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SUMMARY OF REVISED DRAFT LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION REPRESENTATIONS 

General comments  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 12 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support  

General support for the plan was expressed, subject to some 
changes detailed in the representations to individual chapters 
(Environment Agency, parish council, developer).  
 

Support is welcomed.  

Timetable  

The local plan should be progressed in line with the current 
programme given the delays to date. Concerns with regards to 
the potential for further slippage, having regard to the plan’s 
links with the GMSF and its identified shortcomings 
(developer).  
 

Comments noted. Since the Revised Draft Local Plan was 
published in January 2019, a decision has been taken to 
narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations, with the exclusion of 
site allocations and proposals for the overall scale and 
distribution of development. The reason for this change is that it 
is not possible to progress the elements relating to the scale 
and distribution of development in Salford and individual site 
allocations until the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
(GMSF) has been completed. Due to delays in the GMSF 
process, it is considered preferable to adopt a more narrowly 
focussed document than to further delay the adoption of 
updated development management policies and designations.  
 

There is no timetable for the achievement of each part of the 
plan (i.e. what will be achieved at various stages up to 2037) 
(individual) 

Most of the indicators and targets in the Local Plan relate to the 
whole of the plan period. The policies in the plan will be applied 
immediately from adoption, and where appropriate prior to this 
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 having regard to paragraph 48 of the NPPF. However, it may 
take several years for the impacts in relation to some issues to 
be discernible. Chapter 27 (Implementation and Monitoring) 
has been amended to explain this.  
 

Relationship with GMSF 

The cumulative impact of the GMSF allocations is not 
considered, particularly with regards to traffic. Infrastructure 
needs to be improved to serve the existing population before 
consideration is given to further building. The use of brownfield 
land should be prioritised.  (Residents’ Association) 
 

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) and the Combined Authority. 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. The ten Greater Manchester local authorities and 
Highways England are engaged in this process. 
 

The local plan will only deliver growth and development in 
Salford if the GMSF is found sound. The local plan will be an 
important delivery tool for the GMSF, particularly given that 
Salford contains some of the most important economic drivers. 
Salford’s local plan will set the benchmark for future GMSF 
compliant local plans and will be influential in determining the 
success of the GMSF (developer).  
 

Comments noted. Since the Revised Draft Local Plan was 
published in January 2019, a decision has been taken to 
narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations, with the exclusion of 
site allocations and proposals for the overall scale and 
distribution of development. The reason for this change is that it 
is not possible to progress the elements relating to the scale 
and distribution of development in Salford and individual site 
allocations until the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
(GMSF) has been completed. Due to delays in the GMSF 
process, it is considered preferable to adopt a more narrowly 
focussed document than to further delay the adoption of 
updated development management policies and designations. 
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Peel direct the council to documents submitted as appendices 
to their main representations on the local plan. These are 
GMSF papers 1-7 (to be published separately on the council’s 
website) which cover issues including planning for growth, 
critique of the housing land supply, safeguarded land 
requirements etc. The council is directed to read the 
representations on the Local Plan alongside Peel’s 
representations to the Revised Draft GMSF.  
 
In summary, Peel considers that the Revised Draft GMSF fails 
to comply with national policy, is unsound and/or is not legally 
compliant. In this regard, key issues for Salford are highlighted:  
 

 Flawed evidence base. 

 Strategic policies fail to set an overall strategy for the 
type of development required to deliver the vision. 

 Housing requirement does not support the Greater 
Manchester vision. 

 Housing land supply is inadequate to deliver the amount 
or type of homes needed.  

 Economic evidence assumes a decline in employment.  

 No exceptional circumstances to justify Green Belt 
additions.  

 Fails to comply with national planning policy.  

 Approach to Green Belt/integrated assessment proceeds 
on the basis of errors of law.  

 Case for allocation of 10 other sites in Salford is made.  
 
Given the requirement for the local plan to be consistent with 
the GMSF and the fact that the plans share the same evidence 
base, these aspects of unsoundness carry forward to the local 
plan (developer).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
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Infrastructure   

United Utilities explains that it will work with the local authority 
to develop a coordinated approach to delivering growth and 
identifying infrastructure issues and resolutions, highlighting 
that growth should be directed to sustainable locations. The 
pre-application service for water supply and drainage strategies 
is highlighted. (United Utilities).  
 

Comments noted.  

Concerns are expressed regarding the capacity of existing 
infrastructure (schools, doctors and highways) and the impact 
that further development would have. Reference is made to 
congestion and pollution impacts in some responses 
(Councillor, individuals). 
 

Comments noted. It is noted that many of the comments 
expressed concerns with regards to the capacity of the city’s 
existing infrastructure to meet the additional demands 
generated by further development. Since the Revised Draft 
Local Plan was published in January 2019, a decision has been 
taken to narrow the scope of the document to focus on 
development management policies and designations, with the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. 
 
Notwithstanding this, various policies in the Salford Publication 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document will protect and enhance the city’s 
existing infrastructure and assist in ensuring that developments 
make appropriate contributions to address their impacts, Such 
policies include PC1 Planning conditions and obligations, ED2 
Residential development and education places, HH2 Provision 
of health and social care facilities, A3 Walking and cycling, A4 
Public transport, A6 Highway network and R1 Recreation 
standards.  
 
In respect of the comments relating to pollution, the Greater 
Manchester local authorities are working on a joint Clean Air 
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Plan, which will be complemented by a range of measures in 
the local plan (for example policies relating to green 
infrastructure, transport and energy). Policy PH1 also 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. In addition, PH1 explains that 
development shall be consistent with achieving a substantial 
improvement in Salford’s air quality.  
 

Friends of Walkden Station (FOWS) provide some context for 
their more detailed representations which mainly focus on the 
transport elements of the plan. Their response explains that the 
plan should be ambitious, realistic and benefit all, and that 
Salford needs the best possible transport connectivity to fulfil its 
potential. FOWS consider their proposals would deliver that. 
(Friends of Walkden Station).  
 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted.  
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake three tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
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tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

Heritage  

Historic England is unable to respond to the consultation due to 
the number of consultations received (Historic England).  
 

Comments noted. Further discussions have since taken place 
with Historic England with regards to the heritage policies.   

Other  

Homes England indicates that it does not have any land 
holdings affected by the consultation (Homes England).  

Comments noted.  

A developer expressed support for authorities working together 
to prepare the GMSF and review the Green Belt, but stressed 
the need to be realistic about how much can be achieved on 
brownfield sites. It is suggested that the developer’s 
representations to the local plan should be read in conjunction 
with their submissions to the GMSF. The recent amendments 
to the NPPF are highlighted in the response and the council is 
directed to paragraphs 16, 35 and annex 1 (developer).  
 

Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document does not specify the scale 
of growth that should be accommodated over the plan period. It 
will be the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework that will 
identify the annual housing requirement for Salford, and 
determine whether land in the Green Belt should be altered, 
including whether any existing Green Belt should be de-
designated so that it can be developed.  
 
The Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document contains various policies 
which seek to make the most efficient use of land (H3 Housing 
density and EF1 Efficient use of land) to help minimise the 
need to release parts of the Green Belt to meet development 
needs.  
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Other significant changes made to the plan   

Change Reason for change  

See individual chapter/policy tables for details  N/A  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

(This remains Chapter 1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Paragraph 1.5 states that the local plan will need to be 
consistent with the GMSF, which is different wording to the 
GMSF which states that local plans will need to be in general 
conformity it.  
The HBF response to GMSF considers that an increase in the 
housing number for GM would be appropriate (Homes Builders 
Federation) 
 

Paragraph 1.5 has been amended in response to these 
comments, and now refers to the Local Plan being in general 
conformity with the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework.  
The second issue raised by the HBF relates to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
and not the Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 1 Introduction 

Change Reason for change  

The introduction has been extensively rewritten to explain the 
scope of the plan, and the other documents that currently or will 
form part of the development plan. There is a new section 
explaining how the Development Management Policies and 
Designations document relates to the proposed Core Strategy 
and Allocations document.  

 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. The introduction has been 
amended having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
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Chapter 2 Spatial Portrait  

(This remains Chapter 2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 11 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General support expressed for the spatial portrait (developers, 
Manchester Airports Group, parish council). 
 

Support is welcomed.  

Suggested additions to the spatial portrait   

Reference to the central economic area should be made, 
recognising its importance and the priority given to this area 
(developer).  
 

Paragraph 2.5 has been amended in response to these 
comments and refers to the huge agglomeration of economic 
activity at the centre of Greater Manchester, including 
extensive parts of south-east Salford and stretching into central 
Manchester and north-east Trafford. 
 

Reference to supporting the growth and enhancement of 
existing assets (e.g. MediaCityUK, Port Salford, AJ Bell) should 
be made (developer)  
 

The purpose of the spatial portrait is to explain what Salford is 
like, and the key challenges facing the area. Reference is made 
in the spatial portrait to the delivery of major projects such as 
Port Salford, the AJ Bell Stadium and MediaCityUK which is 
considered to be appropriate.  
 

The profile of Salford’s population growth has been skewed by 
the nature of the supply of homes (i.e. large proportion of 
apartments). The Local Plan should seek to address the 
imbalance and make provision for increasing the supply of 
family housing (developer). 
 

Paragraph 2.15 of the spatial portrait identifies the key 
challenges facing Salford over the next 20 years, which 
includes accommodating Salford’s growing population in 
housing that meets the full range of needs. The housing 
chapter notes that parts of Salford will continue to have a 
significant role in accommodating a large number of high 
quality apartments, and recognises the importance of ensuring 
that other sites provide a high proportion of houses in order to 
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achieve a good choice of dwellings across the city. Policy H1 
(Type of housing) explains that new residential developments 
shall contribute to the provision of a broad mix of housing 
options across Salford and within the local area, and includes 
requirements for new developments.   
 

Suggested changes to the spatial portrait  

MediaCityUK should be described as ‘a creative, digital and 
media cluster which is also a significant cluster for technology 
and emerging industries’ (paragraph 2.6) (developer).  

The description of MediaCityUK as a creative, digital and media 
cluster is considered to be appropriate and sufficient to 
understand its role.  
 

Other comments  

Question why the expansion of Port Salford is proposed given 
the acknowledgement that Salford accommodates a confluence 
of motorways, one of the busiest stretches in the country 
(paragraph 2.5) (individual).  
 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes taking 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. These comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GM 
Allocation 33 (Port Salford Extension)) and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 

Question why Chat Moss is proposed to be built upon when it is 
identified as a resource of sub-regional importance (paragraph 
2.11) (individual)  

Chat Moss (as identified on the Policies Map) will be protected 
and enhanced as a key component of Greater Manchester’s 
strategic green infrastructure network through Local Plan policy 
GI2 (Chat Moss). Paragraph 22.9 of the plan does however 
note that a review of Green Belt boundaries is ongoing, and 
some land currently within the Greater Manchester Green Belt 
may be allocated for development in the future. Any allocation 
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of such land within Chat Moss would have to have regard to 
policy GI2 of the SLP: DMP.  
 

West Salford (Walkden in particular) has potential to be a very 
desirable place to live, work and visit. Transport connectivity is 
key and our proposals would transform this area (Little Hulton 
in particular), improve public transport connectivity to Logistics 
North and tackle the identified key challenges (2.14) more 
effectively. Walkden Station could provide a gateway to the 
RHS with bus/cycle connections. The replacement of rail 
services by a tram-train service would break existing 
connections when there is potential to increase them (Friends 
of Walkden Station).  

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake three tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
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Other significant changes made to the spatial portrait    

Change Reason for change  

A diagram has been added to the chapter. To assist in understanding the spatial portrait.  
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Chapter 3 Spatial Vision  

(Chapter 3 has been renamed ‘Purpose and Objectives’ in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 

Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 12 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support  

Support was expressed for various elements of the vision 
(Environment Agency, Manchester Airports Group, Theatres 
Trust, developer) 
 

Support is welcomed. It should be noted that the vision is now 
much shorter and in the form of a ‘purpose’, given that a spatial 
vision is more appropriate for a Core Strategy than a 
development management policies document.  
 

Suggested changes to the Spatial Vision 

Reference should be made to active design and maximising 
opportunities for physical activity. Directed to Sport England’s 
active design guidance. (Sport England).  

Policy D1 provides overarching design principles, which all 
developments should follow. An additional principle has been 
added to this policy in the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management and Designations document, which 
requires development to consider ‘active design’ (i.e. buildings 
and spaces that promote physical activity as part of everyday 
life).  
 

Reference should be made to the Salford Innovation Triangle 
(i.e. MediaCityUK, Salford University and the hospital) 
(developer)  

The vision is now much shorter and in the form of a ‘purpose’, 
given that a spatial vision is more appropriate for a Core 
Strategy than a development management policies document. 
The detail contained within this chapter is therefore more 
limited. Elsewhere in the Development Management Policies 
and Designations document, a new policy has been added for 
the Salford Innovation Triangle (AP4), which seeks to ensure 
that development within the triangle supports its role as the key 
focus for innovation-led economic growth within the city.  
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Improved access to sport and recreation facilities will also 
deliver quality of life improvements (paragraph 3.4) (Sport 
England)  
 

This is noted at the start of the recreation chapter (24.1), and 
recognising the contribution that such facilities can make to 
quality of life, one of the plan’s key targets in Chapter 3 (Target 
6) a)) is to increase the proportion of households that meet 
defined recreation access standards. The vision is now much 
shorter and in the form of a ‘purpose’, given that a spatial vision 
is more appropriate for a Core Strategy than a development 
management policies document.  
 

Clarify that green infrastructure is a network that should be 
properly connected to promote physical activity (paragraph 3.4) 
(Sport England).  
 

Whilst providing neighbourhoods with high levels of green 
infrastructure is identified as one of the plan’s key aims (3.6), 
the more detailed points in respect of green infrastructure are 
picked up elsewhere in the plan. With regards to ensuring that 
the green infrastructure network is properly connected, policy 
GI1(3) has an important role to play in this, by directing 
development to help maximise its interconnectedness, and the 
sport, recreation, walking and cycling functions of the network 
are also highlighted in this policy.  
 

