Land North of
Mosely Common site proposed in the GMSF. The SBI designation
would conflict with the site’s allocation for residential development.
The extent of the SBI on the draft proposals map does not
accurately reflect the key areas of ecological value. An overall
ecological gain can be achieved through targeted interventions and
improvements within key areas (Peel Group).

The list of sites of biological importance has been moved into a
restructured Policy BG1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan.
All sites of biological importance are surveyed periodically by GMEU
on behalf of the city council to ascertain their status and habitat
value. A new survey of this SBI will be conducted once all works
relating to the site have been completed and the country park is
established. If this results in a change to the boundary of the SBI
then this will be reflected in the Local Plan.
The list of sites of biological importance has been moved into a
restructured Policy BG1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan.
All sites of biological importance are surveyed periodically by GMEU
on behalf of the city council to ascertain their status and habitat
value. Ponds near New Manchester (East) has been re-surveyed
recently and still meets SBI criteria for designation. The protection of
the whole site as part of the city’s ecological network therefore
continues to be important, and development within it would be
inappropriate.
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Additional Requirements Requested
There are still major environmental improvements needed to
enhance the majority of Salford’s river corridors. There may be
significant opportunities as part of new development along river
corridors to enhance the green infrastructure. Any new riparian
development should assess options for enhancing green
infrastructure and include improvements where feasible.
(Environment Agency).

Natural England would like additional wording that makes it clear the
Local Plan seeks to achieve a net gain for biodiversity, reflecting
NPPF paragraph 9, and also recommend further wording centred on
the recovery (not just protection) of priority species and habitats
(Natural England).
The policy wording needs to be amended to clearly identify the
impacts from new developments, e.g. the recreational impacts of
new housing on designated sites (Natural England).
Paragraph 20.10 of the reasoned justification should be clarified
(Natural England).
The policy should include a requirement for development proposals
to include an ecological assessment (Lancashire Wildlife Trust)
Additional bullet points should be added to the start of the policy,
such that development should also avoid having any adverse impact
on the nature conservation value of: sites that support species and

The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a number of policies which
more specifically address this, including:
 A revised Policy WA2 which focuses more closely on meeting
the requirements of the River Basin Management Plan. There is
a cross reference to this within the revised Policy BG1.
 Policy D9 (Waterside development) which requires that
waterside development enhances the role of the waterway
corridor within the green infrastructure network, including by
supporting improvements to biodiversity, water quality and flood
risk management.
Policy BG1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan has been restructured to
focus on the considerable biodiversity net gain that will be sought
across the city.
Point 2 of Policy BG1 now refers to recovery as well as protection
and enhancement of habitats and species, in response to this
representation.
The potential impacts from developments will vary considerably from
site to site, and it is not considered appropriate to attempt to list
them in the policy. The policy instead focuses on ensuring that
development delivers a net gain in biodiversity value, and setting out
how this should be done.
This paragraph has been deleted, as the issue is effectively dealt
with as part of the Natural England biodiversity offsetting metric that
is now referred to in the policy.
The city council’s validation checklist is the appropriate place to
specify when an ecological assessment is required, rather than the
Local Plan.
The biodiversity assets listed in points A-D of the policy are all
shown on the Policies Map, as they can be readily defined and are
unlikely to change significantly. The addition suggested by LWT is
effectively covered in the next paragraph of the policy, where
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habitats of principle importance in England (Lancashire Wildlife
Trust) and wildlife corridors (GMEU).

development should avoid having an adverse impact wherever
practicable. The movement of priority species would also be covered
by that paragraph, and hence the role of land as a wildlife corridor.

Species should be mentioned alongside habitats throughout the
policy, as a site may support a protected or priority species without
being recognised as a protected or priority habitat. (City of Trees)

The wording of the policy has been revised to make appropriate
references to ‘species’.

Invasive Species
With reference to invasive species being ‘eradicated’ the text should
be replaced with the word “controlled” as eradication will not be
possible on some sites. (GMEU)
Other significant changes made to BG2
Change
The emphasis of the policy has been amended to require
development to deliver a net gain in biodiversity value, rather than
simply avoiding a net loss.
Where off-site mitigation is needed, an offsetting mechanism based
on the Natural England biodiversity offsetting metric will be used to
calculate requirements with the Biodiversity Heartland being a high
priority for offsetting schemes.

The wording of the policy has been amended as suggested.

Reason for change
To support a more positive approach to biodiversity in the Local
Plan, which seeks to deliver a considerable net gain across Salford
as set out in Policy BG1 (Biodiversity spatial strategy).
This additional wording clarifies how biodiversity offsetting will be
calculated and monitored.

533

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: BG3 Geological Diversity
(The policy reference has been changed to BG4 Geodiversity in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Support for Policy BG3
Support for the inclusion of this policy (Natural England and GMEU)
A provisional RIGS system is now in production (GMEU)

The support is welcomed.

Recommendation to extend the context to include geomorphology
and soils (GMEU).

Paragraph 24.12 in the Revised Draft Local Plan now provides a
definition of geodiversity, which is based on that in Annex A of the
National Planning Policy Framework. This paragraph also crossreferences the new policy GB2 (Soils and agricultural land).

Other significant changes made to BG3
Change

Reason for change

The policy name has been amended to Geodiversity.

To reflect the term used in the National Planning Policy Framework.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: R1 RECREATION SPATIAL STRATEGY
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Broad support for the recreation policies (organisation)
Further evidence needs to be provided to demonstrate that the
recreation policies are based on a robust and up-to-date assessment
of open space to inform the opportunities for new recreation
provision within the area (Natural England).
Alternative management and maintenance models for parks and
green spaces could be considered (organisation).

The support is welcomed.
The city’s recently published open space chapter of the
infrastructure delivery plan provides the results of the most recent
robust assessment.
The new Salford Greenspace Strategy SPD includes a specific
policy (GS19) relating to the management and maintenance of open
spaces. This states that “the ongoing delivery and type of
maintenance and management of individual sites will remain under
review”.

Green Infrastructure
The value and health benefits of informal outdoor greenspace must
be fully recognised and promoted (organisation).

The green space policies should be linked to policies to deliver an
integrated green and blue infrastructure network. These should
consider the value of local rights of way to health and wellbeing,
access to nature and the countryside, delivering modal shift and
reducing CO2 and providing opportunities from an economic
(tourism) development perspective. (Natural England).

The introduction to the recreation chapter emphasises the
importance of recreation facilities for quality of life and public health,
and a standard for publicly accessible amenity space is included in
policy R2 helping to ensure that there is an appropriate supply of
informal outdoor greenspace.
The green infrastructure chapter earlier in the plan provides this
connection and context, identifying recreation as an important
function of the green infrastructure network.
Policy R5 seeks to deliver a high quality network of strategic
recreation routes, promoting access to the countryside. This
complements the wider approach to supporting an increase in
walking and cycling that is set out in the Accessibility chapter.

Irwell Valley
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Consideration should be given to an amendment to the allocation
boundary of EC4/2, or to the wording for the five policy requirements
of any development, to reflect the pack saddle bridge and Fletchers
Canal which are closely related to Clifton Aqueduct. It is suggested
that they both be named in Point 4 and their restoration
required/allowed for (Bury Council).

With the removal of the Clifton Junction policy (EC4/2) specific
guidance will no longer be provided. There are currently no
commitments to reinstate Fletchers Canal however such a proposal
would fit with the priorities identified in Policy GI4 (Irwell Valley).
Clifton Aqueduct along with its setting is protected as a statutorily
listed structure. Policy HE1 (Heritage spatial strategy) of the Revised
Draft Local Plan supplements this.

Watersports at Salford Quays
Any proposals to enhance water sports at Salford Quays or restore
the Manchester, Bolton & Bury Canal will need to provide measures
to mitigate or compensate for potential ecological impacts to the
existing sites of biological importance (GMEU).

Point D of policy AP3 (Salford Quays) of the Revised Draft Local
Plan policy refers to the need to balance the recreational use of the
basins with their role in supporting wildlife, and to ensure the
protection of the existing site of biological importance.
Any restoration of the Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal will need
to be consistent with policy BG3 (Development and biodiversity),
which requires development to avoid having any adverse impact on
the nature conservation value of a site of biological importance.

Cutacre Country Park
Support for the creation of the new natural greenspace (GMEU)
Former Swinton Wastewater Treatment Works

The support is welcomed.

The site should be designated as a Local Green Space (individual)

Policy GI6 of the Revised Draft Local Plan designates the Local
Green Spaces in the city. The proposed strategic natural
greenspace to be created within this and adjoining land can only be
considered for designation once it has become established, and any
designation at this stage would be premature.
The support is welcomed.

Support for the creation of the new natural greenspace (GMEU,
landowner)
A flexible approach should be adopted to the open space and scale
of housing development to ensure that the viability of the scheme is
not threatened (landowner)

The reference has been updated to read: “Former Swinton
Wastewater Treatment Works and surrounding open land, providing
a new strategic natural greenspace with a diverse range of
recreation opportunities, funded by a permitted residential
development on a small part of the former treatment works site”. This
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reflects the fact that planning permission was granted in August
2017 for the erection of 241 dwellings (reference 17/70853/FUL),
and construction has now started. The planning permission includes
a legal agreement requiring the developer to pay a financial
contribution to the delivery of a community park on land adjoining
their housing development (which formed part of the Draft Local Plan
allocation), and also undertake works on their land that will form part
of the community park.
Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal
Support for the inclusion of the restoration of the canal (organisation)
Consider a new policy on the protection and restoration of the
Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal which is consistent with Policy
GMS12 of the draft GMSF (organisation).

The support is welcomed.
A new policy is not considered necessary. Existing references in the
Revised Draft Local Plan, in particular the eighth criterion of policy
R1, have been strengthened to make it clear that specific sections of
the Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal will be restored where
practicable.

City Forest Park
City Forest Park needs to be added to the list of strategically
important recreation opportunities (organisation).
Outdoor Sports Hubs

A new criterion 2 related to the City Forest Park has been added to
the policy in the Revised Draft Local Plan.

Support for having regards to the city’s playing pitch strategy (Sport
England, individual sports club)
Existing recreational facilities should be upgraded and maintained
rather than proposing new facilities within the Green Belt
(individuals).

The support is welcomed.
The four key hub sites of citywide importance for outdoor sports are
based on the findings of Salford playing pitch strategy. These
strategic sites will be among the priorities for enhancement to ensure
that local people and clubs have good access to a range of formal
sports pitches on sites that can also accommodate sufficient facilities
including changing facilities and car parking.
Details of the existing open spaces and facilities in the city and the
proposed site specific enhancements have recently been published
in the open space chapter of the infrastructure delivery plan, which
supports the Greenspace Strategy SPD.
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A key hub for outdoor sports should be identified in the Little Hulton
and Walkden neighbourhood area. Assistance has also been
requested for improved facilities for the club at a dedicated local site
(individual sports club).

The four key hub sites of citywide importance for outdoor sports are
based on the findings of Salford playing pitch strategy. These
strategic sites will be among the priorities for enhancement to ensure
that local people and clubs have good access to a range of formal
sports pitches on sites that can also accommodate sufficient facilities
including changing facilities and car parking.
The playing pitch strategy also identifies proposed enhancements for
a wide range of outdoor sports sites subject to funding being
secured. The city council and Salford Community Leisure are
working separately with local clubs to identify additional facilities to
meet their growing needs.

Other significant changes made to policy R1
Change
The list of strategically important recreation schemes has been
expanded and reordered.
A new diagram has been added showing most of the strategic
recreation schemes referred to in policy R1.

Reason for change
To make it more comprehensive and easy to understand.
To improve understanding of the policy.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: R2 RECREATION STANDARDS
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Playing Pitch Assessment
Welcome the commitment to protecting existing playing fields and
increasing the quantity and quality of provision to accompany the
projected growth in population (Salford Community Leisure)

How is this being addressed
The support is welcomed.

Local Nature Reserves, Natural Greenspace and Accessible Woodland
Support for the adoption of local standards for local nature reserves,
natural greenspace and accessible woodland (GMEU).
Allotments

The support is welcomed.

Support for a new allotment standard, and recognition of the benefits
of allotment plots (Barbara Keeley MP, organisation)
New Residential Development Contributions

The support is welcomed.

The value of and access to existing recreation resources, for
example the Manchester Ship Canal, should be considered when
negotiating reduced recreational requirements (developer).
The policy should be amended to allow for off-site contributions to be
made where on-site recreational provision is not feasible

Developer contributions to the local recreation standards will be
considered on a case by case basis.
The policy already allows for off-site provision and/or a financial
contribution to off-site provision, which will be considered on a case
by case basis.
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Other significant changes made to policy R2
Change
The justification of the policy has been amended with regard to
development contributions.

Reason for change
To provide further explanation as to the method applied to calculate
appropriate development contributions based on the number of
dwellings and bed spaces.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: R3 RECREATIONAL FACILITIES AND RESIDENTIAL AMENITY
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

No representations were made on this policy.

No changes are proposed to the policy.

Other significant changes made to policy R3
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: R4 PROTECTION OF RECREATION LAND AND FACILITIES
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

This policy is consistent with Sport England’s Playing Fields Policy
and paragraph 74 of the NPPF (Sport England)
The policy should not apply to sites that have an existing recreation
purpose that have also been allocated for housing, such as Brackley
Golf Course. A fourth criteria should be added to the policy.

Comments are noted
An additional criterion has been added to the policy accordingly: ‘4)
The site has been allocated for alternative purposes in the Local
Plan, and development will deliver a net improvement in the city’s
recreation resources’.
The justification of the policy has also been expanded to explain that
some limited loss of existing recreation land will be necessary as
part of the Local Plan site allocations but on the basis that
appropriate compensation will need to be delivered.

Other significant changes made to policy R4
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: R5 STRATEGIC RECREATION ROUTES
(The policy reference remains the same in the Revised Draft Local Plan)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

Objection to the proposed strategic recreation route at Irwell Park
Wharf adjacent to the Manchester Ship Canal as it would be
inappropriate alongside the existing employment uses (Developer)

In the context of proposals to improve links to and through Chat
Moss, congestion problems along the A57 need to be resolved
(Individuals).

Proposed strategic recreation routes alongside the Manchester Ship
Canal have been deleted from the Policies Map for the Revised Draft
Local Plan. The policy wording of the Revised Draft Local Plan has
also been amended to clarify that additional routes adjacent to the
Manchester Ship Canal will only be sought if current employment
uses were to cease, to be replaced by new compatible uses.
Other parts of the plan, such as policy A1 (Sustainable transport
strategy) and policy A6 (Highway network), support efforts to tackle
congestion.

Other significant changes made to policy R5
Change

Reason for change

The policy has been expanded to set out a more detailed vision, and
it now provides lists of the fifteen existing and four proposed
strategic recreation routes
A new diagram has been added which identifies: the individual
existing routes; proposed routes to fill gaps in the network; broader
areas of opportunity; and indicative additional links to better connect
specific areas and sites

To improve the clarity of the policy in terms of its purpose and the
existing and proposed strategic recreation routes
To enable a better understanding of the policy proposals
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER 22: POLLUTION AND HAZARDS (GENERAL)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The Coal Authority welcomes the fact that a number of site
allocations highlight mining instability as being an issue. A specific
policy on ground instability is however absent. This should be
included in the plan addressing the city’s mining legacy.

A new policy PH4 (Land instability) is now included in the Revised
Draft Local Plan. The introduction/justification refers to the city’s
mining legacy.

Other significant changes made to Chapter 22: Pollution and Hazards
Change
Reason for change
The monitoring section has been amended removing the air quality
management area indicator. It is instead explained that pollutionrelated indicators are included in other chapters of the plan, such as
the extent of the air quality management area in the Air Quality
chapter, and the percentage of surface water bodies of at least good
ecological status or potential in the Water chapter.