Salford Quays’ economic role should be updated to describe it 
as ‘a creative, digital and media cluster which is also a 
significant cluster for technology and emerging industries’ 
(developer).  
 

The vision is now much shorter and in the form of a ‘purpose’, 
given that a spatial vision is more appropriate for a Core 
Strategy than a development management policies document. 
The role of Salford Quays is set out in chapter 8 (Area policies), 
and policy AP2 notes that it has a wide range of well-
established functions, including its economic function. The 
internationally important cluster of creative, digital and media 
industries at Salford Quays is highlighted within AP2 (criterion 
1), and this description is considered to be appropriate and 
sufficient to understand this part of its role.   
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It should recognise that existing congestion results in long 
commuter times and air pollution. There should be a list of 
identified road improvements (paragraph 3.18) (individual).  

The potential impacts on the highway network of planned 
development across the Greater Manchester conurbation are 
currently being assessed by the Greater Manchester Combined 
Authority and 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. The ten Greater Manchester 
local authorities and Highways England are engaged in this 
process.  
 
A key priority of the Development Management Policies and 
Designations document is to encourage a modal shift towards 
more sustainable forms of transport policies, and various 
policies in chapter 15 (Accessibility) seek to ensure that 
development supports this.  
 

Reference to delaying proposals until suitable transport 
solutions have been identified is contrary to the local plan’s 
positive growth strategy and should be deleted (paragraph 
3.18) (developer).   

This statement has been deleted from the plan. Paragraph 3.18 
of the RDLP explained that the scale of growth proposed would 
generate an increased demand for travel, and that it was not 
possible to identify many of the transport schemes that would 
need to be delivered, as work on this would be ongoing. 
Paragraph 3.18 went on to say that it may be necessary to 
delay development proposals until sustainable transport 
solutions have been identified.  
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
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overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Suggest that 4th sentence of 3.18 is amended to refer to the 
GM Transport Strategy 2040 Draft Delivery Plan and transport 
interventions and priorities within this context (wording 
suggested) (TFGM). 

The vision is now much shorter and in the form of a ‘purpose’, 
given that a spatial vision is more appropriate for a Core 
Strategy than a development management policies document. 
Whilst the ‘purpose’ does not incorporate the issues raised in 
these comments, reference is made to the Greater Manchester 
Transport Strategy 2040 and its role in identifying the vision 
and priorities for Greater Manchester’s transport system in 
chapter 15 (Accessibility). 
 

The importance of Salford Quays/MediaCityUK to the city’s 
cultural, tourism and leisure offer should be referenced 
(paragraph 3.15) (developer).   

The vision is now much shorter and in the form of a ‘purpose’, 
given that a spatial vision is more appropriate for a Core 
Strategy than a development management policies document. 
The importance of Salford Quays and MediaCityUK to the city’s 
tourism and culture offer is outlined in policy AP2 (Salford 
Quays) and chapter 10 (Culture and tourism). 
 

Comments on the key diagram  

Should reference transport schemes within the 2040 Transport 
Strategy (individual). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. The Development Management Policies and 
Designations document does not contain a key diagram, but 
some of the transport interventions identified in the Greater 
Manchester Transport Strategy 2040 Draft Delivery Plan (2020-
2025) are shown on figure 13 (Transport infrastructure), and 
chapter 15 (Accessibility) explains the role of the Greater 
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Manchester Transport Strategy 2040 in identifying the vision 
and priorities for Greater Manchester’s transport system.  
 

Other comments  

Support the vision, but the delivery strategy is ineffective and 
will not realise it. It refers to delivering major growth and driving 
forward the GM economy, but does not place the local plan in 
the Northern Powerhouse ambition. Concerns relate to the 
level of housing growth planned, the spatial distribution of 
housing and the amount of land proposed to be released from 
the Green Belt (developer).  
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Do not consider that the proposals to build large numbers of 
houses on greenfield land will enable the vision to be achieved. 
This land is valued by local people and is the reason people 
choose to live here (individual)  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Question how air quality will be improved having regard to 
GMSF allocations 32 and 33 (3.4) (individual)  

Policy PH1 (Pollution control) requires that all development 
shall be consistent with achieving a substantial improvement in 
Salford’s air quality and meeting statutory air quality targets. 
This will be complemented by a range of measures in the plan, 
including requirements in policies A1 (Supporting sustainable 
transport), A2 (Transport hierarchy and sustainable streets), A3 
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(Walking and cycling), A4 (Public transport), A10 (Electric 
vehicle charging points) and chapter 22 (Green Infrastructure).  
 

Connectivity from Salford Quays to the outer areas is poor (3.8) 
(individual) 
 

Policies AP2 (Salford Quays) and AP4 (Public transport) 
support the development of transport infrastructure to support 
the area’s successful functioning and maximise its accessibility. 
This includes a new Metrolink line connecting Salford Quays 
and Salford Crescent Station, which would improve its 
integration with the City Centre.  

Question how many trucks will use Port Salford, how many 
ships will use the ship canal and why goods can’t be loaded 
from where they originate and go by rail to the Port of Liverpool 
(3.12) (individual). 

Port Salford has planning permission and is currently under 
construction alongside the Manchester Ship Canal, to the south 
of the A57. It is protected as a tri-modal freight terminal and 
employment area in the Development Management Policies 
and Designations document (through policy EC2/1). The line of 
the rail link between Port Salford and the Manchester-Liverpool 
rail line will also be protected (EC2/2). 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes taking 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.  
 
The expansion of Port Salford onto land currently in the Green 
Belt to the north of the A57 is being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. The transport implications of the 
proposed allocations will be considered as part of this process.  
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Question how Chat Moss will provide a rich wildlife resource 
and how developments will provide a net improvement in 
biodiversity having regard to GMSF allocations 32 and 33 
(3.16) (individual). 

Chat Moss (as identified on the Policies Map) will continue to 
be protected as a key component of Greater Manchester’s 
strategic green infrastructure network through policy GI2 (Chat 
Moss). Any allocations made through the GMSF within the area 
covered by this policy would need to have regard to the 
priorities set out within it (in accordance with paragraph 22.9).  
 

The Friends of Walkden Station has put forward proposals for 
public transport improvements and in the context of the vision 
consider that they would:  

 deliver sustainable transport connectivity to support the 
vision and proposed development in the west of the city. 

 address pockets of deprivation and connectivity of new 
housing developments in Little Hulton. 

 Enhance the city’s tourism role 
 
Whilst development of the central areas is supported, the focus 
should not be such that the potential of other areas is not 
fulfilled.  
 
Walkden town centre provides a significant opportunity and the 
offer within the centre could be greatly enhanced.  
 
FOWS seek to secure improvements to Walkden Station 
including cycle parking, cycle hire, pedestrian access, park and 
ride. The scale of growth will generate an increased demand 
for travel and it is essential that the potential for walking, 
cycling and public transport is maximised. There is nothing in 
the local plan which will improve transport for Walkden 
 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake three tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon. 
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
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convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) supports a range of public 
transport schemes including the development of new and 
improved public transport interchanges (focussing particularly 
on the town centres and rail stations) and the enhancement of 
the city’s rail stations, particularly in terms of passenger 
facilities and access.  

 

Other significant changes made to the vision 

Change Reason for change  

The vision is now much shorter and in the form of a ‘purpose’ 
and the key diagram has been removed from this chapter.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. A spatial vision is 
considered more appropriate for a Core Strategy than a 
development management policies document, and hence a 
‘purpose’ has replaced it.  
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Chapter 4 Strategic Objectives   

(This forms part of Chapter 3 ‘Purpose and objectives’ in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 

Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 22 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General comments 

General support expressed for the objectives (developer, 
Natural England, Coal Industry Social Welfare Organisation). 

Support is welcomed. Since the City Council consulted on the 
Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has been made to narrow 
the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. Objectives 1 and 2 
(from the Revised Draft Local Plan) have been deleted in the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document, having regard to the 
revised scope of the plan. 
 

Object to the key targets which stray into areas of delivery 
(developer).  
 

The strategic objectives in this plan provide the basis for the 
plan’s monitoring framework, and the targets identified in the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document are considered 
appropriate in monitoring how and the extent to which these 
broader outcomes are achieved. Some of the objectives/targets 
have been deleted or amended having regard to the revised 
scope of the plan, and this includes the targets which relate to 
the provision of employment floorspace/the total number of net 
additional dwellings.   
 

The proposals of Friends of Walkden Station would support the 
delivery of objectives 1, 10 and 11 (Friends of Walkden 
Station).  

Support is welcomed. Since the City Council consulted on the 
Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has been made to narrow 
the scope of the document to focus on development 
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 management policies and designations. Objective 1 (from the 
Revised Draft Local Plan) has been deleted in the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document, having regard to the revised scope of 
the plan. 
 

Objective 1 (Deleted in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

Support (Manchester Airports Group)  Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. This objective has been deleted in the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document, having regard to the revised scope of 
the plan. 
 

Objective 2 (Deleted in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

Support (Manchester Airports Group, developer)  Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. This objective has been deleted in the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document, having regard to the revised scope of 
the plan. 
 

Objective 4 (Objective 2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

An additional target should be added to the plan to increase the 
number of physically inactive residents becoming physically 
active (Sport England). 
 

The following additional target has been added to objective 2: 
‘Increase the percentage of people leading active lives.’ Further 
detail has also been added to the monitoring section of the 
health chapter.  
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Objective 5 (Objective 3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

The development of the Arnold Laver site will assist the council 
in delivering this objective (developer). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Support (Homes Builders Federation)  Support is welcomed.  
 

Object to target a) (developer).  Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Target a) related to the housing requirement (net 
additional dwellings) has been deleted in the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document, having regard to the revised scope of 
the plan. 
 

Objective 6 (Objective 4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

The development of the Arnold Laver site will assist the council 
in delivering this objective (developer). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
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exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Object to target 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 and maximising the efficient and 
effective use of land is a key priority of the plan. Target a) has 
been increased from 80% to 85%, having regard to the 
identified housing land supply in the 2019 Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment.   
 

Objective 7 (Objective 5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

Request an additional target to increase sport and recreation 
facilities that maximise physical activity opportunities across all 
age ranges and genders (Sport England).  
 

No changes are proposed as a result of these comments. This 
target is considered to be difficult to monitor.  

Objective 8 (Objective 6 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

Support (Environment Agency). Support is welcomed. 
 

Local standards are not appropriate for outdoor sports. They 
don’t/can’t take into account sports catchment areas or variable 
demand for individual pitch/court types. Accessibility standards 
can’t accurately reflect where demand for sport is derived from. 
Request separate outdoor sport target within this objective 
(Sport England). 
 

No changes are proposed to the targets in objective 8 as result 
of these comments. However the reference to outdoor sports in 
Policy R1 Recreation standards of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
document has been amended from a sized-based standard to 
an ‘other standard’. The policy wording has been amended to 
require development to secure the level of playing pitch 
provision and associated changing rooms to meet the scale of 
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additional demand that it is likely to generate, based on 
Salford’s latest playing pitch assessment and calculated using 
the Sport England Playing Pitch Calculator. 
 

Objective 9 (Objective 7 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

General support expressed (Environment Agency). Support is welcomed. 
 

Objective 10 (Objective 8 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

GMSF targets for climate change should be included, 
particularly with regards to carbon neutrality and improving 
energy efficiency in combination with creating new green 
energy (Environment Agency). 
 

The targets in objective 10 have been amended to reflect those 
set at a local level i.e. all development to be net zero carbon by 
2028, working towards Carbon Neutrality by 2038.  

Objective 11 (Objective 9 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

The target should be broadened out to consider a wider range 
of journey types rather than just to and from work (e.g. 
community/ retail/leisure/education/health facilities (Sport 
England, TFGM).  
 

Target a) has been amended to refer to all journeys. The 
relevant indicator at in the monitoring section of chapter 15 has 
also been amended to refer to all journeys.   

Support (Manchester Airports Group) Support is welcomed. 
 

Objective 12 (Objective 10 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document) 

Include active design and maximising opportunities for physical 
activity within target b). Active design guidance published 
(Sport England).  

A new design principle has been added to policy D1 Design 
principles to address these comments. D1 requires that 
development achieves a high design quality consistent with a 
series of principles, including active design: buildings and 
spaces that promote physical activity as part of everyday life.   
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Support. This will help secure the improvement of heritage 
assets and minimise harm to the historic environment (Theatres 
Trust)  
 

Support is welcomed. 

 
 

Other significant changes made to chapter 4  

Change Reason for change  

Objective 1 (To support high levels of economic growth in 
Salford and Greater Manchester) and objective 2 (To increase 
the unique competitive advantages of Salford and Greater 
Manchester) have been deleted.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development.  
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Chapter 5, A Fairer Salford  

(Chapter 5 has become chapter 4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

To improve fairness, areas that currently suffer from deprivation 
and don’t have access to modern public transport should be the 
priority.  The Little Hulton loop proposals would spread 
prosperity and should be the priority for investment. The 
conversion of the rail line to tram-train would do little to improve 
fairness (Friends of Walkden Station). 
  

Comments noted. The alternative light-rail proposals put 
forward by Friends of Walkden Station are noted.  
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake three tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
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convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

Other policies should be subordinate to the test of fairness 
(adjoining parish council) 

The vision of Salford City Council is to create a better and fairer 
Salford for all, and the purpose of the plan is to provide policies 
for managing development that will help deliver that vision. At 
the start of each chapter an explanation is provided as to how 
the policies within that chapter will assist in creating a fairer 
Salford. The plan has also been subject to a community impact 
assessment which considers the equality impact of policies on 
protected groups and identifies how any impacts can be 
mitigated.  
 

Concerns expressed about the lack of a monitoring 
section/targets for this chapter (adjoining parish council)  

A monitoring section has been added to this chapter which 
includes the following indicator: Developments accompanied by 
a Social Value Strategy at the planning application stage 
(target: social value strategy to be submitted with all major 
developments). Due to the cross cutting nature of this chapter, 
indicators identified within various chapters of the plan will also 
be used to monitor the outcomes that this chapter is seeking to 
achieve. This will include the relevant indicators within the 
economic development, housing, health, accessibility, water, 
energy, green infrastructure and air quality chapters.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 5  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 5, Policy F1 An inclusive development process 

(This remains policy F1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed  
 

Object. The policy is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy. The final pararaph suggests 
that policy compliant proposals could be rejected due to a lack 
of engagement and should be deleted (developer).  