It is considered that monitoring the extent of the air quality
management area sits better in the new air quality chapter.
The Draft Local Plan Pollution and Hazards chapter did not make
reference to the indictor in the Water chapter requiring the
monitoring of the percentage of surface water bodies of at least good
ecological status or potential.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: PH1 POLLUTION CONTROL
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

It should be recognised within the policy that heritage assets could
potentially be harmed by certain types of pollution (Historic England).

Criterion C of the policy has been amended, so that when
determining the acceptability of likely pollution levels regard will also
be had to the proximity and sensitivity of heritage assets.
The introduction/justification to the policy recognises that pollution
can have a major impact on heritage assets.

Natural England commented that it would like to see the policy
recognising the impact of pollution on European and National
designated sites.

Criterion C of the policy has been amended, so that when
determining the acceptability of likely pollution levels, regard will also
be had to the impact on wildlife. This is considered to be sufficient
detail to allow for consideration of all wildlife, including any European
and National designated sites.
The introduction/justification recognises that some of the city’s
waterways have a relatively poor ecological status and in this regard
pollution impacts should also be mitigated.

Concerns have been expressed regarding the links between
pollution and health (individuals/ Barbara Keeley MP).

The introduction/justification to the policy recognises pollution can
have a major impact on health. It is further explained in the
introduction that:
“27.5 Where there are already significant levels of pollution,
or likely to be in the future as a result of development
proposals, it will be necessary to control the type and form of
new developments to ensure that no unacceptable levels of
risk or nuisance result. This will be particularly important for
sensitive uses such as residential uses, schools and
hospitals where the occupiers are at particular risk from the
effects of pollution due to their health, age or the potential
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time length of exposure to that pollution. The sensitivity of
uses also extends to industrial processes and utilities
infrastructure that require specific operating conditions that
could be compromised by certain types or levels of pollution.”
The policy has been amended to explain that the potential impacts
on human health and amenity will be considered during the
construction phase of development as well as the operational phase.
New policy HH1 (Supporting better health) sets out:
“Significant improvements in the health of Salford residents,
and reductions in health inequalities in the city, will be
sought, including by: … 4) Reducing contributions to poor
health and mitigating their risks, such as those associated
with … poor air quality”.
New policy CC1 (Climate change) states that a comprehensive and
integrated approach to addressing the challenges of climate change
will be taken. This specifically includes reducing air pollution so as to
minimise the potential of higher temperatures to worsen air quality
(point 17), which will help to mitigate and adapt to the impacts of
climate change.
The introduction/justification to new policy AQ1 (Air quality)
recognises that: “Air pollution can be hugely harmful to human
health. Public Health England estimates that 5% of deaths in Greater
Manchester are attributable to long-term exposure to particulate air
pollution, the same rate as for the country as a whole. This equated
to approximately 1,200 deaths in Greater Manchester in 2016. The
young, old and those with existing lung or other health conditions are
particularly at risk, with the potential for reduced life expectancy.
Increasing temperatures can heighten the impact of air pollutants,
and so climate change further raises the importance of addressing
air quality issues.”
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The introduction/justification also acknowledges that poor air quality
in Salford is primarily associated with road transport, and hence this
will need to be the focus for any solutions. A small number of
highways currently fail statutory targets relating to concentrations of
nitrogen dioxide, but there is a broader issue of poor air quality along
many main roads that detract from health and quality of life.
New policy AQ1 (Air quality) confirms that a substantial improvement
will be sought in Salford’s air quality, setting out a range of measures
(criteria 1-7) to support this.
There should be a separate policy on light pollution as this has
negative impacts on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and
nature conservation, especially bats and invertebrates (Natural
England).

The policy already confirms that it applies to all types of pollution
including light pollution. The introduction/justification to the policy
now explains that residential amenity and the normal routines of
plants and animals can be affected by light pollution. It is considered
that this provides an appropriate level of policy coverage to ensure
that light pollution is addressed, and that it is not necessary to have
a separate policy for each different type of pollution.
A new point 6 has been added to policy GI3 (Chat Moss), setting out
there will be a strong emphasis on retaining the flat, open and
relatively tranquil character of the area, and its relative darkness.

The role of trees and other green infrastructure in helping to reduce
pollution needs to be recognised (City of Trees).

The introduction/justification to policy PH1 recognises that green
infrastructure such as trees and hedges can be effective in relation
to air, water and noise pollution.
The introduction/justification to policy GI1 (Green infrastructure
spatial strategy) highlights the importance of green infrastructure in
assisting in mitigating the impacts of climate change.
The introduction/justification to policy GI7 highlights that trees,
woodland and hedgerows are extremely important components of
Greater Manchester’s green infrastructure network, fulfilling a very

547

wide range of functions including managing pollution. The policy
itself then sets out that the extent of tree cover across Salford will be
increased, including the increased provision of street trees that
maximise potential green infrastructure functions such as pollution
control. This policy requirement has been carried forward from the
Draft Local Plan.
Concern is raised regarding noise from local businesses and
roadworks (individual).

Policy PH1 has been strengthened to require development to
minimise and mitigate pollution during both the construction and
operational phases of development.
The introduction/justification to the policy sets out that:
“Where there are already significant levels of pollution, or likely to be
in the future as a result of development proposals, it will be
necessary to control the type and form of new developments to
ensure that no unacceptable levels of risk or nuisance result. This
will be particularly important for sensitive uses such as residential
uses, schools and hospitals where the occupiers are at particular
risk from the effects of pollution due to their health, age or the
potential time length of exposure to that pollution.” This text is
carried forward from the reasoned justification to Draft Local Plan
policy PH1 Pollution control.

Natural England welcomes the following wording in draft Policy PH1
“within air quality management areas, developments must minimise
and mitigate as far as practicable the local impact of emissions, both
during the construction and operational phases of development”.

The support is welcomed.

Natural England welcomes the inclusion of the mapping areas and a
commitment to reduce air pollution between 2015-2035.

This support is welcomed. The map showing the air quality
management area has been moved into the new air quality chapter.
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Other significant changes made to policy PH1
Change

Reason for change

The introduction/justification to policy PH1 now sets out that: “New
development will not be appropriate where, due to its sensitivity to
pollution, it would prejudice the continuation of other important land
uses such as businesses and community facilities (including places
of worship, public houses, music venues and sports clubs). This
issue is specifically referred to in other policies of the plan relating to
the protection of existing employment areas (Policy EC6) and
cultural activities (Policy CT2)” (paragraph 27.6).

To clarify the explanation for the policy, including the importance of
ensuring that established businesses and community facilities do not
have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of
development permitted after they were established, and to provide
cross-references to other relevant policies.

The policy has been amended so that the requirement to minimise
and mitigate pollution applies to all development, not just proposals
in air quality management areas.

To strengthen the policy approach.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: PH2 CONTROL OF HAZARDOUS USES
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

No representations were made on this policy.

No changes are proposed to the policy.

Other significant changes made to policy PH2
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: PH3 DEVELOPMENT NEAR HAZARDOUS INSTALLATIONS
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

An amendment should be made to the reasoned justification setting
out that the council is aware that preparation of risk assessments
involves the provision of potentially sensitive information that it may
not be appropriate to place in the public domain and therefore
assessments will, where necessary, be treated on a private and
confidential basis (developer).

It is not deemed necessary to explicitly state that
confidential/sensitive information will not be placed in the public
domain, as this may apply to documents other than just risk
assessments. Any decision about publication will need to be
considered on a case by case basis in order to comply with
environment information regulations.

Other significant changes made to policy PH3
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: 23 MINERALS AND WASTE
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The Coal Authority welcomes the signposting of the Greater
Manchester Joint Minerals and Waste Development Plan Document
within the chapter.
The Waste Planning Unit explains the purpose of mineral
safeguarding areas in the Minerals and Waste Development Plan
Document.
Concern raised regarding bins and waste and that the building of
more houses will create more waste (individual).

The support is welcomed.

It is questioned why there has not been a reduction in council tax
paid for those on three weekly bin collections.

No action required.
Policy D7 sets out that all residential development should be
designed to make appropriate provision for refuse storage and
collection. The frequency of bin collections is outside the scope of
the Local Plan.
The frequency of bin collections is outside the scope of the Local Plan.

Other significant changes made to chapter 23
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A

552

RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
CHAPTER: 24 IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

CPRE Lancashire support the plan, monitor and manage approach
to ensure that policies are fine tuned to make sure agreed priorities
are pursued to best effect.

The support is welcomed.

Other significant changes made to chapter 24
Change

Reason for change

None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Annexes
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The only annex to which specific comments were made was to
Annex E. There was strong support for the retention of Green Belt
around the Walkden / Swinton area expressed in these comments
including the following sites:

All changes to the Green Belt in Salford are now being considered
solely through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
rather than the Salford Local Plan. However, the Revised Draft
GMSF proposes no changes to the Green Belt status of the sites
identified.






LW107 - Land east of Linnyshaw
LW029 – Ellesmere Golf Course
SW005 - Land around new St Ambrose Barlow School
SW007 – North of Wardley

It should be noted that many of the comments made to other parts of
the plan are also relevant to this annex and are dealt with under the
relevant local plan policy rather than being repeated here.
Other significant changes made to Annexes
Change

Reason for change

None

NA
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
ADDITIONAL ALLOCATIONS SUGGESTED
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Allocation of sites in the housing supply
The Draft Local Plan does not allocate sites that are assumed to be
not constrained by existing policy. This is contrary to NPPF
paragraph 157. Where land is known to be developable over the
plan period and forms part of the land supply upon which the council
relies in order to meet its needs, this should be allocated in the plan.
This provides the certainty that the supply can be delivered over the
plan period by providing a clear and unambiguous supportive policy
context. Without these additional allocations the plan is not
deliverable and therefore unsound (Peel Holdings).

How is this being addressed
The city council has allocated 18 sites within the Revised Draft Local
Plan for new housing, including some small sites as required by the
NPPF (paragraph 68). Other sites for housing are identified on the
council’s brownfield register and in the housing and economic land
availability assessment that are updated on an annual basis. This
approach will ensure that sufficient land will come forward at a
sufficient rate to meet need (in accordance with NPPF paragraph
23). This is considered more appropriate than seeking to allocate the
whole housing land supply, as doing so would lead to an extremely
long Local Plan and could significantly increase the time taken to
produce and examine it whilst adding no value.
The Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF)
allocates three sites for housing that are currently in Salford’s Green
Belt: GM Allocation 30 (Land at Hazelhurst Farm), GM Allocation 31
(East of Boothstown), and GM Allocation 32 (North of Irlam Station).

Boysnope Golf Course
Agree that the golf course at Boysnope should be built on if it
becomes available (individual).

City Gateway
Peel Holdings commented that an additional area policy should be
created in Chapter 5 of the Plan for “City Gateway” reflecting its
economic importance and the level of growth and development that
will be directed to this strategic location over the plan period.

The golf course at Boysnope is in the Green Belt. Decisions relating
to Green Belt boundary changes are now being taken solely through
the GMSF process, rather than through Salford’s Local Plan. The
Revised Draft GMSF allocates part of the Boysnope golf course as
part of a larger site to accommodate an expansion of Port Salford
(GM Allocation 33: Port Salford Extension).
The Revised Draft GMSF does not take forward the Western
Gateway terminology. It continues to propose an expansion of Port
Salford (GM Allocation 33: Port Salford Extension), but does not
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City Gateway forms part of the wider Western Gateway identified
in the Draft GMSF. It reflects the area of the Western Gateway
falling within Salford, with the remainder located within Trafford.
 City Gateway contains a number of strategic development sites
which will play a critical role in meeting the development needs
of the city including: Port Salford including proposed expansion
land; City of Salford Stadium and surrounding land; City Airport
and Heliport; and land east of Irlam suggested by Peel for
residential development
 City Gateway is on a par with other key locations across the city
which are subject to specific area policies within the Plan.
 Key diagram on page 12 should be amended to show City
Gateway.
Eaton’s, Walkden
Employment loss considered acceptable by the city council given
previous consents on the site for housing development. Capable of
accommodating over 200 dwellings and would lead to remediation
and regeneration of an unsightly predominantly vacant employment
site (Countryside Properties).
Holyoake Road
The old railway goods station on the north side of Walkden train
station should be used as parking for the station and could
accommodate several hundred cars. The site is vacant and would be
a good facility for the people of Walkden, Worsley, Boothstown,
Astley, Mosley Common and Little Hulton and would relieve parking
problems for local residents (individual).
Leigh Road
Land north of Leigh Road should be removed from the Green Belt as
it does not logically contribute to the purpose of the Green Belt in
this location. Notwithstanding this, it is not proposed for development
at the present time (Peel Holdings).
Logistics North


propose housing on the land east of Irlam which is instead retained
as Green Belt.
Consequently, a City Gateway policy is not considered appropriate
within the Local Plan. However, the Spatial Strategy has been
amended to refer to a “Central Economic Area” which is of
“fundamental importance to the economic prosperity and prospects
of Greater Manchester” (paragraph 3.7). This area stretches through
the centre of the conurbation and is focused around the City Centre
and Salford Quays, but also extends westwards through Trafford
Park to include Port Salford, Barton Aerodrome and the AJ Bell
Stadium. This broad area is shown on the Key Diagram.

The site was granted planning permission in November 2018 for the
erection of 302 residential dwellings (reference 18/71344/FUL).
Given this, the principle of residential development has been
established and it is not necessary to allocate the site for housing in
order to provide certainty.
The site is under construction for 123 dwellings that was granted
planning permission in December 2016 (reference 16/68126/FUL).
Given this, the site is not available for car parking associated with
Walkden Station

Decisions relating to Green Belt boundary changes are now being
taken solely through the GMSF process, rather than through
Salford’s Local Plan. The Revised Draft GMSF retains the land north
of Leigh Road in the Green Belt.
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Unclear why the part of the Logistics North site in Salford has not
been allocated for employment within the Draft Local Plan (Bolton
Council).

Logistics North in Salford (and Bolton) has planning permission for
employment development. There is therefore sufficient certainty
around its development and hence its allocation is not considered
necessary.
The Harworth Group commented that given high demand for
The expansion of Logistics North in Salford, as proposed in the
medium to large scale commercial units within the Logistics North
representation, would require incursions into the country park
site there is need for an expansion of the site wholly within Salford.
committed as part of the original planning permission. The extension
They also stated:
identified comprises land currently in the Green Belt and further land
proposed as an addition to the Green Belt in the Revised Draft
 The proposed extension extends to the railway line to the south
GMSF. All decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford
of the Logistics North site.
should be altered, including whether any existing Green Belt should
 Potential for a rail halt to serve the development for commuters,
and a potential spur / siding for goods. Additionally there is scope be de-designated so that it can be developed, will be made through
the GMSF and not through the Local Plan.
for a road link to connect the site into the wider Logistics North
development.
 Part of the proposed site is in the ownership of Salford City
Council and is designated as an addition to the Green Belt in the
plan – suggest the land is excluded from the Green Belt. Part of
the site is currently designated as Green Belt and an SBI. To
accommodate development these boundaries should be
amended.
 That there remains a commitment to the delivery of the Country
Park to the west, and ensuring that any development maintains
and enhances the accessibility to the residents of Salford.
Manchester Road, Clifton
Redcliffe Estate commented that land off Manchester Road in Clifton The site is in the Green Belt. Decisions relating to Green Belt
should be allocated for housing. They made detailed representations boundary changes are now being taken solely through the GMSF
which are summarised below:
process, rather than through Salford’s Local Plan. The Revised Draft
GMSF retains this site within the Green Belt.
 Site has previously been submitted through call for sites, but
should be looked at afresh
 Bulk of the site is previously developed land and does not fulfil
the purposes of the Green Belt; this constitutes exceptional
circumstances
 A Highways Statement prepared by WYG shows the site can
accommodate 350 dwellings with a access taken off Moss
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Colliery Road to the west of the site 9and could also be possible
from Manchester Road / Collegiate Way). It is in a sustainable
location.
 Noise from the motorway can be mitigated against according to a
report by Miller Goodall Environmental Services.
 Air quality can also be mitigated against by having a buffer of
between 25m and 40m from the motorway according to Miller
Goodall Environmental Services.
 The site has been assessed incorrectly in the Green Belt
assessment; the M60 means that Clifton and Swinton will never
merge into one another
 There is serious in the site from a volume house builder who
considers the site to deliverable and viable
New Broughton
Countryside Properties identified that the following sites should be
allocated in the Plan:
Lower Broughton area
There is no allocation for the Lower Broughton area even though
there are phases which remain to be delivered. The area was
previously identified for approximately 3,500 new homes, including a
significant area covered by draft policy C1. The area should be
allocated under policy H3.
Phase 5
Countryside Properties commented that the site was granted
planning permission in 2008 for 428 apartments with all conditions
varied / discharged with development commencing, but not
progressed due to market conditions. The site is: brownfield; located
in a predominantly residential area; sustainable with excellent public
transport links and other services; and identified as developable in
the HELAA. In addition none of the sites allocated in the Draft Plan
specifically consist of apartments.
Phase 9 – Cambridge Riverside

It is not considered appropriate to allocate the Lower Broughton area
for housing development. It is already established as an area where
new housing would be appropriate and there is an adopted Design
Code SPD to guide development in the area. Many of the sites in the
area have already been developed and the city council remains
committed to working in partnership to bring additional housing sites
forward for residential development.
Phase 5 was granted planning permission in July 2018 for the
construction of 299 apartments together with raised car park, flood
mitigation measures, hard and soft landscaping, and other
associated works (reference 18/71546/FUL). It is understood
development on the site has started and so therefore it is not
considered necessary to allocate it for development.
Policy C1 of the Draft Local Plan has been deleted. Revised Draft
Local Plan policy AP5 (Employment areas close to the City Centre
and Salford Quays) identifies Cambridge as an area where a
masterplan will need to be prepared for the development of the area,
with the supporting text being clear that the major issue for the area
is the need to take a coordinated approach to reducing and
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Identified in the HELAA for 850 houses. Acknowledged by
Countryside that there are flood risk issues in the area – they
comment that this can be mitigated by provision of open space and
design which is likely to be in the form of apartments.
Given policy C1 (Cambridge, Broughton) is clearly committed to
addressing flood risk issue, policy H3 should be amended to
reference the phase 9 site.
Newhaven Business Park
Majority of buildings on the site have been demolished. Subject to
current planning application where the principle outstanding issue
relates to noise (not the principle of development – reference
14/65186/FUL). Predominantly residential area with a range of
services within walking distance in Eccles. Identified as a
developable housing site in the 2013 HELAA. Continued use for
employment not compatible with predominantly residential setting.
Benefits of housing use include: a reduction in HGV traffic on local
roads; improved visual amenity of the area; removal of noise and
emissions. It was also stated that the site is not viable for
employment use and there is a lack of demand for such use
(Countryside Properties).
Orchard Street / Langley Road South
Land is and occupied by J O’Shea and Connell Brothers Ltd (who
have put the site forward for housing) with a small part being
occupied by the city council. The overall site is 9.3ha in size with
8.3ha being in the ownership of the respondent. Given current
employment use it has been identified in the HELAA as not
developable for housing due to conflict with UDP policy E5.
Respondent considers the site should be allocated for housing
given:


Difficulties operating from the site due to conflict with
neighbouring residential uses and a day nursery

managing flood risk. Phase 9 falls within the areas covered by AP5
and so it is not considered necessary to make specific reference to
it.

The site was granted planning permission in November 2018 for the
construction of 244 dwellings with associated works (14/65186/FUL).
Given this, the principle of residential development has been
established and it is not necessary to allocate the site for housing in
order to provide certainty.

The city council has given consideration to the proposed site
suggestion and has allocated it (and additional land) in the Revised
Draft Local Plan for housing (reference H9/8). Indicatively the site
will accommodate around 470 dwellings comprised of 370 houses
and 100 apartments and would be subject to compliance with 9
criteria. It would be 10.1ha in size.
Support is given to the allocation of the site for housing because the
majority of the site is in use for aggregate recycling and this conflicts
with the residential uses located to the north of Langley Road South.
South. Redevelopment of the site for housing will be beneficial to the
local area by removing some of the heavy goods vehicles that use
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Limited interest for employment use, as demonstrated by
response to current marketing of part of the site (land to the west
of Holland Street).
 NPPF and Government agenda is to increase housing supply;
the development of the site will assist in this (although further
work has to be undertaken by respondent to assess the capacity
of the site)
 The site is considered to be available, suitable and achievable
for new housing and would constitute sustainable development
Peel Holdings sites
Peel commented that additional Green Belt and non-Green Belt land
needs to be allocated to meet the housing needs of the city over the
plan period (including the full OAN and the type of homes required).
These sites are as follows:










Land east of Irlam – Green Belt
Land at Linnyshaw – Green Belt
Land at Wardley – Green Belt
Land at Broadoak – non Green Belt
Land at Crossfield Drive - non Green Belt
Land at Beesley Green - non Green Belt
Land north of Mosley Common / Parr Fold (land is partly
allocated in the Draft GMSF but does not reflect full extent of
land put forward by Peel) - Green Belt

They further commented that existing Green Belt land at the junction
of Walkden Road should be allocated for mixed use development
comprising roadside retail and related uses. The release of this site
would not result in any material harm to the Green Belt and should
be allocated in the GMSF and Salford Local Plan.
Seaford Road (Vita Site)
Site subject to planning approval for 80 houses subject to the signing
of a legal agreement (reference 14/65806/OUT). Site also identified

the immediate highway network, and increasing amenity levels for
the surrounding community by reducing noise and air pollution

Decisions relating to Green Belt boundary changes are now being
taken solely through the GMSF process, rather than through
Salford’s Local Plan. The Revised Draft GMSF retains this site within
the Green Belt.
Suggested sites within the West Salford Greenway (Land at
Broadoak, Crossfield Drive and Beesley Green) form part of a wider
West Salford Greenway strategic green infrastructure policy area
(GI5) which recognises the characteristics and functions of this area
from a range of perspectives including heritage, biodiversity, and
recreation. The sites in the West Salford Greenway that are referred
to in the representation are also designated as Local Green Space
under policies GI6/6, GI6/7 and GI6/8. The Revised Draft GMSF
proposes to add the West Salford Greenway to the Green Belt.
Hence none of the sites are allocated for housing in the Revised
Draft Local Plan.

The site was granted planning outline permission in September 2015
for the construction of 80 dwellings with associated works, subject to
the signing of a section 106 agreement (reference 14/65086/OUT).
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in the HELAA as being developable for housing. Sustainable location
on the edge of the draft City Centre area (Countryside Properties).
Sunningdale Drive, Irlam
The land behind the frontage of Sunningdale Drive should be taken
out of the Green Belt and be developed for housing (the land on the
frontage is not in the Green Belt). The respondent noted that the
council decided against taking land out of the Green Belt due to the
proximity to the motorway and the impact on residential amenity of
any potential occupiers, even though new dwellings have been built
along the A580 and M60 at Weaste. If the land is to remain in the
Green Belt could it be used for: caravan storage; solar panels;
allotments; or fishing ponds (Mr Fletcher)?
Swinton Wastewater Treatment Works
The site meets the criteria for Local Green Space designation set out
in paragraph 77 of the NPPF given it is: in reasonable close
proximity to the community it serves; special to the local community
and holds a particular significance in respect of recreational value
and tranquillity; and is local in character and not an extensive tract of
land (Ellesmere Park Residents’ Association).

Given this, the principle of residential development has been
established and it is not necessary to allocate the site for housing in
order to provide certainty (particularly as the site owner is still looking
to progress the signing of the legal agreement).
Decisions relating to Green Belt boundary changes are now being
taken solely through the GMSF process, rather than through
Salford’s Local Plan. The Revised Draft GMSF retains this site within
the Green Belt.
The Revised Draft GMSF retains the land in the Green Belt. Any use
of the land would therefore need to be in accordance with Green Belt
policy, and in particular would need to maintain the openness of the
Green Belt.
Part of Draft Local Plan allocation H4/2 was granted planning
permission for the erection of 241 dwellings in August 2017
(reference 17/70853/FUL), and construction has now started. The
planning permission includes a legal agreement requiring the
developer to pay a financial contribution to the delivery of a
community park on land adjoining their housing development (which
formed part of the draft local plan allocation), and also undertake
works on their land that will form part of the community park.
Given the above, there is certainty that the Draft Local Plan
allocation will be delivered as housing and open space as intended.
Therefore the allocation has been deleted from the plan.
Additional designations will be considered for existing sites which
satisfy the criteria that the city council has identified. Proposed sites
such as this will need to be established before they can be
considered for designation
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Other sites in Irlam and Cadishead
The following sites in Irlam and Cadishead were highlighted by a
community group in order as a means of utilising previously
developed land to meet housing need in this part of the city:
• IC02 – Land West of Hayes Road - 175 homes
• IC012 – Land at Astley Rd (site of former council offices) – 35
homes
• IC022 – Land South of Fairhills Rd (Kingsland Wines & Spirits) –
247 homes
• Various – S/CAD/000, S/CAD/089 & S/CAD/060 (Ref: Salford
housing and economic land availability assessment – 161 homes

Land west of Hayes Road was allocated in the Draft Local Plan for
200 dwellings (reference H3/3). This allocation has been carried
forward into the revised draft local plan (reference H9/1).
Although not allocated in the Draft or Revised Draft Local Plan, land
at Astley Road is included in the Housing and Economic Land
Availability Assessment (HELAA) as a site for new housing to
accommodate 33 dwellings. This is therefore factored into the
potential supply of new dwellings that will be delivered in Irlam and
Cadishead over the plan period.
Land south of Fairhills Road (Kingsland Wines) was suggested to
the city council as a potential housing site by the site owner in 2014.
However there has been no recent indication from the owner that
they are looking to vacate the site, and so on that basis it is not
considered as a potential housing allocation and has not been
factored into the housing supply.
Site reference S/CAD/089 (land at Bradburn Rd) has already been
built and so therefore will not contribute to the supply of housing in
the plan period (2018-37). Site reference S/CAD/060 (Irlam Locks
Tower) has the potential for 86 dwellings – it is identified in the
HELAA and therefore is already factored into the potential supply of
new dwellings that will be delivered in Irlam and Cadishead over the
plan period.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
EVIDENCE BASE: ASSESSMENT OF RESIDENTIAL VIABILITY (November 2016)
The city council has published an updated assessment of residential viability (January 2019) in support of the Revised Draft Local
Plan.
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
General comments
Surprised the council has made no reference to the RICS Guidance
Note, Financial Viability in Planning (2012) which forms a best
practice documents informing preparation of viability assessments
(Peel Holdings).
Private rented sector
The PRS housing product (build to rent) is significantly different to
standard housing built for sale. A range of assumptions will need to
be amended for such schemes, amongst other things: gross:net
area reduction; achievable scheme sales value reflecting investor’s
net yield expectations; build costs; and development cashflow (Peel
Holdings).

How is this being addressed
An additional chapter has been added to the Revised Draft Local
Plan viability assessment setting out the policy / guidance context.
This refers to the 2018 NPPF, updated planning practice guidance
from July 2018, and other guidance on viability testing including the
2012 RICS Guidance Note.
Agree that PRS / build to rent products are significantly different to
standard housing schemes that are built for sale. The national
planning practice guidance on viability from July 2018 recognises
this by stating that:
“The economics of build to rent schemes differ from build for sale as
they depend on a long term income stream. For build to rent it is
expected that the normal form of affordable housing provision will be
affordable private rent. Where plan makers wish to set affordable
private rent proportions or discount levels at a level differing from
national planning policy and guidance, this can be justified through a
viability assessment at the plan making stage. Developers will be
expected to comply with build to rent policy requirements.”1
In the Revised Draft Local Plan the city council has included a
specific policy on build to rent which reflects affordable private rent

1

Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 10-019-20180724
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proportions and discount levels that are the same as those in
national policy and guidance (see policy H8). Given this, it is not
considered necessary to undertake a viability assessment at the
plan making stage for build to rent. Therefore, the Revised Draft
Local Plan viability assessment focusses on the viability of
developments of build for sale.
Evidence and modelling should be provided to assess the potential
for build to rent housing to provide contributions towards affordable
housing – it is essential that the city council acknowledge that on-site
provision of affordable housing is not appropriate within build to rent
schemes (Peel Holdings).

Dwelling typologies
Peel Holdings made the comments below.
Using a single typology for houses of 35 dwellings per hectare is
inappropriate as it does not reflect market practice where high value
developments will generate circa 30 dwellings per hectare and lower
value circa 40 dwellings per hectare – a variable scale of
development density should be used. Higher density in lower value
areas and vice versa.
A single mix of dwellings has been used across all typologies,
including 2, 3, 4 and 5 bed houses. The mix will vary across value
areas with smaller houses provided in lower value areas and larger
houses in higher value areas. In particular:

Planning practice guidance on build to rent2 (September 2018)
makes it clear that the NPPF states that affordable housing on build
to rent schemes should be provided by default on-site in the form of
affordable private rent, and that 20% is generally a suitable
benchmark, with a minimum rent discount of 20% relative to local
housing markets. Therefore on-site provision of affordable private
rent dwellings in build to rent schemes is considered appropriate.
The Revised Draft Local Plan includes a policy on build to rent to
reflect this (H8).
It is recognised that the mix and density of dwellings in the houses
typology will vary according to the value area. Therefore the Revised
Draft Local Plan viability assessment ranges from 35 dwellings per
hectare in the premium and high value areas, to 50 dwellings per
hectare in the low/mid and low value areas. These densities take
into account:





2

Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 60-002-20180913
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A review of recent developments
A general reduction in the level of 3 story townhouses being built
on sites over the last few years
The provision of larger dwellings (including detached) in the
higher value areas and smaller dwellings in the lower value
areas (which then impacts on the overall density)
A requirement in the Revised Draft Local Plan for a minimum
density of 35dph







The adopted mix appears to be more suited to the mid/high or
high/premium value areas rather than the low, low/mid, or mid
value areas, with 4 and 5 bed dwellings
No provision made for 3 bed-semi-detached houses – average
sites will include a greater number of 2 storey units in
comparison to 3 storey units
Above reduces development density to 3,412sqm per hectare
compared to council’s mix of 3,599sqm per hectare – this is a
more much more appropriate average density to be applied
across a range of value areas
Proposed unit mix should be evidenced to match current
understanding of average scheme delivery.

Assumptions should be amended to reflect the value area being
assessed.
No details provided in respect of parking provision for apartment
schemes – apartments are only allocated a 5% allowance for works /
infrastructure and this is an insufficient allowance to provide a
reasonable level of on-site parking (Peel Holdings).

The dwelling mix for apartment schemes has also been reviewed
having regard to recent completions and permissions.

Taking into account the advice of Urban Vision Property Services,
for the purposes of this strategic viability assessment it has been
assumed that the build costs include infrastructure / external costs
and therefore no additional separate allowance is proposed within
the Revised Draft Local Plan viability assessment for this.
The number of car parking spaces in high density apartment
schemes will be minimal as evidenced by schemes recently
completed, those under construction, or which have extant planning
permission. Developers generally sell car parking spaces separately
from the actual apartment, and there is evidence that this can range
from around £10,000 to £20,000 per space. No allowance has been
made for the sale of car parking spaces in high density schemes,
which would contribute to the income a developer would receive
from a scheme.