No changes are made in response to this comment. The policy 
wording is consistent with paragraph 218 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (February 2019). 

The development of Brackley Golf Course (served by tram-
train under the proposals suggested by FOWS) is an example 
of where a Social Value Strategy could include a 
transformational proposal to engage with residents (Friends of 
Walkden Station) 
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations such as Brackley Golf Course.   
 
The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted.  
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
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TFGM is proposing to undertake three tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

General support expressed for the policy (adjoining Parish 
Council, Manchester Airports Group, Sport England)  

Support is welcomed.  

  

Other significant changes made to policy F1 

Change  Reason for change  

None  N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 5, Policy F2 Social value and inclusion 

(This remains policy F2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

General support expressed for the policy (Canal and River 
Trust, Sport England) 
 

Support is welcomed. 

Support. Consider that (in relation to Victoria Theatre), it would 
put the onus on applicants to put community/cultural use at the 
centre of any proposal and make it more difficult to bring 
forward altermative uses without justification (Theatres Trust).  
 

Support is welcomed and comments noted. The requirement to 
submit a social value strategy would apply to all major 
developments, and the social value strategy would 
demonstrate how the development would maximise its positive 
contribution to: reducing inequalities, the ability of people to 
participate in society, inclusive places, economic inclusion and 
good mental and physical health.  
 

Consider that their proposals meet the criteria and would 
deliver significant benefits to a deprived area (Friends of 
Walkden Station).  
 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
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Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake three tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy F2 

Change  Reason for change  

Policy F2 has been amended to incorporate what was 
previously in policy EC2 (Economic inclusion) of the Revised 
Draft Local Plan. This has involved the following changes: 

 A new paragraph on economic inclusion has been 
added to the introduction to the policy. 

 The criteria from EC2 have been added as sub-criteria 
to point 4 of F2.  

 The policy only applies to major development, and a 
definition has been added to clarify what is meant by 
this. 

Inclusion issues and the requirements in respect of Social 
Value Strategies are dealt with in one place. 
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POLICY: Chapter 5, Policy F3 Inclusive places 

(This remains policy F3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 8 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General support expressed for the policy (adjoining parish 
council, Canal and River Trust, Sport England). 
 

Support is welcomed.  

Request that reference is made to maximising opportunities for 
physical activity (Sport England). 
 

No changes are made in response to these comments. It is 
considered that points 2), 3) and 4) of the policy will collectively 
maximise opportunities for physical activity.  
 

The policy/text should refer to ‘Streets for All’ which focusses 
on the balancing the movement function of streets with the 
creation of more people-friendly places to support a modal shift 
(TFGM). 
 

Reference is made to Streets for All as a useful tool in 
considering approaches to the design and management of 
streets in the introduction to policy A2 Transport Hierarchy and 
Sustainable Streets (see paragraph 15.7).  
 

Plans to improve access to Walkden Station would meet the 
aims of criteria 4), 5) and 6) (Friends of Walkden Station).  
 

Policy A4 (Public Transport) supports a range of public 
transport schemes including the development of new and 
improved public transport interchanges (focussing particularly 
on the town centres and rail stations) and the enhancement of 
the city’s rail stations, particularly in terms of passenger 
facilities and access.  
 

The aims of criterion 6) are praised, but there is concern that 
due to the different housing roles different parts of the city will 
have, the Local Plan will promote an increasingly divided city 
(residents’ association). 
  

No changes are made in response to these comments. It is 
recognised that different parts of the city have quite different 
housing roles, with locations such as Salford Quays and the 
City Centre characterised by apartments, with other parts of the 
city distinguished by lower density houses. Various policies 
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within the housing chapter (for example H1 type of housing, H2 
Size of dwellings and H4 Affordable housing) seek to ensure 
that everyone is able to access suitable, affordable 
accommodation to meet their needs.  
 

Criteria 7) is supported and accords with MediaCityUK’s 
strategy for supporting business growth. However, reference to 
spaces for ‘innovation’ should be made after start-ups 
(Developer)  

Point 7) has been amended to incorporate the suggested 
addition with regards to spaces for innovation.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy F3 

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 5, Policy F4 Fairness between generations  

(This remains policy F4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 6 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General support expressed for the policy (Sport England, 
parish council, Theatres Trust). 

Support is welcomed. 

Do not consider that public transport can alone mitigate air 
pollution (particularly in relation to the RHS gardens). Major 
improvements to the road network can provide mitigation. AQ1 
cannot deliver the improvements it suggests if developments 
go ahead (Councillor)  
 

Comments noted. The Greater Manchester local authorities are 
working on a joint Clean Air Plan, which will be complemented 
by policies in the Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. A wide range of actions 
will be required in order to reduce emissions and help achieve 
carbon neutrality in Salford by 2038. Policy CC1 (Climate 
change) recognises this, by identifying the various local plan 
policies that will contribute towards this.   
 

Policy should be caveated to include ‘where feasible and/or 
viable’ to allow some flexibility and avoid hindering 
development (developer). 
 

No changes are made in response to these comments. This 
policy brings together requirements from different parts of the 
plan, to explain how development in Salford will be expected to 
protect the interests of future generations and therefore be 
genuinely sustainable. The city council has prepared an 
updated strategic assessment of the financial viability of 
residential development within Salford, which considers the 
impact of policy requirements on development viability.  
 

The council should lobby for the electrification of the Walkden 
line to deliver long term benefits (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Policy A4 (criterion 5) supports the electrification of the city’s 
rail lines.  
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Other significant changes made to policy F4 

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A 
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Chapter 6 Climate Change General Comments 

(Chapter 6 has become chapter 5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 10 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Air pollution  
 

 

Salford’s air pollution is four times higher than the 
government’s target figure. It is questioned how proposed 
development at Irlam and Cadishead and Port Salford will 
improve pollution levels (individual).  
 
Irlam and Cadishead have the highest number of residents with 
COPD than any other area in Salford and this will increase in 
the future (individual). 
 

Policy EC2 (Port Salford) of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
documents (SLP: DMP) places a protective designation over 
the site of the permitted Port Salford. The site already has 
planning permission for this use with air quality impacts 
considered as part of that process.   
 
The panel report for the original planning application for Port 
Salford (03/47344/EIAHYB) described that “whilst there will be 
some small-localised impacts on air quality, consideration must 
be given to the wider benefits of the scheme, for example, the 
use of rail and waterways rather than roads for the 
transportation of freight”.  
 
The wider benefits of water and rail freight movements are 
recognised in the Greater Manchester Air Quality Action Plan 
2016 – 20211. The sustainable movement of freight is further 
addressed in policy A5 (Sustainable movement of freight) of the 
SLP:DMP 

                                                           
1 Transport for Greater Manchester (2016) Greater Manchester Air Quality Action Plan 2016 – 2021, section 7 with Port Salford cited in paragraph 7.4 
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The Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
proposes two site allocations on existing Green Belt land in 
Irlam and Cadishead, GM Allocation 32 Land North of Irlam 
Station and GM Allocation 33 Port Salford extension.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Issues relating to these proposed allocations will be considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

Proposed development at Chat Moss will destroy natural 
habitat and release carbon into the local atmosphere. Chat 
Moss should be protected for its recreation and biodiversity 
value (individual).  
  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments largely relate to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
and not the Salford Publication Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document.  
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Policy GI2 of the Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations document seeks to 
protect and enhance Chat Moss, but the supporting text notes 
that the boundary may need to be reviewed following the 
adoption of the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. 
 