Peel Holdings commented that an allowance of 14sqm was made for
all townhouses and detached dwellings to allow for a single garage.
Peel commented that this increases values by between £22,400 and
£42,000 per garage depending on value area.

A review of recent developments and sites with permission was
undertaken to look at the levels of garages in new developments
involving houses. This showed that the proportion of houses with
garages is higher in the higher value areas but there are still big
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The scale of garage provision (89%) is excessive and reflects a
level of provision only found in the highest value areas
Although garages add value to a dwelling, the increase is
excessive and unevidenced – it is not appropriate to apply the
full sales rate on a per square metre basis

differences between developments in the same value areas. For
simplicity it has been assumed that all detached dwellings have a
single garage of 14sqm. This results in garage provision of 66% in
the family houses scheme in the premium and high value areas, to
no provision of garages in the low/mid and low value areas for the
houses typology.
The full sales rate has been applied to the garage floorspace given
that the city council does not have any evidence that different sales
rates are commonly applied to garages and the rest of the house.

Peel Holdings stated that the calculation of gross internal area for
assessment of apartment construction costs equates to a 15%
reduction from gross internal area. They regard this as low and have
evidence (from a recent Manchester City Centre development and
Peel’s schemes at Chatham Waters and Liverpool Waters) to
support an average 20% reduction from gross to net area.

The gross to net uplift for the mid density apartment scheme in the
Revised Draft Local Plan viability assessment was taken as being
15% for mid density apartment typology, with a higher figure of
17.5% being applied to the high density apartments typology. It is
recognised that there will be some variation in the specification of
the final dwellings in individual schemes but the above is considered
to be a reasonable assumption having regard to:




Differences between build to sell and build to rent apartments should
be modelled and acknowledged – build to rent schemes require
increased gross areas to accommdoate additional common areas
and facilities.
Gross development value

The HCA development appraisal tool states that an allowance of
15% for common areas may be a typical figure
Viability assessments submitted for developments within Salford
as part of planning applications
A review of other area-wide viability assessment for areas
outside of Salford that have been published in support of Local
Plans and CIL charging schedules.

Build to rent schemes have not been modelled for reasons set out
above.
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Residential sales values
Peel Holdings criticised the council’s approach of using asking prices
from developer websites and Rightmove as follows:





Asking prices do not reflect actual transaction levels which are
often discounted.
Many property listings do not contain a floor plan or an estate
agents assessment of floor area, and it is not clear in these
instances how the floor area has been calculated.
Some areas of the city are based on very limited evidence, with
only 6 comparables.
The majority of the 300 properties looked at by the council
appear to relate to asking prices dating from 2013/14 with only a
limited number derived from 2016. Appears to be a rehash of
evidence from 2015 Planning Obligations SPD – data not up to
date and unsound.

Publicly available EPC data is a much more accurate and reliable
source of unit sizes for resale units. Having regard to this, Peel
Holdings has carried out an exercise looking at achieved sales
values in the Premium, High and Mid/high value area for similar unit
types and roads as used by the council. They have obtained sales
values from Land Registry data (available on sites such as
Rightmove) and floor areas from EPC data, and also made an
allowance for garages of 14sqm (single) and 28sqm (double). As a
result of this, four of the nine value areas looked at by Peel should
be reclassified to a lower value area: Broughton Park, Swinton
South, Boothstown and Worsley.

The sales values evidence base has been fully updated with
2017/18 data. It uses Land Registry price paid data and also the
floorspace information from the EPC register, for the same dwelling,
to calculate a sales value per square metre. Properties in new /
recent residential developments have been identified using the city
council’s development monitoring records.
725 properties have been assessed with a minimum sample size of
10 properties per area. Significantly higher number of properties
have been considered in areas such as Chapel Street, Ordsall
Riverside and Salford Quays given the large number of recent
developments in these locations.
The floorspace data from the EPCs does not include garages and so
therefore an additional floorspace of 14 square metres was added to
the EPC floorspace data for all detached dwellings (with the dwelling
type being available from the land registry). This assumption is in
line with an additional allowance of 14 square metres being added to
the floorspace of detached dwellings in the family houses typology to
allow for garages, and is considered appropriate for this plan making
stage viability assessment
Having regard to the above, the value areas have been updated.
This has involved raising the values per sqm in the low areas from
£1,600 to £1,800, and in the premium areas from £3,000 to £3,400.
Value area
Premium
High
Mid/high
Mid
Low/mid
Low
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Typical values
per sqm
£3,400
£2,800
£2,500
£2,200
£2,000
£1,800

Ground rents
The application of ground rent reinvestment for houses is
inappropriate and not generally reflective of market expectations.
Houses are frequently sold on a freehold basis (Peel Holdings).

Since the viability assessment was produced for the Draft Local
Plan, and consultation comments received on it, the government
launched a crackdown on unfair practices within the leasehold
system. Following a consultation the government has said it will
legislate to prevent the sale of new build leasehold houses except
where necessary such as shared ownership.
Given the above it is not considered appropriate to make an
allowance for ground rent from houses. Having regard to a review of
recent viability assessments submitted to the council as part of
planning applications and other strategic viability assessments, the
ground rents for apartments previously adopted appear to be
reasonable.

Scheme timings – build period
The council assumes for the houses typology that the first unit will be
sold after four months of the construction period. This does not
reflect commercial reality; the standard assumption is 6 months
construction prior to the first sale in month 7 (Peel Holdings).
Scheme timings – sales period
Peel Holdings commented that the council assumes a sales rate of
3.5 houses per month; this is in excess of current market conditions
of 2.5-2.75 per month
Peel further commented that the assumption that apartments start
selling four months before construction end is unlikely as it will not
be possible to achieve legal completion of sales prior to practical
completion of the whole development. They further went on to state
that:


Typically one third of apartments are reserved off-plan with
transactions completing upon completion of construction.

Having regard to actual developments in Salford, the assumption for
the houses typology is that the first sale is 4 months after the start of
construction (with a 3 month lead in construction starts). This has
been carried forward into the Revised Draft Local Plan viability
assessment.
The sales rate has been reconsidered as part of the Revised Draft
Local Plan viability assessment. The assumption for the houses
typology that the first sale is 4 months after start of construction (7
months including lead-in time) has been carried forward, although
the last housing market sale has been amended so that it is 4
months after construction end (rather than 2 months as in the Draft
Local Plan viability assessment). This therefore represents a sales
rate of around 3.3 houses per month, which is not considered
excessive having regard to actual developments within Salford and
the current housing market conditions.
It is accepted that apartments will not be sold prior to construction
end as the development would not be completed. Having regard to
actual delivery of apartments schemes in the city, the reservation
rate off-plan and also the remaining sales rates suggested by Peel is
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Remaining apartments generally sold at 3-4 units per annum;
applying sales of 4 per month this produces a 20 month post
construction period for mid density apartment schemes and 25
months for high density schemes (compared to 6 months
assumed by the council for both typologies).

Land acquisition costs
Maximum unencumbered land value
Peel Holdings stated the following:
The land values adopted for family housing sites is based on DCLG
information, a publicly available data source. No evidence is
provided to support the approach to the assessment of apartment
land values.
It appears the council has taken into account abnormal costs in
determining a land value for the high density apartment scheme in
the Premium and High value areas, given that the costs are
“…having regard to known land values/transactions in these areas”.
Abnormal costs are not included within the council’s appraisals and
the different typologies are not assessed on a like for like basis
Achievable land transaction values for high density apartment sites
equate to £15,000 to £20,000 per plot (the council has assumed
£6,000 to £8,000). It is noted that UV through planning application
negotiations have assumed £2,500 to £5,000 per plot for premium
high density apartment schemes. This is without support in the
market.

3Para

not considered reflective of the apartment market in the city
(particularly City Centre schemes). Given this, the Revised Draft
Local Plan residential viability assessment assumes that in the
apartment typologies, 90% are reserved off-plan with transactions
completed on construction finish. For the apartment typologies it has
been assumed that the last market sale is 3 months after
construction end.
The city council has reconsidered benchmark land values having
regard to the government’s planning practice guidance on viability
that was published in July 2018. This states that to define land value
for any viability assessment, a benchmark land value should be
calculated on the basis of the existing use value (EUV) of the land,
plus a premium for the landowner. The premium should provide a
reasonable incentive, in comparison with other options available, for
the landowner to sell land for development while allowing a sufficient
contribution to comply with policy requirements. This approach is
often called ‘existing use value plus’ (EUV+)3.
For reasons set out within paragraphs 4.26-4.37 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan viability assessment, benchmark land values of between
£440,000 per hectare and £773,500 per hectare have been used
(with this value including a premium for the landowner). A landowner
premium of 20% has been applied to the EUV across all typologies
except for the high density apartment typology where a 30%
premium to the EUV is applied.

013. Reference ID: 10-013-20180724
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The council should review land sale and planning application
evidence to form appropriate benchmark land values, adjusted to
exclude negative impact of abnormals, for mid/high density
apartment developments.
Legal fees
The council has assumed £600 across all appraisals. Whilst
potentially appropriate for lower value houses and apartments, for
mid/high and above values an average of £750 per unit is more
appropriate (Peel Holdings).
Development costs
General comment
The under-estimation of costs will have profound implications upon
the credibility of the viability report, which could suggest many of the
policy requirements within other value areas to be unjustified. Such
costs are either below or at the lower end of those recommended by
the Local Housing Delivery Group report chaired by John Harmon
(Home Builders Federation).
Build costs
For high density apartments the council has used BCIS average
prices for 6+ storey apartments of £1,415per sqm. This is insufficient
with Peel’s experience highlighting actual costs of £1,722-£1,991 per
sqm dependent on height, location and specification (Peel Holdings).

4

The Revised Draft Local Plan viability assessment has taken a
different approach to legal fees from that previously set out. It
assumes that legal fees are 0.75% of site value, with this being an
industry standard, and reflective of viability assessments submitted
with planning applications in Salford.
The costs are reflective of costs seen in Salford within viability
assessments submitted with planning applications.

The planning practice guidance on viability states that a cost of
development is build costs and suggests that such costs should be
based on appropriate data, for example that of the Building Cost
Information Service (BCIS).4

Further detail should be provided as to the assumed scale (storeys)
of the high density apartment typology, to show construction costs
area based on an appropriate range of developments including
schemes well in excess of 6 storeys (Peel Holdings).

Consideration was given to using build costs per square metre of the
gross internal floorspace as set out by BCIS (as had been used in
the assessment for the draft plan). However, Urban Vision Property
Services have advised that the costs are not now representative of
the actual build costs that they are seeing on schemes within
Salford, including those that have been verified by the district valuer.

Average BCIS costings increased by 13.29% from February 6 2016
(i.e. the data used by the council) to 20 December 2016. This is a

Having regard to this, a build cost of £1,615 per sqm has been
adopted for high density apartments (Urban Vision have advised that

Para 012. Reference ID: 10-012-20180724
570

considerable increase and so the appraisals should be re-run on the
basis of up to date BCIS data (Peel Holdings).
Build costs are inflated at paragraph 3.4of the assessment by 5% to
introduce a “buffer” to ensure the appraisals do not over-estimate
viability. This is minimal equating to only £50sqm, especially
considering the value areas are based on a £100-£200sqm
rounding. Further reasoning should be provided to justify the level of
viability buffer adopted (Peel Holdings).

Abnormals and demolition
Concern that there is no consideration of abnormal costs or the
costs of demolition. This is despite the high reliance upon previously
developed land (Home Builders Federation).

Accessible and adaptable homes
Since the costs of meeting accessible and adaptable homes were
considered by EC Harris in September 2014 for DCLG, BCIS
average prices within Greater Manchester have risen 29%. The
5

this reflects schemes of up to 18 storeys in height). Where schemes
in excess of 18 storeys in height are coming forward with higher
build costs then this can be considered as part of the planning
application process. For houses a build rate of £1,033 per sqm has
been applied for all houses rather than having different costs for
each type of house reflecting that this is a strategic viability
assessment. For mid density apartments a rate of £1,065 per sqm
has been applied.
The previous version of the planning guidance on viability stated that
plan makers should not plan to the margins of viability, and should
allow for a buffer to respond to changing markets and to avoid the
need for frequent plan updating. There is no reference in the current
version of the guidance on viability with regards to applying a buffer,
and so on this basis the city council has not applied one.
Clearly some sites, particularly those of a brownfield nature, will
have an element of abnormal costs. However the strategic area-wide
nature of the Local Plan viability assessment is not designed to test
the viability of specific sites; it cannot seek to encompass all the
potential differences in individual site circumstances / abnormals that
affect viability. Given this, the assessment makes a nil allowance for
abnormals, recognising that any site specific issues should result in
a reduced existing use value, subject to the proper exercise of due
diligence by the site purchaser. This is line with the planning practice
guidance on viability which states that abnormal costs should be
taken into account when defining benchmark land value.5
The process costs identified in the EC Harris report would be
expected to reduce over time as architects/developers become more
familiar with the standard, including in the time since the report was
published. It is assumed that this offsets any inflation in professional
fees (as this is the source of the costs).

Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 10-012-20180724
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costs used by the council should be increased to reflect current day
costings (Peel Holdings).
Marketing and sales fees
Concern that only 3% of GVA is allowed for marketing costs (Home
Builders Federation).
Building design fees
The council has assumed this as 8% of build costs – the appraisals
show that “fees and certification” are calculated at 8% of the base
build costs. In reality fees will be incurred in respect of other costs
such as plot specific external works, M4(2) and accessible and
adaptable costs, and infrastructure. Professional fees should be
recalculated to fully reflect the costs incurred by housing developers,
not just costs relating to base build costs (Peel Holdings).
Building contingencies
The contingency amounts are insufficient; the allowance should
apply to all costs of construction (Peel Holdings).

Based on other schemes coming forward in the city, this is
considered to be appropriate and has been carried forward into the
Revised Draft Local Plan viability assessment.
For the purposes of this strategic viability assessment, and as
commonly seen elsewhere, it is only considered appropriate to apply
professional fees to build costs. Urban Vision Property Services
advised that a figure of 5% of build costs for all professional fees
should be applied given that this figure has been agreed with volume
housebuilders as being appropriate on schemes within Salford
where a viability assessment has been submitted in support of a
planning application. This 5% figure has been used in the Revised
Draft Local Plan viability assessment.
Building contingencies of 3% of build costs have been allowed for.
Calculating contingencies in this way is considered to be industry
standard and reflects other developments in Salford (and as agreed
through planning application viability assessments) and the North
West.
Urban Vision Property Services have advised that building
contingencies for regional or national volume house builders usually
remain relatively stable across different developments as they have
in-house design teams who design standard house types which are
used across multiple sites. Furthermore they will often use the same
contractors who become familiar with the house types and which
leads to greater efficiencies.

Developer profit
The level of profit adopted is at the lower end of the scale and not
appropriate in the case of large scale urban extensions. This issue is
6

The planning practice guidance on viability6 states that “For the
purpose of plan making an assumption of 15-20% of gross

Paragraph 018. Reference ID: 10-018-20180724
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raised at paragraph 3.3.2 of the 2012 RICS guidance on Financial
Viability in Planning and page 31 of the Local Housing Delivery
Group report (Persimmon Homes).
Concern that the assumed 17.5% developer profit is at the lower end
of the scale (Home Builders Federation).
The council has applied a developer profit of 17.5% of gross
development value. It is widely accepted and supported by Planning
Inspectorate appeal decisions that a profit rate of 20% is appropriate
for the majority of market housing sites in current market conditions.
The proposed profit level will divert investment to other areas where
a greater return is regarded as reasonable (Peel Holdings).
The appraisals are modelled on the basis of off-site affordable
housing delivery, with 100% market housing on site. The profit level
adopted is insufficient and artificially inflates viability (Peel Holdings).

development value (GDV) may be considered a suitable return to
developers in order to establish the viability of plan policies. Plan
makers may choose to apply alternative figures where there is
evidence to support this according to the type, scale and risk profile
of planned development”.
Having regard to the planning practice guidance, and on the basis of
recent viability evidence submitted to the city council, a developer
profit of 18% of gross development value is considered to be an
appropriate benchmark in current market conditions. A lower
percentage developer profit will be appropriate for specific types of
scheme (e.g. a Private Rented Sector scheme, or a scheme where
units are to be sold to a Registered Provider). However the 18%
figure has been applied across all tenures, and so this provides a
form of a buffer.
It is also recognised that a higher or lower percentage developer
profit may be necessary depending on the risk of the schemes. It is
however considered that 18% represents an appropriate benchmark
in current market conditions and for the purposes of this area wide
viability assessment.
The appraisals are not modelled on the basis of 100% market
housing on site (i.e. affordable dwellings off-site). The approach
taken is to calculate the surplus / deficit of a 100% market scheme,
apply non affordable housing planning obligations to the surplus /
deficit, and then work out how much discount a developer would
have to provide in order for a registered provider to acquire units on
the site (at the differing proportions of affordable housing assessed).

Impact of non-affordable housing planning obligation requirements
The evidence base for the assessment of non-affordable housing
Section 6 of the Revised Draft Local Plan viability assessment sets
planning obligation requirements should be clearly stated and
out in full how the non-affordable housing planning obligations have
evidenced (Peel Holdings).
been calculated.
Affordable housing – discounts off open market value required
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The council has assumed that the discount off open market value for
RPs to acquire units is 55% for social rent, 45% for affordable rent
and 25% for intermediate dwellings. Peel has held direct discussions
with RPs, including those currently active in Salford, and at the
present time understands offers will be made at discounts equating
to 70% for social rent, 60-80% for affordable rented and 25-40% for
intermediate (Peel Holdings).

The discount off open market value will inevitably differ on a scheme
by scheme basis, but acknowledging the recent delivery of
affordable housing in the city and information supplied by registered
providers active in the Salford, an appropriate discount off open
market value is considered to be 60% for social rented, 50% for
affordable rented and 40% for shared ownership dwellings. This has
been factored into the Revised Draft Local Plan viability assessment.

Evidence should be provided to support the proposed discounts,
with adjustments made within the appraisals in line with evidence
which directs that greater discounts should be adopted (Peel
Holdings).

Explicit evidence has not been provided to support these discounts
by the city council given that they are commercially sensitive, and
have been provided to the city council on a confidential basis in
order to inform the development of policy.

Margins of viability
The requirements sought by the policy present an inappropriate
starting point. In accordance with the findings of the Local Housing
Delivery Group, "Given the clear emphasis on deliverability within
the NPPF, Local Plan policies should not be predicated on the
assumption that the development upon which the plan relies will
come forward at the ‘margins of viability’." (p16) (Persimmon
Homes).

The previous version of the planning guidance on viability stated that
plan makers should not plan to the margins of viability, and should
allow for a buffer to respond to changing markets and to avoid the
need for frequent plan updating. There is no reference in the current
version of the guidance on viability with regards to applying a buffer
and so on this basis the city council has not applied one.

It is notable that in many of the areas deemed viable, this in many
cases is marginal. This is not considered to provide the relevant
viability buffer inferred by the PPG (ID 10-008) (Home Builders
Federation, Persimmon Homes).
Proportion of affordable housing required
High density apartments
Peel Media Management Limited commented that the findings of the
viability assessment have not been accurately reflected in the policy,
specifically in relation to the requirement for 10% affordable housing
in high density developments. They made the following points
relating to this:

The city council has amended the affordable housing requirements
in the Revised Draft Local Plan having regard to the updated viability
assessment, and a policy expectation that all major developments
provide a minimum of at least 20% affordable housing. The viability
assessment is the starting point rather than the only determinant in
setting affordable housing requirements.
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At the preferred tenure mix (37.5% social rent, 37.5% affordable
rent and 25% intermediate) affordable housing is not viable with
even a 5% requirement.
The tenure mix has been changed to 100% intermediate; a 5%
requirement would be viable but 10% would not be
The policy requirement in the plan is for 10% affordable housing
and is contrary to the evidence.
Concerns about altering tenure mix – no evidence that
intermediate housing will meet identified needs and so
assessment may not be robust.

Peel Holdings fully supported the above comments from Peel Media
Management Limited and further commented as follows:
Table 26 shows that high density apartments in the premium
value area would produce a deficit of £173,161 with a 10%
requirement comprised of 100% intermediate dwellings, and that
this deficit could be accommodated by “slight adjustments to
some of the assumptions underpinning the assessments”.
 The Draft Local Plan requires that all high density apartment
development in Salford should provide 10% intermediate
housing. This is not supported by the evidence base, with high
density apartments shown to be unviable in all areas except
premium value.
Premium value areas or land currently designated as Green Belt


Green Belt status is a policy designation which is not relevant to
development viability. There is insufficient evidence that 40%
affordable provision on land currently designated as Green Belt is
realistic and deliverable (Persimmon Homes).
Peel Holdings commented that the adoption of a ‘blanket
assumption’ that all Green Belt land is premium value is
inappropriate. Peel acknowledge and appreciate greenfield sites are

The approach to Green Belt and the value areas has been
reconsidered in the Revised Draft Local Plan viability assessment.
The Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework allocates
three sites that are currently within Salford’s Green Belt for new
housing. There is no comparable sales values data available for
these sites and so therefore a judgement needed to be made as to
what value area they are likely to correspond to, for the purposes of
the viability assessment. The assessment notes that the Green Belt
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likely to be expected to the delivery of their own infrastructure –
however it is clear from the value areas map that only small areas of
Green Belt are adjoined by medium/high, high or premium areas,
with the vast majority adjoined by mid value areas. It is difficult to
understand how all areas of Green Belt can be assessed as
premium when no evidence and little reasoning is provided to
support this. Given this, the base assumption for Green Belt land
should be that it falls within the mid value category

allocations are considered to fall under the sales value area as set
out below:

Anonymous Salford Landowners and Consortium of Landowners –
Irlam and Cadishead commented that the approach of including
Green Belt sites with premium sites is not reasonable with different
areas of Green Belt falling into different residential value areas.
Furthermore:











H3/4 Western Cadishead and Irlam allocation is located adjacent
to a designated mid-value area, and is a significant distance from
any part of Salford considered to be mid/high, high or premium.
On the basis of the proposed policy site H3/4 would be required
to provide affordable housing at 40 percent whilst, in the area
immediately adjacent to the south and east, a requirement for 10
percent would be applied.
No evidence to support the supposition that Green Belt sites
have the same ability to support the same level of affordable
housing as premium areas, and no attempt at any form of
analysis to suggest that this is correct.
The Green Belt sites proposed for allocation are not one
homogenous site and are not even all broadly located in the
same area.
The proposed Green Belt sites make a significant contribution to
the plan with site H3/4 particularly critical to its delivery, with an
allocation of approximately 2,250 dwellings. It is vital that the
authority has an understanding of the deliverability of Green Belt
sites to ensure that the plan can be delivered in the setting of the
proposed affordable housing requirement.





East of Boothstown – Premium value area: the dwellings that will
come forward on this site will be to an exceptional quality,
targeting the top end of the housing market with the intention of
attracting highly skilled professionals. On this basis the sales
value of dwellings on the site are going to be reflective of the
premium values.
Land at Hazelhurst Farm– High value area: the sales values for
this site are likely to be the same as the area that they are
adjacent to.
North of Irlam Station – Mid/high value area: given the scale of
development on this site, it is likely the development will create
its own market which will have higher sales values than the
areas that it adjoins.

Policy H7 (affordable housing) of the Revised Draft Local Plan
identifies that Green Belt is not covered by the value areas, as new
housing development within the Green Belt that is in excess of the
thresholds in this policy will by definition be inappropriate. If
exceptional circumstances exist to justify such development in the
Green Belt, then the proportion of dwellings that are affordable must
be maximised.
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High value areas
The 40% affordable housing sought on lower density schemes would
produce a surplus of just £23,907, compared with £548,920 if 35%
were to be sought. Even with no account taken of remediation of
abnormal infrastructure, the proposed affordable provision would
clearly cause development to be at the margins of viability
(Persimmon Homes).
Mid/high value areas
25% requirement for houses scheme; however there is only a
surplus of £10,704 with 25% affordable housing to being sought
compared with £459,969 if 20% were to be sought. Even with no
account taken of remediation of abnormal infrastructure, the
proposed affordable provision would clearly cause development to
be at the margins of viability (Persimmon Homes).
The 25% requirement for houses and 10% for mid density
apartments is different from the requirement of 20% for houses and
10% for mid density apartments required by the 2015 Planning
Obligations SPD. The Local Plan policy should be ameded to reflect
the Obliagtions SPD (United Utilities Property Services).
Mid value areas
The schedule of residential values (Annex A) refers to Cadishead as
being a mid value area. Table 34 of the main report identifies that in
this value area the evidence shows that mid density and high density
apartment schemes cannot support affordable housing; policy H7
conflicts with this as it requires 10% affordable housing for mid
density apartment schemes. Policy should be amended to reflect a
0% requirement (Arnold Laver).

The city council has amended the affordable housing requirements
in the Revised Draft Local Plan having regard to the updated viability
assessment, and a policy expectation that all major developments
provide a minimum of at least 20% affordable housing. The viability
assessment is the starting point rather than the only determinant in
setting affordable housing requirements.
The city council has amended the affordable housing requirements
in the Revised Draft Local Plan having regard to the updated viability
assessment, and a policy expectation that all major developments
provide a minimum of at least 20% affordable housing. The viability
assessment is the starting point rather than the only determinant in
setting affordable housing requirements.

The city council has amended the affordable housing requirements
in the Revised Draft Local Plan having regard to the updated viability
assessment, and a policy expectation that all major developments
provide a minimum of at least 20% affordable housing. The viability
assessment is the starting point rather than the only determinant in
setting affordable housing requirements.

Within this value area policy compliant developments would be
unviable - the justification for the affordable housing policy
requirement is therefore unclear (Home Builders Federation).

577

Low/mid and low value areas
Within these value areas policy compliant developments would be
unviable - the justification for the affordable housing policy
requirement is therefore unclear (Home Builders Federation).
The 10% affordable housing requirement for mid density apartments
are not supported by the evidence base, and are unviable and
undeliverable.

The city council has amended the affordable housing requirements
in the Revised Draft Local Plan having regard to the updated viability
assessment, and a policy expectation that all major developments
provide a minimum of at least 20% affordable housing. The viability
assessment is the starting point rather than the only determinant in
setting affordable housing requirements.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
EVIDENCE BASE: COMMUNITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The focus within the document on crime and hate crime in the lives
of Lesbian, Gay Bisexual and Trans People (LGBT) is welcomed.
It is suggested that mapping work could be done to supplement the
anecdotal evidence that LGBT people, particularly gay and bisexual
men, are clustering in certain areas of Salford. Identifying these
areas would help identify other ways that development opportunities
can be taken to positively support the communities that live there.

The support is welcomed.
Community Impact Assessments (CIAs) are used to: inform decision
making and help to assess whether proposals may have a
disproportionate impact on protected groups; and identify how these
impacts may be eliminated, reduced or mitigated.
The Community Impact Assessment (CIA) for the Draft Local Plan
concluded that the policies would not have a disproportionate
negative impact on LGBT people. No further evidence based work or
changes to policies are therefore proposed in response to these
comments.
A CIA has also been undertaken, assessing the potential impact of
the Revised Draft Local Plan on protected groups/people with
protected characteristics.
The Revised Draft Local Plan CIA recognises that crime and fear of
crime can have a major impact on quality of life, and this can be a
particular concern for some of the groups that are generally
perceived to be more vulnerable to crime and harassment, including
lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender people. Poorly designed
developments and spaces can create a hostile environment that
gives the impression of significant crime problems and can act as a
barrier, preventing people from accessing buildings, services and
facilities.
It is noted that ensuring that development is designed so that it
minimises the fear of crime and opportunities for crime and antisocial
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behaviour (Policy D6 Design and crime, and Policy D4 Space)
should ensure that all people have safe and secure access to and
from buildings. Other policies in the Revised Draft Local Plan will
also help to remove some of the barriers associated with fear of
crime by for example, improving the vitality and viability of town
centres and improving the quality of the public realm and the overall
vibrancy of the University of Salford Campus (Policy TC1 Spatial
strategy for designated centres and Policy ED4 University of
Salford).
Revised Draft Local Plan chapter 12 on health has been added to
and amended. The introduction/justification to Policy HH2
(Development and health) explains it is important that specific
consideration is given to the potential overall impact of development
on health during the planning process, with individual proposals
seeking to maximise their positive contribution as far as practicable,
recognising that health requirements and issues can vary between
different groups of identity and on an individual basis.
Policy HH2 sets out health impact assessments will be required for
development proposals that the city council considers would have
the potential to have a significant adverse impact on health and
wellbeing. Health impact assessments shall (ii) consider the impacts
on different groups, taking account that some groups will be more
vulnerable to negative impacts.
A new fairness chapter has been introduced into the Revised Draft
Local Plan and policy F3 (Inclusive Places) in particular should
address the issues raised. It explains that all places and
developments shall be as inclusive as possible, capable of adapting
to a broad range of changing needs and delivering a high quality of
life, where no one is potentially excluded because of disability, age,
gender, sexuality, ethnicity or social class.
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Other significant changes made to evidence base: Community Impact Assessment
Change
Reason for change
None

N/A
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
EVIDENCE BASE: HOUSING AND ECONOMIC LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT (November 2016)
An updated 2018-based housing and economic land availability assessment has been prepared in support of the revised draft local
plan (published January 2019)
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan
Additional sites for housing
Councillor Critchley stated that the HELAA does not reflect the true
potential of sites that could come forward over the lifetime of the
plan. He identified potential development sites that in his opinion
would be sufficient to justify protection of greenfield sites in West
Salford. The sites he identified are as follows:
1) Cambridge Industrial Estate: disappointing that large areas of the
estate are expected to lie derelict during the plan period
2) Vacant grassed space south of Frederick Road is classed as
undevelopable; in contrast farms and moss land in other parts of
the city are included for development
3) Cleared Church site off St Boniface Road
4) Abandoned car park between Lower Broughton Road and the
River Irwell
5) Vacant land north of Gerald Road
6) Derelict site west of Lower Broughton Road along the riverfront