 
 

Overall policy content  

Most areas of Policy CC1 are covered elsewhere within the 
Revised Draft Local Plan. The policy serves no clear purpose 
other than providing a brief overview (English Cities Fund and 
Legal & General Property Fund UK). 

The city council declared a climate emergency in July 2019, 
reflecting the urgent need to meet the challenges of climate 
change, both in terms of reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
and adapting to the impacts of a shifting climate. If Salford is to 
achieve its aim of being carbon neutral by 2038, then all new 
development will need to play a full role, including through its 
location, connectivity, density and design. 
 
It is recognised in the introduction to Policy CC1 that climate 
change is a cross cutting theme of the Local Plan, with the 
majority of  chapters contributing to mitigating and adapting to 
climate change and particularly those on air quality, energy, 
pollution and hazards, biodiversity, water, green infrastructure, 
accessibility, design, efficient and coordinated use of land, 
economic development and housing. However, given the 
importance of the issue it is considered necessary to include a 
separate chapter/policy addressing climate change. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to the chapter 6  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 6, Policy CC1 Climate change 

(The policy reference and the title of the policy remain the same in the Salford Local Plan Development Management 

Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHAPTER: 10 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Monitoring  

The indictor should be for carbon dioxide equivalent emissions, 
otherwise not all greenhouse gases are being captured (e.g. 
methane), nor is all activity being assessed (The Wildlife Trust 
for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside).  

The council does not measure concentrations of any of the 
“targeted greenhouse gas” emissions listed in the Climate 
Change Act 2008. 

Questioned whether the council will be publishing a baseline 
report (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside).  

The baseline position has been added to the monitoring section 
of the climate change chapter. 

Minimising carbon emissions  

The policy should include recognition of potential carbon 
emissions from all land uses, including agriculture (The Wildlife 
Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 
 
Paragraph 22.9 under soils and agricultural should be 
reiterated in Policy CC1 (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, 
Manchester & North Merseyside). 

The introduction to the climate change chapter has been added 
to and paragraph 5.2 confirms:  
 
“The greatest contribution to climate change has been from 
carbon dioxide, the primary source of which is fossil fuel use, 
though deforestation, land clearance for agriculture and 
degradation of soils also contribute to its release. Other 
greenhouse gases include methane (such as from agricultural 
activities, fossil fuel extraction and the decay of organic waste 
in landfill sites), nitrous oxides (from agricultural activities, 
especially nitrogen-fertilised soils and livestock waste”. 
 

Section A does not make clear what the largest carbon 
emission sources are (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, 
Manchester & North Merseyside). 

The introduction to the climate change chapter has been added 
to and paragraph 5.2 confirms: 
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 “The greatest contribution to climate change has been from 
carbon dioxide, the primary source of which is fossil fuel use, 
though deforestation, land clearance for agriculture and 
degradation of soils also contribute to its release”.  
 

Locating development in locations which minimise the need to 
travel should not override other considerations such as 
agricultural land protection and biodiversity connectivity (The 
Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that partly fall outside of the 
scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
 
Policy CC1 sets out the approach to climate change. In 
addition, policy GB2 provides protection for agricultural land; 
policy GI1 requires development to protect and enhance the 
green infrastructure in Salford including its interconnectedness 
and policy BG2 requires that all development shall deliver a net 
gain in biodiversity value.  
 

Criterion A(1) - minimising the need to travel should not be 
given a disproportionately greater weight in the decision making 
process. The use of fossil fuels in domestic heating and 
emissions from land use are likely to be bigger emitters than 
transport and should be given greater prominence in the policy 
(The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

No changes have been made in response to this comment. 
The key elements listed in Policy CC1 are not listed in priority 
order, nor will those listed first be given greater weight in the 
decision making process. 

Criterion A(1) – Major development around Little Hulton and 
Logistics North should be directly served by rapid transit. 

Policy A4 positively supports the development of public 
transport schemes that have the potential to help increase the 
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use of public transport and meet the needs of travel generated 
from development, including the further expansion of rapid 
transit routes in Salford. Whilst the plan explains that the 
council will continue to work with other stakeholders and 
transport operators to deliver a range of public transport 
improvements, Transport for Greater Manchester will have a 
central role in identifying and securing improvements in public 
transport infrastructure during the plan period.   
 

Making best use of Walkden’s development potential for retail 
and leisure would minimise the need to travel (Friends of 
Walkden Station). 

No changes have been made in response to this comment. 
Policies TC1 – TC4 seek to protect and enhance the vitality 
and viability of Salford’s defined centres including Walkden 
town centre. 
 

Criterion A (1) – Development at the AJ Bell Stadium is 
contrary to this criterion (Friends of Walkden Station).  
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Criterion A (2) – Brackley golf course would meet this criterion if 
it were to be served directly by a Metrolink stop (Friends of 
Walkden Station). 

The comment is noted. 

Criterion A (3) – This is important for access routes to and from 
Walkden Station (Friends of Walkden Station). 

The comment is noted. 
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Criterion A (5) – There is potential to direct deliveries from 
Logistics North to Salford and Manchester City Centre using 
light rail freight at night.  

The comment is noted.  
 

Criterion A (6) is objected to. It is not explained why a 19% 
exceedance has been decided. Exceeding building regulations 
is not permitted for energy efficiency. Part L (2013) will be 
consulted upon on Spring 2019 and there could be a tension 
with the content of this criterion and the consultation (English 
Cities Fund and Legal & General Property Fund UK).  
 
Criterion A (6) - Requiring new residential schemes 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 is required by any subsequent revisions to 
Building Regulations should not be a mandatory requirement. 
Any approach should be consistent with national policy and the 
cost of this requirement should be taken into account. The 
requirement as currently set out should be removed from the 
policy (Homes Builders Federation). 

The proposed approach is in accordance with the climate 
change section of the National Planning Policy Guidance. This 
sets out that in their development plan policies, local planning 
authorities can set energy performance standards for new 
housing or the adaptation of buildings to provide dwellings that 
are higher than the building regulations, but only up to the 
equivalent of Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  
 
The Future Homes Standard published on 1 October proposes 
changes to energy efficiency standards for homes. The Future 
Homes Standard consultation also confirms there will be a 
future consultation on changes to building regulations for non-
residential buildings.  
 
The energy efficiency standards consulted on through the 
future homes standard exceed those set out in Policy EG1. To 
ensure that the policy is compliant with any future changes to 
building regulations the Policy has been amended to reflect 
this.  
 
The city council has prepared a strategic viability assessment 
that has been published as a background report to the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. This has taken into account the cost of 
exceeding the fabric efficiency required under part L of the 
building regulations 2013 by 19%. 
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A background report on sustainable energy also sets out 
further reasoning for the energy efficiency standards in Policy 
EG1.    
 

Criterion A (7) - Reducing net energy and carbon demand from 
new development is welcomed However, BREEAM very good 
is a broad based tool and does not represent the most effective 
approach. Any such requirements should not be a constraint to 
the delivery of development (Derwent Holdings Ltd).  

The proposed approach is in accordance with the climate 
change section of the National Planning Policy Guidance. This 
sets out that in their development plan policies, local planning 
authorities are not restricted or limited in setting energy 
performance standards above the building regulations for non-
housing developments. 
 
The Future Homes Standard published on 1 October proposes 
changes to energy efficiency standards for homes. The Future 
Homes Standard consultation also confirms there will be a 
future consultation on changes to building regulations for non-
residential buildings.  
 
To ensure that the policy is compliant with any future changes 
to building regulations, the Policy has been amended to reflect 
this. 
 
A background report on sustainable energy also sets out 
further reasoning for the energy efficiency standards in Policy 
EG1.   
 

Criterion A (7) - Australian NABERS Commitment Agreement is 
thought to be more appropriate. This focuses on in-use 
performance. The criterion should recognise that alongside 
BREEAM there may be other standards that could be met 
(English Cities Fund and Legal & General Property Fund UK). 

It has yet to be explored whether Australia’s application of 
NABERs can be replicated in the UK. 

Criterion A (4) - Although there is further detail in Policy A11 
there is little detail in Policy CC1 (Home Builders Federation).  

It is not considered necessary to repeat all the detail contained 
elsewhere within the SLP: DMP. 
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Rail electrification technology should be implemented on 
Salford’s railways as soon as possible (Friends of Walkden 
Station). With the Bolton corridor now complete (serving Salford 
city centre), the line through Walkden should be next along with 
Bolton to Wigan.    

Policy A4, criterion 5 (Public transport), supports the 
electrification of the city’s rail lines. 

Maximising carbon sequestration.  

Criterion B (10) - Supportive of an increase in woodland, but 
these should be located in the correct place, and be designed 
to maximise their wider green infrastructure functioning, and 
should not negatively impact on any existing nature 
conservation sites (Environment Agency).  

Policy GI1 (Development and Green Infrastructure) notes that 
there are a number of appropriate functions of green 
infrastructure, including providing habitats for plants and 
animals. It also requires that development should maximise the 
multi-functionality of green infrastructure.  
 
Policy GI6 of the SLP:DMP has been expanded with a new 
criteria added requiring appropriate environmental assessment 
to be undertaken as part of significant new tree planting 
proposals which considers existing habitats. The policy has 
also been expanded to clarify that any new tree provision will 
be expected to be accompanied by an appropriate 
management and maintenance plan with identified financial 
resources to deliver it. 
 
In addition, policy BG2 requires development to provide a net 
gain for biodiversity (managed for 25 years) and requires that 
harm to priority habitats should be avoided wherever 
practicable. 
 
When taken as a whole, it is considered that the plan 
adequately covers these issues.  
 

Criterion B (10) - In managing and maintaining any new or 
existing woodland, ecological quality should be a key 

The final criteria of Policy GI6 has been amended to refer to 
ecological quality. The policy has also been expanded to clarify 
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consideration and should have long term wildlife benefit 
(Environment Agency).  

that any new tree provision will be expected to be accompanied 
by an appropriate management and maintenance plan with 
identified financial resources to deliver it. 
 
Policy GI1 Development and Green Infrastructure notes that 
there are a number of appropriate functions of green 
infrastructure, including both providing habitats for plants and 
animals and carbon sequestration. It also requires that 
development should maximise the multi-functionality of green 
infrastructure. 
In addition, policy BG2 requires development to provide a net 
gain for biodiversity. 
 
When taken as a whole, it is considered that the plan 
adequately covers these issues.  
 

This part of the policy needs to address all land use practices 
including agriculture. It should encourage a switch to practices 
that would lock up carbon rather than emit it (The Wildlife Trust 
for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 

Policy CC1 has been amended to set out that carbon storage 
and sequestration should be maximised by minimising 
degradation and erosion of soil (in accordance with policy 
GB2). 
 

The council are asked to look at Land use: Reducing emissions 
and preparing for climate change; Committee on Climate 
Change, November 2018: https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/11/Land-use-Reducing-emissions-and-
preparing-for-climate-change-CCC-2018.pdf (The Wildlife Trust 
for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 

The council have reviewed this document. It is considered 
Policy CC1 is consistent with the content of the document. No 
changes are made to the policy in response to this comment.  

Criterion B (10) – It is asked whether this will include the ex-
peat extraction site at the top of Cutnook Lane which has 
become neglected by the current landowner (individual).  

The site in question is within the Biodiversity Heartland and the 
city council is monitoring the limited restoration of the site 
under the existing planning conditions. 

Mitigating and adapting to the impacts of climate change  

https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Land-use-Reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-CCC-2018.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Land-use-Reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-CCC-2018.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Land-use-Reducing-emissions-and-preparing-for-climate-change-CCC-2018.pdf
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Criterion C (15) – Supportive of criterion but there will also be a 
need to improve the ecological quality of existing semi-natural 
habitats to ensure they are resilient and capable to adapting to 
climate change. For example, restoring heavily modified and 
canalised waterbodies and reconnecting lost floodplain 
meadows (Environment Agency).  
 

The support is welcomed. 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that partly fall outside of the 
scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
 
Policy WA1 requires development to take opportunities to 
support the improvement of water bodies to at least ‘good’ 
status where practicable, including through naturalisation of 
watercourses. 
 

Criterion C (16) although there is further detail in Policy WA3 
there is little detail in Policy CC1 (Home Builders Federation). 

It is not considered necessary to repeat all detail contained 
elsewhere within the SLP: DMP. 
 

Criterion C (14) - it is not understood what this means (English 
Cities Fund and Legal & General Property Fund UK). 

Criterion C (14) has been amended I order to provide further 
clarity. It now reads as follows: 
 
“Creating a place that promotes social interaction, since people 
who are isolated can be more vulnerable and less able to cope 
with the impacts of climate change (in accordance with policy 
D1).” 
 

Responding to the economic and policy changes that are 
likely to accompany climate change 
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Criterion D (20) should be reworded to include the following 
“Protecting the sustainable use of high grade agricultural land 
to prevent the oxidation of carbon stored in peat and the 
erosion of soil", otherwise the productivity of such soil will likely 
to become exhausted (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, 
Manchester & North Merseyside).  

No changes are made in response to this response. Most 
agricultural activities fall outside the remit of the planning 
system and therefore the suggested change goes beyond the 
scope of the Local Plan. 
 
 

Criterion D (20) – It is questioned how this can be protected if it 
is built on (individual).  

Policy GB2 includes the following protection for agricultural 
land: 
 
“The loss of agricultural land shall be avoided wherever 
possible. Where development of agricultural land is proposed, 
it shall be demonstrated that: 
 
1) Preference has been given to the use of lower grade 

land; and 
2) The scale of loss has been minimised.” 
 

Other policy wording   

Policy CC1 needs to caveat the policy so it reads “where 
appropriate, where feasible and where viable” (Bellway Homes, 
submitted by Indigo Planning).  