How is this being addressed
The sites have been considered and the response is set out below:
1) Cambridge – the HELAA identifies part of Cambridge Industrial
Estate for 850 dwellings (reference S/BRO/053). Revised Draft
Local Plan policy AP5 requires that a masterplan will be
produced for the whole of the Cambridge area, and that any
development will be expected to accord with the relevant
masterplan in accordance with policy EC2. Therefore the
Cambridge area could yield significantly more than 850 dwellings
depending on the outcome of the masterplanning work, but it
would not be appropriate to assume this in terms of the current
housing land supply.
2) Land to the south of Frederick Road (reference S/BRO/031) has
been classed as undevelopable given that it is amenity space
and provides a buffer from the road to existing properties.
3) It is unclear whether the site is available for housing given the
intentions of the diocese are at this time unknown.
4) It is understood that the site being referred to is hardstanding
south of Mocha Parade / Lower Broughton and north of the River
Irwell. The site is around 0.13ha and so therefore below the site
size threshold for inclusion in the assessment.
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5) It is assumed that the site being referred to is the open land
bounded by Gerald Road and Cairn Drive. The site is around
0.15ha and so therefore below the site size threshold for
inclusion in the assessment. Furthermore, the land functions as
amenity space that is valued locally and was retained as open
land after the development of the Albion Estate to the north.
Around 10 years ago a planning application was summited to
include the site and also land to south of Gerald Road (Poet’s
site) for new affordable housing. The plan was ultimately
amended to remove the Albion given the valued recreation
function the space provides in this location. Housing was
subsequently built on the Poet’s part of the site.
6) Land to the west of Lower Broughton Road (south of no. 341) is
around 0.10ha and therefore below the site size threshold for
inclusion in the assessment.
Note that the HELAA makes an allowance for small sites below the
thresholds for inclusion in the assessment (greater than 0.25ha,
except in the regional centre / town centres where the threshold is
0.1ha). This is based on looking at the past trends for developments
on small sites and extrapolating this forward. This ensures that the
potential contribution of small sites to the housing supply is
accounted for.
Assumptions on sites in the assessment
If Green Belt is to be lost in Irlam and Cadishead then sites at
Cadishead South and Fairhills Road (Kingsland Wines site) should
be identified for commercial and economic development in order to
ensure that the increase in population is supported by economic
development as well (Hamilton Davies Trust).
S/ORD/012 and S/ORD/012a (land at Quays Point) - Support
identification on the GMSF map for 1,871 dwellings and 29,163sqm
of office space. However, there is permission for a further 4,280sqm

Kingsland Wines have given no recent indication to the city council
that the site will become available for housing development. On this
basis the site is not considered to be developable for housing and
will continue to be used for employment purposes (reference
S/CAD/045).
The potential yield has been amended to reflect the most up to date
details.
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of live/work accommodation and 5,155sqm of retail/leisure
floorspace (outline permission as amended by 16/68123/NMA and
16/68299/FUL) (Peel Media Management Limited).
S/ORD/059 (King William Street) - Support the identification of the
site as being deliverable for residential development on the GMSF
map. However it is identified for 154 units whereas part of the site
has permission for 300 student units. Full capacity will be
determined by masterplanning work (Peel Media Management
Limited).
S/ORD/090 (land between Broadway and Salford Quays) - Support
the conclusion on the GMSF map that the site is a suitable location
for office development. However Peel promoted the site during the
GMSF call for sites for a broad range of uses including residential,
hotel, retail, leisure, food and drink in line with pending application
11/61096/OUT (Peel Media Management Limited).
S/ORD/108 (Plot E2, MediaCityUK) - The GMSF map identifies the
site as capable of delivering 4,851sqm of office space. However the
site has permission for 4,851sqm offices, 112 bed hotel and 590sqm
media hub (permission 14/65145/REM) (Peel Media Management
Limited).
S/SSO/020 (former Swinton Sewage Treatment Works) - The
assessment assumes delivery of 75 houses between 2016 and
2021. Given the track record of Bellway who are involved in the
development of the site it is considered that 120 houses can be
delivered up to 2021 (United Utilities).

Demolitions
Paragraph 3.9 of the HELAA identifies 496 demolitions over the plan
period, which at 26 per annum appears low. Further evidence in
relation to this should be provided including previous rates of
demolition in the city (Home Builders Federation).

In the 2018 HELAA (published January 2019) the site has been
identified as having the potential for 302 units, reflecting planning
permission 18/72048/FUL. Note that the permission is for 402 beds
– the council’s yield reflects the number of individual self-contained
units taking into account clustered accommodation.
The boundary of the site and potential yield has been amended to
reflect the most up to date details.

The site has been completed and therefore is not in the 2018
HELAA (published January 2019).

The site has been granted planning permission for 241 dwellings, as
part of the development of new houses and improvements to open
space (reference 17/70853/FUL). It has been assumed for the
purposes of the HELAA that 150 houses will be built between 2018
and 2023 and the remainder in the period 2023 to 2028. This is
considered to be realistic given when the site was granted
permission and also site works that need to take place before any of
the dwellings are actually built.
The 2018 HELAA (published January 2019) identifies net dwelling
change; the net figures take into account losses from demolitions
and changes of use, as appropriate, on specifically identified sites.
There are no other sites that the city council is currently aware of
where there will be the loss of dwellings.
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The city council’s annual housing land supply monitoring report
identifies the past trend of housing losses. This is published on the
city council’s website. A demolition allowance based on these past
trends is not considered to be appropriate given that for a number of
years significant funding was available in parts of the city for
regeneration that involved large scale demolition (such as Housing
Market Renewal, New Deal, and Single Regeneration Budget). This
finding is no longer available, and so as a result, demolition going
forward will be less than the past trends. If significant demolition was
to take place in the future, then it is likely that this would enable a net
increase in dwellings overall, given the emphasis on using land more
efficiently.
The small sites allowance in the HELAA is based on the net number
of dwellings delivered on small sites, and so takes into account
losses through demolition, changes of use and conversions.
Flexibility and reserve sites
Peel Holdings made the following comments:
Although the NPPF does not prescribe a “Flexbility Factor” in realtion
to housing allocations, LPEG reccomended the release of
developable “Reserve sites” equivalent to 20% of their total housing
requirement to respond to rapid change (see paragraph 11.4 of
March 2016 report).
Paper 2 of Peel’s representations to the Draft GMSF at Appendix 2
of Document 3 of Peel’s representations to the DSLP) sets out the
need for the GMSF to identify a sufficient supply of reserve sites.
This same approach should apply to Salford.

The 2018 NPPF does not require either a ‘Flexibility Factor’ in
relation to housing allocations, or the release of ‘Reserve sites’
equivalent to 20% of their total housing requirement as
recommended by LPEG.
Notwithstanding this, the Revised Draft Local Rlan identifies a supply
of 40,300 dwellings to meet a requirement of 32,680 dwellings.
There is therefore 23% flexibility in the supply, which is considered
to accord with the paragraph 11a of the Framework which requires
that plans should be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change.

The HELAA non Green Belt supply is 35,727; when Green Belt sites
are added to this and delivery between 2015-16 is factored in (to
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provide a supply figure of 40,125) there is only a 15% flexibility
factor. There is not a suffcient buffer as recommended by LPEG.
Housing supply compared to requirement
The HELAA assessment identifies land for 35,727 dwellings; it
identifies an additional 4,470 dwellings once an allowance is made
for the release of Green Belt and other sites through the GMSF
and/or Local Plan that are not compliant with the current policy
framework. This results in a total identified supply of 40,197
dwellings. Given the GMSF / Local Plan requirement is 34,900 there
does not appear to be a legitimate planning reason for the
identification and release of the additional 4,470 dwellings
(individuals).

Peel Holdings made the following comments:
3,300 dwellings are proposed on sites to be released from the Green
belt. This equates to less than 2 years supply against the Draft Local
Plan requirement. An additional 6 sites are identified in policy H3
that do not comply with the current policy framework, equating to
1,560 dwellings. Together this represents less than 3 years supply.
The remainder of the supply (over 85% is on unconstrained sites
that could have come forward at any point over the last 20+ years).
As no policy change is required for over 85% of the supply, historic
delivery rates in the city from non-green belt land supply can provide
a proxy for the likely yield from the same non-Green belt supply
going forward.
The policy unconstrained supply is expected to deliver 30,040
dwellings equating to 1,502 per annum [It is unclear where the
respondent has got this unconstrained figure from].
1

The 4,470 additional homes proposed for release on greenfield land
and in the green belt (and other sites not compliant with the current
policy framework) were identified in order to diversify the type of
sites coming forward across the city, and in particular increase the
supply of houses in Salford West. The release of such sites is
meeting a qualitative need rather than a purely quantitative need.
The Revised Draft Local Plan continues to include greenfield
allocations, whilst the Revised Draft GMSF allocates 3 sites for
housing in Salford that are currently in the Green Belt. These sites
will help to deliver an appropriate mix of housing across the city.
The city council considers the supply of land that has been identified
in the 2018 HELAA (published January 2019) and allocated in the
revised draft plans (the Local Plan and the GMSF), will be sufficient
to meet the identified housing requirement for Salford.
It is acknowledged that the scale and rate of development assumed
will require a significant uplift in the deliervy of new homes in the city
from that seen historically. However, the city council is confident that
there is enough flexibility in the supply to ensure that the overall
housing requriement will be delivered over the plan period. Salford
beneifts from a large number of existing planning permissions for
housing1, many of which could be developed early in the plan period.
With reagrds to the apartment market, it is considered that the
significant growth in build to rent schemes has added resilience to
that market and will ensure that such schemes continue to come
forward even under more difficult market conditions.

As of 31 March 2018 there were 20,348 dwellings (gross) with planning permission.
586

Since the UDP was adopted in 2006 there has been an annual
average of 972 per annum, with 1,502 only being exceeded on two
occasions. This is an increase in delivery of 55% from effectively the
same supply which has delivered an annual average of 972 per year
over 10 years. Although there may be a short term boost to delivery
over the next 2-3 years, there is no evidence to support a 55%
increase in delivery year on year from the same land supply.
The short term boost to supply is from the least constrained and
most viable sites within the land supply – such sites will reduce over
time. More complex sites (such as those which require land
assembly, remediation etc.) and those in less established parts of
the Regional Centre (eg. Ordsall Riverside) will not sustain current
delivery levels over the plan period.

The issue of delivery is ideintifed in Policy H2 of the Revised Draft
Local Plan which states that the rate of housing delivery will be
reasonably even across the whole plan period. Nevertheless, it goes
on to state that there are likely to be significant peaks and troughs in
net completions due to changing wider economic and housing
market conditions, and depending on when individual large
apartment schemes are completed. Consequently, housing delivery
is likely to be broadly in the range of 1,150-2,290 net additional
dwellings per annum.

The scale and rate of development assumed is unprecedented and,
even allowing for maximum delivery from stronger performing market
areas, is unlikely to be achieved.
Given all of the above, The Local Plan needs to allocate significantly
more land than proposed to achieve the level of growth proposed in
order to mitigate against non-delivery of the supply and to ensure a
sound plan. This would be in accordance with paragraph 21 of the
NPPF.
Lapse rate for planning permissions
Whilst it is noted that sites with planning permission have been
reassessed and some are anticipated to come forward at a different
yield to that which they have permission, it is unclear whether any
specific discount has been made for the possibility of none or under
delivery from the sites. This should be clearly expressed in the
assessment (Home Builders Federation).

The city council has assessed all sites with planning permission for
housing to consider whether they are deliverable / developable for
new housing. Consideration has also been given to whether a site
will come forward as permitted. This is considered to be more robust
than applying an arbitrary lapse rate as suggested.

A lapse rate should be applied to existing permissions to take into
account some will not come forward. Many local plans have
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identifies actual lapse rates at around 10% whilst others other have
applied a notional 10% lapse rate. A 10% rate also accords with a
number of appeals and a similar level should be applied in Salford
(Home Builders Federation).
DCLG analysis indicates that between 10-20% of planning
permissions are not delivered at all (DCLG presentation to 2015
HBF Planning Conference in September 2015), whilst a further
proportion of sites deemed developable will inevitably not materialise
as planning applications. As a starting point at least 10% of the
supply will not come forward in the plan period (Peel Holdings).
Safeguarded land
Peel Holdings commented as follows:
The Draft Local Plan is contrary to paragraph 85 of the NPPF as it
does not identify a proper supply of safeguarded land "...in order to
meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the
plan period..". There is only an over supply of 3 years agsint the
Draft Local Plan requriement (assuming a total supply of 40,197).
The potential land supply post-2035 will be wholly insufficient to
meet longer term development needs. A proper strategy for the
identification of safeguarded land, consistent with the NPPF
requirement that Green Belt boundaries should endure over the long
term and that safeguarded land should be identified to meet
development needs stretching ‘well beyond’ the plan period is
needed.
Windfall allowance
The Home Builders Federation made by the following comments:
Agree that a windfall allowance should not be included within the first
five years to avoid double counting with permissions. Also agree that
an allowance for small sites and conversions is appropriate as not
covered by the assessment and are likely to continue to come
forward.

Issues relating to Green Belt are now being considered solely
through the GMSF process, rather than the Local Plan. Through the
GMSF it has not been considered appropriate or necessary to
identify safeguarded land to meet needs following the plan period.

Comments noted with regards to not making an allowance for
windfalls in the first five years. This approach has been carried
forward into the 2018 HELAA (published January 2019).
The calculation of windfalls from the development of small sites has
been calculated having regard to historic delivery rates between
2013 and 2018, in accordance with the approach taken at the
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Concern over the assumption that windfalls will come forward at the
same level as past trends. Annex 5 of the HELAA provides details of
windfall completions between 2000 and 2016 but the analysis does
not: consider the per annum level of completions from this source or
whether there are particular anomalies such as particularly high
delivery in certain years which may bias the supply. The analysis
does not implement the 3.3% discount for development of garden
land noted at paragraph 2.58.
Paragraph 48 of the NPPF requires an assessment of whether
windfalls will continue to provide a reliable source of supply in the
future. The council has not done this. This assessment should be
made in the context of an up to date plan with new allocations – a
reduction in windfalls is likely as developers focus upon the certainty
provided by the allocations and considerable development in the City
Centre, Salford Quays and Ordsall Waterfront (Home Builders
Federation).
The windfall allowance in the HELAA is significantly above the
windfall allowance of 1,500 in the draft GMSF. This difference needs
explanation (Home Builders Federation).

Greater Manchester level. The council has no evidence to come to
the conclusion that historic delivery rates would not be reflective of
future trends, even in the context of an up to date plan. Furthermore
it is considered that the council already provides some certainty to
developers through the publication of the HELAA and also the
brownfield register. It is unlikely that the considerable scale of
development in places such as the City Centre, Salford Quays and
Ordsall Waterfront would lead to a reduction in small sites coming
forward for development elsewhere (particularly small schemes of
houses given that they provide for a different market segment to high
density apartments).
Developments of housing on garden land have not been discounted
from the allowance given that an assessment of the impact of such
developments on the local area is considered at the planning
application stage.
The windfall (small sites) allowances in the 2018 HELAA (published
January 2019) and the Revised Draft GMSF are aligned given that
they have been calculated in the same way using the same data.
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REPRESENTATIONS
POLICY: Sustainability Appraisal
Issue raised in the representations on the Draft Local Plan

How is this being addressed

The Environment Agency published new guidance on flood risk
climate change allowances in 2016 which supersedes the Council’s
SFRA and therefore the Sustainability Appraisal is not based on the
most up to date evidence (as required by NPPF paragraph 158)
(Environment Agency)
Throughout the appraisal a number of heritage assets are identified
as being affected by proposed site allocations, yet we are advised
that no mitigation is required or else that effects on setting are
‘unlikely’. If the sustainability appraisal is unable to identify what is
significant about a heritage asset (and what contribution its setting
makes to that significance) it cannot properly assess the extent to
which that significance might be harmed or lost as a consequence of
a site being allocated for development. The appraisal would
therefore fail in its ability to assess whether the development would
satisfy SA Objective 10 ‘To protect, enhance, and enable the
appreciation of the city’s heritage’. If it cannot do this, and
uncertainty in this regard remains, the Council would be unable to
demonstrate that such harm or loss of heritage significance is
necessary to achieve wider public benefits that cannot be met in any
other way. This will cast doubts on the site allocation being justified,
deliverable and, ultimately, sustainable (Historic England)
Sustainability Indicator (xiii) total number of nationally designated
heritage assets is considered to be a weak measure. It fails, for
example, to encompass non-designated and locally important
heritage assets, it masks the extent to which new additions to the list
might hide any losses, and it fails to measure the extent to which
damage done to the significance of heritage assets falls short of total
loss (Historic England)

Reference to this guidance has been added to the sustainability
appraisal.

Further evidence on the potential impacts on the city’s heritage
assets as a result of proposed allocations has now been produced in
consultation with Historic England and the Greater Manchester
Archaeological Advisory Service. The sustainability appraisals of the
Revised Draft Local Plan allocations reflect the conclusions of this
work.

It is recognised that there are many other issues relevant to
sustainability objective 10 (To protect, enhance, and enable the
appreciation of the city’s heritage).
The indicators have been chosen to strike a balance between
providing a comprehensive assessment of sustainability effects and
being manageable in terms of their number and data requirements.
Given the scope of the document, the indicators chosen are of a
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headline nature and, as is described within the SA document, other
information will need to be collected in order to supplement the
sustainability indicators and inform future policy development.
Given the high level focus the indicator identified for Objective 10 is
focused on nationally designated assets. The wording of the
indicator has however been changed to “net change in the number
of nationally designated heritage assets” to reflect changes in terms
of additions and losses. The definition provided in appendix 4 further
defines that the indicator will show the “net change in the number of
heritage assets across the city, including details of the number
added to and removed from the statutory list”.

Other significant changes made to the Sustainability Appraisal
Change
Reason for change
None

NA
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Appendix D
Revised Draft Local Plan
Consultation
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Planning
Salford City Council, Civic Centre,
Chorley Road, Swinton, M27 5BY

Appendix D1
Letter to consultees

Phone 0161 793 3782
Email plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Web

www.salford.gov.uk

24 January 2019
Dear Sir / Madam,
Consultation on the Salford Local Plan, the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, and
the Salford Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document, and the adoption of
the Salford Greenspace Strategy.
As you have previously commented on, or expressed an interest in Salford’s planning policy
documents, we wanted to let you know that public consultation is taking place on various
planning documents over the next few months. The city council also expects to adopt a revised
version of the Salford Greenspace Strategy in January 2019. Details of the various documents
are provided in this letter.
Revised Draft Salford Local Plan - A fairer city
Salford City Council consulted on a Draft Local Plan between November 2016 and January
2017, and a large number of comments were received in response to this. The document has
since been comprehensively modified and the Revised Draft Local Plan is now being published
for consultation.
The Salford Local Plan will be a key land use planning document for the city, and once adopted
will replace the saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) policies. The Local Plan will:







Set out how Salford should develop up to the year 2037;
Identify the amount of new development that will come forward across the city,
such as housing, offices and industry, and the main areas in which this will be
focused;
Support the delivery of key infrastructure, such as transport and utilities;
Protect the city’s important environmental assets;
Allocate land for particular uses or protective designations; and
Set out the main policies that will be used to determine planning applications.
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Consultation on the Revised Draft Local Plan is due to start on Friday 25 January 2019 and
run until Friday 22 March 2019 and we would welcome your comments on the draft document
during this time.
A copy of the Revised Draft Local Plan and all the supporting documentation will be available on
our website at www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan from the start of the consultation. A
paper copy of the Revised Draft Local Plan and policies map will be available to view in each of
the city’s libraries during normal opening hours. They can also be viewed, along with paper
copies of the other supporting documents, at the Civic Centre in Swinton.
Making comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan
We would welcome your comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan, both in terms of what you
like about it and what you think should be changed. If you wish to propose an alternative
approach, new or revised policies, or consider that an additional site should be allocated for
development or given a protective designation, then it is recommended that you provide as
much evidence as possible to support this. Comments can be made in the following ways:




By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Online using the comments form at www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan
By post to: Revised Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford City Council
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY

All comments should be received by the city council no later than 4.30pm on Friday 22 March
2019.
The city council’s preferred communication method is via email and therefore if you have
received this letter by post, we would be grateful if you could provide an email address for all
future correspondence about planning policy in Salford.
If you have any queries regarding the Revised Draft Local Plan please contact us on 0161 793
3782 or email plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk If you no longer wish to be kept informed
about future stages of the Local Plan please contact us and your details will be removed from
our database.
Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework - Greater Manchester’s plan for
homes, jobs and the environment
We would also like to take this opportunity to inform you about a consultation on Greater
Manchester’s Plan for Homes, Jobs and the Environment, also known as the Revised Draft
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), which is running from Monday 21 January to
Monday 18 March 2019.
The GMSF will cover the whole of Greater Manchester, and is being produced collaboratively by
the Mayor of Greater Manchester and the ten local authorities in the area. It will set out how
Greater Manchester should develop up to the year 2037 and identify the amount of new housing
and employment development that will come forward across the ten districts.
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Some of the major decisions regarding Salford’s future development will be taken through the
GMSF, and the Local Plan will provide a more detailed set of local policies to complement this.
All decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford should be altered, including
whether any existing Green Belt should be de-designated so that it can be developed, will be
made through the GMSF and not through the Salford Local Plan.
The Revised Draft GMSF proposes that the following sites in Salford be de-designated as
Green Belt and allocated for development:





GM Allocation 30 Hazelhurst Farm (400 dwellings)
GM Allocation 31 East of Boothstown (300 dwellings)
GM Allocation 32 North of Irlam Station (1,600 dwellings)
GM Allocation 33 Extension of Port Salford (320,000m2 employment floorspace)

The Revised Draft GMSF is also proposing that some land in Salford is added to the Green
Belt, which would result in a net increase of around 30 hectares in the amount of land in the city
that is designated as Green Belt.
The Revised Draft GMSF and supporting documents can be viewed online at
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/gmsf. Paper copies of the Revised Draft GMSF and
the Integrated Assessment may be viewed at the Civic Centre, Swinton and also at each of the
city’s libraries during normal opening hours.
Making comments on the Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
Responses to the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) consultation can be made:




Online at https://www.gmconsult.org/ or
By email to Planningandhousing@greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk.
By Post to: Planning Team Consultation
Greater Manchester Combined Authority
Churchgate House
56 Oxford Street
Manchester
M1 6EU

All comments about the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework must be received by the
Combined Authority by 11.59pm on Monday 18 March 2019.
If you would like to discuss one of the individual allocations in the Revised Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework that are within Salford, please contact Salford City Council’s
Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782.
Consultation events for the Revised Draft Local Plan and GMSF
There will be a drop-in consultation event held from 3.00pm to 8.00pm on Monday 11 February
2019 at the Salford Suite, Salford Civic Centre, Swinton. This will provide an opportunity to
discuss the Revised Draft Local Plan and the Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial
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Framework (GMSF) with officers, and find out more about the parts of the two plans which you
are interested in. Please note that there will be no formal presentations at this event, and you
are free to join us whenever is most convenient to you between the above times. Details of
other events on the Revised Draft GMSF taking place elsewhere in Greater Manchester can be
viewed at https://www.gmconsult.org/communications-and-engagement-team/gmsf/.
We have also written to community committees to offer to attend one of their meetings to
explain in more detail the Local Plan and GMSF proposals most relevant to their area. Details of
the community committees we are attending are available to view online at
www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan, and additional meetings may be added if requested.
Draft Salford Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document
Planning obligations are sought in order to lessen the impact of new development, and to make
development acceptable in planning terms, and can be secured to support the delivery of
affordable housing, the improvement of open space, the delivery of transport improvements, or
the expansion of schools to create additional places.
Salford City Council adopted a Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) in June 2015, which sets out the approach to securing planning obligations in
the city. This SPD is currently being updated to reflect changing national policy and legislation,
respond to the latest information on development viability in Salford and provide additional
guidance.
Consultation on the new Draft Salford Planning Obligations SPD is due to start on Friday 25
January 2019 and run until Friday 22 March 2019 (the same period as the consultation on
the Revised Draft Local Plan) and we would welcome your comments on the draft document
during this time. The draft SPD and supporting documents can be viewed at
www.salford.gov.uk/obligations-review.
Paper copies of the Draft Salford Planning Obligations SPD may be viewed at the Civic Centre,
Swinton, and also at each of the city’s libraries during normal opening hours.
Making comments on the Draft Salford Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning
Document
Comments can be made on the draft SPD in the following ways:



By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
By post/hand to: Planning Obligations SPD consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford City Council
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton, M27 5BY

All comments should be received by the city council no later than 4.30pm on Friday 22 March
2019. If you have any questions regarding this consultation, please contact us on 0161 793
3782, or email plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
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Adoption of Salford Greenspace Strategy Supplementary Planning Document (2019)
The city council expects to adopt a revised version of the Salford Greenspace Strategy
Supplementary Planning Document in January 2019, replacing the existing document that was
adopted in July 2006. The new Greenspace Strategy will support the protection and
enhancement of open spaces across the city, and will be a material considerations in planning
decisions. A separate supporting document, the open space chapter of Salford’s Infrastructure
Delivery Plan, identifies the specific sites that help to meet the adopted local recreation
standards, and those sites that are proposed to be enhanced when funding becomes available.
Data protection
Please note that for the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan and Draft Salford Planning Obligations
Supplementary Planning Document consultation, all comments received will be held by Salford
City Council. In both cases, the comments received together with the name of the
individual/organisation making the comments will be made public and be published on Salford
City Council’s website following the consultation period. Other personal information will not be
made public. Those making comments will be entered onto the city council’s planning policy
database so that they can be kept informed of the Local Plan and other planning policy
documents. This is in accordance with our privacy policy which can be viewed at
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/393099/spatial-planning-privacy-notice.pdf
Yours sincerely,

Chris Findley
Assistant Director for Planning
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Planning & Housing
Place
Salford City Council, Civic Centre,
Chorley Road, Swinton, M27 5BY

Appendix D2
Letter to Swinton Hall Road
owners and occupiers

Phone 0161 793 3782
Email plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Web

www.salford.gov.uk

5 February 2019
Dear Sir / Madam,
Revised Draft Salford Local Plan - update on the proposed allocation of Swinton Hall
Road for housing development
We are writing to provide you with an update on the proposal to allocate the Swinton Hall Road
employment area for housing development in Salford City Council’s Local Plan. A decision has
been taken to delete the allocation from the Revised Draft Local Plan (January 2019) which is
currently out to consultation, and this letter explains the reasons for this.
Background
As you may recall, Salford City Council consulted on a Draft Local Plan between November
2016 and January 2017, and a large number of comments were received in response to this.
The document has since been comprehensively modified and the Revised Draft Local Plan was
published for consultation on 25 January 2019.
The Salford Local Plan will be a key land use planning document for the city, and once adopted
will replace the saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) policies. The Local Plan will:







Set out how Salford should develop up to the year 2037;
Identify the amount of new development that will come forward across the city,
such as housing, offices and industry, and the main areas in which this will be
focused;
Support the delivery of key infrastructure, such as transport and utilities;
Protect the city’s important environmental assets;
Allocate land for particular uses or protective designations; and
Set out the main policies that will be used to determine planning applications.

Update on the proposed allocation of Swinton Hall Road for housing development
The Draft Local Plan (November 2016) proposed the allocation of part of the Swinton Hall Road
employment area for housing development (see attached plan for details of the site boundary),
and it was estimated that the site could accommodate around 550 new homes. The area was
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identified as one of a small number of opportunities in the city to deliver a large number of new
houses very close to a town centre and rail station. It was therefore considered appropriate to
consult on the potential redevelopment of the area for housing.
Whilst some of the comments received through the consultation on the Draft Local Plan
supported the proposed allocation, it presented some uncertainty for the businesses operating
within the Swinton Hall Road employment area. Several phone calls were received from
businesses during the consultation, asking for more information and raising concerns with
regards to the potential impact the proposed allocation would have on their business. In
particular, the uncertainty created by the proposed allocation meant that businesses were
unsure whether it would be worth investing in their properties or activities.
A decision has been taken to delete the allocation from the Revised Draft Local Plan (January
2019) which is currently out for consultation, having regard to the fact that the site overall is well
occupied by employment uses, supports a considerable number of jobs, and there is ongoing
interest from businesses wanting to invest in their premises.
Without a housing allocation covering the employment area it would be managed like any other
employment area under the protective guidance of Revised Draft Local Plan Policy EC6. This is
similar to the existing policy protection provided by Saved Unitary Development Plan Policy E5,
which requires applicants proposing the introduction of non-employment uses to meet a set of
criteria, including that they would not compromise the operating conditions of remaining
businesses.
How to make comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan
A copy of the Revised Draft Local Plan and all the supporting documentation is available on our
website at www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan. A paper copy of the Revised Draft Local
Plan and policies map is available to view in each of the city’s libraries during normal opening
hours. They can also be viewed, along with paper copies of the other supporting documents, at
the Civic Centre in Swinton.
We would welcome your comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan, both in terms of what you
like about it and what you think should be changed. If you wish to propose an alternative
approach, new or revised policies, or consider that an additional site should be allocated for
development or given a protective designation, then it is recommended that you provide as
much evidence as possible to support this. Comments can be made in the following ways:




By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Online using the comments form at www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan
By post to: Revised Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford City Council
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY

All comments should be received by the city council no later than 4.30pm on Friday 22 March
2019.
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Data protection
Please note that for the Revised Draft Local Plan all comments received will be held by Salford
City Council. The comments received together with the name of the individual/organisation
making the comments will be made public and be published on Salford City Council’s website
following the consultation period. Other personal information will not be made public. Those
making comments will be entered onto the city council’s planning policy database so that they
can be kept informed of the Local Plan and other planning policy documents. If you no longer
wish to be kept informed about future stages of the Local Plan please contact us and your
details will be removed from our database. This is in accordance with our privacy policy which
can be viewed at https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/393099/spatial-planning-privacy-notice.pdf
If you have any queries regarding the Revised Draft Local Plan please contact us on 0161 793
3782 or email plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Yours sincerely,

Chris Findley
Assistant Director for Planning and Housing
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Appendix D3
Email to Councillors
Dear Councillor
Over the next couple of months, public consultation will be taking place on the Greater
Manchester’s Plan for Homes, Jobs and the Environment, also known as the Revised Draft
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, and the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan. Please
find attached a letter which provides more information about both of these draft documents,
explains how to make comments and provides details about planned consultation
events. This letter has been sent to all of the consultees on the city council’s Local Plan
database and neighbourhood managers.
The GMSF will cover the whole of Greater Manchester, and is being produced
collaboratively by the Mayor of Greater Manchester and the ten local authorities in the area.
It will set out how Greater Manchester should develop up to the year 2037 and identify the
amount of new housing and employment development that will come forward across the ten
districts.
Some of the major decisions regarding Salford’s future development will be taken through
the GMSF, and the Local Plan will provide a more detailed set of local policies to
complement this. All decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford should be
altered, including whether any existing Green Belt should be de-designated so that it can be
developed, will be made through the GMSF and not through the Salford Local Plan.
The Revised Draft GMSF proposes that the following sites in Salford be de-designated as
Green Belt and allocated for development:





GM Allocation 30 Hazelhurst Farm (400 dwellings)
GM Allocation 31 East of Boothstown (300 dwellings)
GM Allocation 32 North of Irlam Station (1,600 dwellings)
GM Allocation 33 Extension of Port Salford (320,000m2 employment floorspace)

The Revised Draft GMSF is also proposing that some land in Salford is added to the Green
Belt, which would result in a net increase of around 30 hectares in the amount of land in the
city that is designated as Green Belt.
The Revised Draft GMSF and supporting documents can be viewed online at
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/gmsf. If you would like to discuss one of the
individual allocations in the Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that are
within Salford, please contact Salford’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782. The
consultation will end on Monday 18th March 2019.
Consultation on the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan is due to start on the 25 January 2019
and run until Friday 22 March 2019. We previously consulted on the Draft Local Plan
between November 2016 and January 2017 and a large number of comments were received
in response to this. The document has since been comprehensively modified. A copy of the
Revised Draft Local Plan and all the supporting documentation will be available on the city
council’s website at https://www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan from the start of the
consultation.
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If you have any queries regarding the Revised Draft Local Plan please contact the city
council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782 or email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk.
Amelia Lucas
Principal Planning Officer
Planning and Housing
Place
0161 793 3287

Appendix D3
Email to neighbourhood managers
Hi all
Over the next couple of months, public consultation will be taking place on the Greater
Manchester’s Plan for Homes, Jobs and the Environment, also known as the Revised Draft
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, and the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan. Please
find attached a letter which provides more information about both of these draft documents,
explains how to make comments and provides details about planned consultation
events. This letter has been sent to all of the consultees on the city council’s Local Plan
database.
The GMSF will cover the whole of Greater Manchester, and is being produced
collaboratively by the Mayor of Greater Manchester and the ten local authorities in the area.
It will set out how Greater Manchester should develop up to the year 2037 and identify the
amount of new housing and employment development that will come forward across the ten
districts.
Some of the major decisions regarding Salford’s future development will be taken through
the GMSF, and the Local Plan will provide a more detailed set of local policies to
complement this. All decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford should be
altered, including whether any existing Green Belt should be de-designated so that it can be
developed, will be made through the GMSF and not through the Salford Local Plan.
The Revised Draft GMSF proposes that the following sites in Salford be de-designated as
Green Belt and allocated for development:





GM Allocation 30 Hazelhurst Farm (400 dwellings)
GM Allocation 31 East of Boothstown (300 dwellings)
GM Allocation 32 North of Irlam Station (1,600 dwellings)
GM Allocation 33 Extension of Port Salford (320,000m2 employment floorspace)

The Revised Draft GMSF is also proposing that some land in Salford is added to the Green
Belt, which would result in a net increase of around 30 hectares in the amount of land in the
city that is designated as Green Belt.
The Revised Draft GMSF and supporting documents can be viewed online at
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/gmsf. If you would like to discuss one of the
individual allocations in the Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that are
within Salford, please contact Salford’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782. The
consultation will end on Monday 18th March 2019.
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Consultation on the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan is due to start on the 25 January 2019
and run until Friday 22 March 2019. We previously consulted on the Draft Local Plan
between November 2016 and January 2017 and a large number of comments were received
in response to this. The document has since been comprehensively modified. A copy of the
Revised Draft Local Plan and all the supporting documentation will be available on the city
council’s website at https://www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan from the start of the
consultation.
If you have any queries regarding the Revised Draft Local Plan please contact the city
council’s Spatial Planning team on 0161 793 3782 or email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk.
Amelia Lucas
Principal Planning Officer
Planning and Housing
Place
0161 793 3287
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Appendix D4
Webpage
Amendments to webpages
Page 1: Salford’s development Plan
Webpage: https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-andregeneration/planning-policies/local-planning-policy/salfords-developmentplan/
Salford’s development Plan
The Revised Draft Local Plan (link to
www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan) and Revised Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (link to existing GMSF sub-page) have been
published for consultation.
The closing date for making comments on the Revised Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework is Monday 18 March 2019.
The closing date for making comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan is
Friday 22 March 2019.
Decisions on planning applications must be made in line with the development plan,
unless there are clear material considerations which dictate why this should not be
the case.
Salford’s development plan currently comprises:





saved Unitary Development Plan policies
Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan Document
Greater Manchester Joint Minerals Development Plan Document
Proposals map

Two other documents are currently being produced which will form part of Salford’s
development plan once they are adopted by Salford City Council:



Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
Salford Local Plan

The Local Development Scheme sets out the development plan documents that will
be produced over the next few years, the timetable for doing so, and the topics that
they will cover. This can be downloaded at the bottom of the page.
Downloadable documents


Local development scheme 2018-2022 (Adobe PDF format, 1.4mb)
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Page 2: Salford Local Plan
Web page: https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-andregeneration/planning-policies/local-planning-policy/salfords-developmentplan/salford-local-plan/
e
The Revised Draft Local Plan (link to
www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan) and Revised Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (link to https://www.greatermanchesterca.gov.uk/gmsf) have been published for consultation.
The closing date for making comments on the Revised Draft Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework is Monday 18 March 2019.
The closing date for making comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan is
Friday 22 March 2019.
Salford Local Plan
Salford City Council is preparing a local plan which will be the main land use
planning document for the city. The local plan will:








set out how Salford should develop up to the year 2037
identify the amount of new development that will come forward across the city,
such as housing, offices, industry and retail and the main areas in which this
will be focused
support the delivery of key infrastructure, such as transport and utilities
protect the city's important environmental assets
allocate land for particular uses or protective designations
set out the main policies that will be used to determine planning applications

All decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford should be altered,
including whether any existing Green Belt should be de-designated so that it can be
developed, will be made through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
Framework (link to https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/gmsf) and not through
the Salford Local Plan.
Progress made in producing a local plan
Three stages of consultation have been undertaken on the Local Plan to date:






Call for sites consultation (February – April 2013)
LINK TO https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-andregeneration/planning-policies/local-planning-policy/salfords-developmentplan/salford-local-plan/initial-stages-of-consultation-on-the-local-plan/)
Suggested sites consultation (January – March 2014)
LINK TO https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-andregeneration/planning-policies/local-planning-policy/salfords-developmentplan/salford-local-plan/initial-stages-of-consultation-on-the-local-plan/)
Draft Local Plan (November 2016 – January 2017)
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LINK TO: https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-andregeneration/planning-policies/local-planning-policy/salfords-developmentplan/salford-local-plan/draft-local-plan/
The consultation documents and responses received for these stages of consultation
can be viewed using the links above.
Following the consultation on the Draft Local Plan, the document has been
comprehensively modified having regard to the comments received, updates to the
evidence base, changes to national planning policy, and work on the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework Framework (link to https://www.greatermanchesterca.gov.uk/gmsf)The result is the Revised Draft Local Plan.
The Revised Draft Local Plan (http://www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan) was
published for consultation on 25 January 2019. The closing date for making
comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan is Friday 22 March 2019.
Next steps in producing a local plan
All of the comments received on the Revised Draft Local Plan and during the
previous stages of consultation, together with any new evidence will be taken into
account in developing an updated version of the local plan. This will be the version of
the plan that the city council would like to adopt, but it will be subject to a further
period of representations and then a public examination. The stages remaining in
producing the Salford Local Plan together with anticipated dates are detailed in the
table below. Any changes to the timetable for producing the Greater Manchester
Spatial Framework Framework (link to https://www.greatermanchesterca.gov.uk/gmsf) may result in some of these stages being brought forward or put
back.

Remaining stages in the production of the Local Plan
Stage
Dates
Publication Local Plan
September 2019
Submission of the Local Plan

January 2020

Public examination

Early 2020

Adoption

Mid 2021
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Page 3: Revised Draft Local Plan
Webpage: http://www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan
This is a to be a new sub-page from https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-buildingand-regeneration/planning-policies/local-planning-policy/salfords-developmentplan/salford-local-plan/
‘A fairer city’ Revised Draft Local Plan consultation 25 January – 22 March
2019
Following the consultation on the Draft Local Plan, the local plan has been
comprehensively modified having regard to the comments received, updates to the
evidence base, changes to national planning policy, and work on the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework (link to https://www.greatermanchesterca.gov.uk/gmsf)The result is the Revised Draft Local Plan (link to PDF of Revised
Draft Local Plan). A Policies Map (link to Revised Draft LP interactive map page) has
been published which shows the location of the sites proposed to be allocated for
development and land given a protective designation.
All decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford should be altered,
including whether any existing Green Belt should be de-designated so that it can be
developed, will be made through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (link to
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/gmsf) and not through the Salford Local
Plan.
A number of supporting documents have been published alongside the Revised
Draft Local Plan, including a sustainability appraisal, community impact assessment
and statement of consultation. These documents can be downloaded at the foot of
this page. The city council has also updated its evidence base to include a new
housing and economic land availability assessment (LINK TO
https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-and-regeneration/planningpolicies/research-and-monitoring/housing/helaa/) and an assessment of residential
viability (LINK TO https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-andregeneration/planning-policies/research-and-monitoring/housing/residential-viabilityassessment/). A number of evidence base documents (link to
https://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing/greater-manchesterspatial-framework/gmsf-documents/) have been produced in support of the Greater
Manchester Spatial Framework which also have informed the production of the
Revised Draft Local Plan.
Viewing the Revised Draft Local Plan documents
The Revised Draft Local Plan, policies map and supporting documents can be
downloaded at the foot of this page. A paper copy of the Revised Draft Local Plan
and Policies Map will be available to view in each of the city’s libraries during normal
opening hours. They can also be viewed, along with paper copies of the other
supporting documents, at the Civic Centre in Swinton.
Paper copies of the Revised Draft Local Plan are available to purchase at a cost of
£20 and paper copies of the Policies Map are available to purchase at a cost of £11.
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Making comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan
We would welcome your comments on the Revised Draft Local Plan, both in terms of
what you like about it and what you think should be changed. If you wish to propose
an alternative approach, new or revised policies, or consider that an additional site
should be allocated for development or given a protective designation, then it is
recommended that you provide as much evidence as possible to support this.
Comments can be made in the following ways:




Online using the comments form (link to updated comments form)
By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
By post to: Revised Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY

All comments should be received by the city council no later than 4.30pm on
Friday 22 March 2019.
Consultation events
There will be a drop-in consultation event held from 3.00pm to 8.00pm on Monday
11 February 2019 at the Salford Suite, Salford Civic Centre, Swinton. This will
provide an opportunity to discuss the Revised Draft Local Plan and the Revised Draft
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF) with officers, and find out more
about the parts of the two plans which you are interested in. Please note that there
will be no formal presentations at this event, and you are free to join us whenever is
most convenient to you between the above times.
We have also written to community committees to offer to attend one of their
meetings to explain in more detail the Local Plan and GMSF proposals most relevant
to their area. Details of the community committees and meetings we are attending
are as follows
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If you have any queries regarding the Revised Draft Local Plan please email
plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Downloadable documents



















Revised Draft Local Plan
Revised Draft Local Plan Policies Map
Sustainability Appraisal of the Revised Draft Local Plan
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 1
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 2
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 3
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 4
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 5
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 6
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 7
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 8
Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 9
Community Impact Assessment Screening
Community Impact Assessment
Consultation Statement
Consultation Statement Appendices
Draft Statement of Common Ground
Lead Member Report

Irlam and
Cadishead
Community
Meeting

Monday 21 January
6.30pm

Irlam and Cadishead College

East Salford
Community
Committee
Claremont and
Weaste
Community
Committee
Worsley and
Boothstown
Community
Meeting
Ordsall and
Langworthy
Community
Committee

Thursday 24th January
6.30pm

Beacon Centre, 6 London
Street, Salford, M6 6QT

Tuesday 29 January
6.30pm

De La Salle Sports Club, The
Playing Fields Lancaster Road,
Salford M6 8AQ

Wednesday 6 February
6.00pm

Boothstown community centre,
Standfield Drive, Boothstown,
M28 1NB.

Tuesday 12th February
6.45pm

Ordsall Neighbourhood Office,
2 Robert Hall Street, Salford, M5
3LT
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Appendix D5
Community Committee invitation
Dear Neighbourhood Managers
Please can you forward the following information onto the Chair of the Community Committee in
your area.
You may recall that in November 2016 we published the city’s Draft Local Plan for
consultation and the Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework was also out for
consultation at the same time. The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework is a strategic
plan that will set out the overall planning strategy for the whole of Greater Manchester and is
being produced collaboratively by the Mayor of Greater Manchester and the ten local
authorities. Salford Local Plan will provide more detailed planning policies for Salford and
once adopted will replace the saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) policies.
We have made significant changes to the local plan having regard to the comments
received, updates to the evidence base, changes to national planning policy and work on the
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. The city council is expecting to publish the Revised
Draft Local Plan for consultation in January 2019. We currently expect that the provisional
dates for the public consultation period on the Revised Draft Local Plan will be 25 January –
22nd March 2019. The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework is also due to go out for public
consultation on its revised draft at around the same time.
We thought it would be useful to provide you with advance notice of this and would like to
offer the opportunity for members of the spatial planning team to attend your next community
committee meeting (or to attend a specifically arranged community committee meeting if you
are not due to have a meeting during the consultation period), to discuss the proposals
affecting your area of the city and any other aspect of the plans you are interested in. Please
note that we will also be holding a stakeholder drop-in event at the Civic Centre in Swinton
during the consultation period.
If you would like to arrange to do this or require any further information please let me know.
Kind regards
Frances Taylor
Planning Support Officer
Planning and Housing
Salford City Council
T: 0161 793 3782
E: frances.taylor@salford.gov.uk
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Appendix D6
Jewish Advertiser screen image - issue 948
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Appendix D7
Talking News article
Salford City Council
Consultation is currently taking place on the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan, the
Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, and the Draft Salford
Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document
Revised Draft Salford Local Plan - A fairer city
Salford City Council consulted on a Draft Local Plan between November 2016 and
January 2017, and a large number of comments were received in response to this.
The document has since been comprehensively modified and the Revised Draft
Local Plan is now being published for consultation.
The Salford Local Plan will be a key land use planning document for the city, and
once adopted will replace the saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) policies. The
Local Plan will:
Set out how Salford should develop up to the year 2037;
Identify the amount of new development that will come forward across
the city, such as housing, offices and industry, and the main areas in
which this will be focused;
Support the delivery of key infrastructure, such as transport and
utilities;
Protect the city’s important environmental assets;
Allocate land for particular uses or protective designations; and
Set out the main policies that will be used to determine planning
applications.
Consultation on the Revised Draft Local Plan will run until Friday 22 March 2019
By post to: Revised Draft Local Plan consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford City Council
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY
By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
Online using the comments form at
www.salford.gov.uk/reviseddraftlocalplan
Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework
We would also like to take this opportunity to inform you about a consultation on
Greater Manchester’s Plan for Homes, Jobs and the Environment, also known as the
Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), which is running
until Monday 18 March 2019.
The GMSF will cover the whole of Greater Manchester, and is being produced
collaboratively by the Mayor of Greater Manchester and the ten local authorities in
the area. It will set out how Greater Manchester should develop up to the year 2037
and identify the amount of new housing and employment development that will come
forward across the ten districts.
Comments to the GMSF can be made in the following way:
By Post to: Planning Team Consultation
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Greater Manchester Combined Authority
Churchgate House
56 Oxford Street
M1 6EU
By email to Planningandhousing@greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk.
Online at https://www.gmconsult.org/
Draft Salford Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document
Planning obligations are sought in order to lessen the impact of new development,
and to make development acceptable in planning terms, and can be secured to
support the delivery of affordable housing, the improvement of open space, the
delivery of transport improvements, or the expansion of schools to create additional
places.
Salford City Council adopted a Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) in June 2015, which sets out the approach to securing planning
obligations in the city. This SPD is currently being updated to reflect changing
national policy and legislation, respond to the latest information on development
viability in Salford and provide additional guidance.
Consultation on the new Draft Salford Planning Obligations SPD will run until Friday
22 March 2019 (the same period as the consultation on the Revised Draft Local
Plan) and we would welcome your comments on the draft document during this time.
For more information, please visit https://www.salford.gov.uk/obligations-review
Comments can be made to the Planning Obligations SPD in the following ways:
By post/hand to: Planning Obligations SPD consultation
Spatial Planning
Salford City Council
Salford Civic Centre
Chorley Road
Swinton
M27 5BY
By email to plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk
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