These actions are necessary to support Salford becoming 
carbon neutral by 2038. No changes to the policy are made in 
response to this comment.  
 

 

 

Other significant changes made to policy CC1  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 7 Efficient and coordinated use of land – general comments  

(Chapter 7 has become chapter 6 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support the policy approach and consider that the rapid transit 
proposals put forward by Friends of Walkden Station would 
maximise the efficient use of land and improve access. It is 
suggested that a transport masterplan for Walkden and Little 
Hulton could assist in developing these proposals in 
coordination with planned developments (Friends of Walkden 
Station).  
 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted.  
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon. 
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
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convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

Essential that the ‘agent of change’ principle is considered as 
part of the Local Plan. It has been specifically included in the 
NPPF to protext existing businesses from new development 
(paragraphs 182 and 183)(Asda Stores) 
 

Comments noted.  
 
It is not considered necessary to repeat NPPF paragraph 182 
and 183. However, the agent of change principle is referred to 
in policy CT2 in relation to cultural uses, many of which are 
located within the city’s mixed use areas such as the City 
Centre, with sensitive uses in close proximity. It is therefore 
considered appropriate in Salford’s context to highlight the 
importance of the agent of change principle in respect of these 
specific uses, in order to ensure their ongoing viability and the 
successful functioning of the mixed use areas. 
 
    
 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 7  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 7, Policy EF1 Efficient use of land  

 (The policy reference remains EF1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 9 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Several responses highlighted the importance of prioritising the 
use of brownfield land, and suggested that there are 
opportunities to do this and more could become available 
during the plan period. Having regard to this, some questioned 
why grade 1 agricultural land in the Green Belt is being built on 
(individual, Action Against Rural Development, councillor).  
 

Policies EF1 and H3 (Housing density) seek to ensure that land 
is used efficiently, in order to make the best possible use of the 
finite land resources in the city. The target is that 85% of new 
dwellings will be delivered on previously developed land during 
the plan period. A statement has also been added to policy EF1 
to explain that support will be given to the use of suitable 
brownfield land and appropriate opportunities to remediate 
despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land.    
 
This approach will help to minimise the potential need to use 
greenfield land and land in the Green Belt to meet development 
requirements.   
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
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Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

Support was expressed for encouraging high density 
development in accessible locations, and at Salford Quays, the 
City Centre and Walkden (developers).  
 

Support is welcomed. Policy EF1 seeks to maximise high 
density development in the most accessible locations, and 
further details are provided with regards to the minimum 
housing density requirements that apply in different parts of the 
city in policy H3 (Housing density). This specifies requirements 
for the locations referred to in the comments (i.e. the City 
Centre and town centres).  
  

A developer noted that their site (H9/1) is an accessible site 
and that an appropriate density of housing has been identified 
by SCC as part of the draft allocation (developer).  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Whilst support was expressed for using land efficiently, there is 
concern that similar policies have not been able to prevent car-
dominated developments and stronger policy wording is 
required (parish council).  
 

It is considered that various policies within chapter 15 
(Accessibility), address the issues raised. Chapter 15 places a 
significant emphasis on enabling a modal shift to more 
sustainable modes of travel such as walking, cycling and public 
transport. Policy A2 (Transport hierarchy) directs development 
to prioritise the needs of pedestrians and cyclists, in order to 
help maximise travel by these modes. Policy A3 (walking and 
cycling) directs development to contribute to the delivery of 
walkable and cyclable neighbourhoods. Policy A7 (Motor 
vehicle parking provision and drop-off facilities in new 
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developments) should ensure that the level of parking provision 
in developments allows for the successful functioning of 
developments whilst discouraging unnecessary car journeys 
and the inefficient use of land. Policy A7 also includes 
maximum standards which development should not exceed, 
and the city has been split into two area types for the purposes 
of applying the maximum standards, reflecting the different 
accessibility levels within different parts of Salford.   
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy EF1 

Change Reason for change  

Policy EF1 has an additional paragraph requiring proposals for 
low-rise non-residential development to give positive 
consideration to incorporating housing above, where it is 
appropriate to the location/context. 
 

Low rise non-residential uses can represent an inefficient use 
of land and it is considered that in some locations, it should be 
possible to increase densities by accommodating residential 
development above them, thereby maximising the efficient use 
of land.  This is consistent with paragraph 118 e) of the NPPF.  
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POLICY: Chapter 7, Policy EF2 Coordinated development  

(The policy reference remains EF2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 10 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support  

Support expressed for various parts of the policy (Canal and 
River Trust, The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester and 
North Merseyside, United Utilities).  
 

Support is welcomed.  

Objections to the masterplan requirements  

Some developers object to the requirements of the policy and 
consider them to be onerous. Their main concerns are that:  
  

 It is not feasible to require a masterplan in every 
scenario 

 It could place unviable requirements on development 

 It could delay development 

 It may lead to a prevalence of masterplans across the 
city 

 It is unrealistic to expect documents to be prepared 
together with and endorsed by the council.  

 There is no evidence as to why this requirement should 
be imposed and it conflicts with the PPG paragraph 30. 

 
Various amendments to the policy are suggested by 
developers:  
 

Masterplans will be important in ensuring that certain 
developments do not constrain what can be achieved on other 
sites, leading to the inefficient use of land, poor quality design 
or land use conflicts. 
 
It is recognised that whilst masterplans and development 
frameworks will not be required in the majority of cases, they 
may be necessary in some locations to ensure that 
development is properly co-ordinated and contributes to high 
quality neighbourhoods. Some additional wording has been 
added to paragraph 6.5 and the second paragraph of the policy 
to convey this, which should assist in addressing some of the 
concerns raised. It is not considered appropriate to establish a 
threshold for when a masterplan would be required, as this will 
depend on the site specific issues.  
 
Having a policy which identifies the potential for development to 
need to be guided by a masterplan, should not result in delay to 
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 It should be amended to only require a masterplan in 
exceptional circumstances where agreed early in the 
process 

 The second part of the policy (regarding the preparation 
process) should be deleted. 

 It should provide greater flexibility with regards to which 
schemes should be accompanied by a masterplan. 

 It should include a threshold and the caveat ‘where 
necessary’ with regards to the requirement.   

 
(developers)  
 

development, but instead mean that the addressing certain 
issues in relation to for example infrastructure or design are an 
early consideration in bringing forward a development proposal. 
Where a masterplan is prepared by an organisation other than 
the city council it is considered important that the city council is 
involved at all stages to ensure the relevant issues for 
consideration are identified at the outset and the various local 
plan policy requirements are met. This should also assist in 
avoiding delays to development. This approach is considered 
to be realistic given that masterplans will not be required in the 
majority of circumstances.  
 
It is not considered that the requirement to produce a 
masterplan should in itself present viability issues for those 
developments where one is required. The need for appropriate 
contributions to address the impacts of development, and the 
consideration of reduced planning obligations where 
development viability would be compromised would be 
considered through policy PC1 (Planning conditions and 
obligations).  
 
With regards to the representation which suggests that the 
policy conflicts with the Planning Practice Guidance, the 
paragraph referred to (030 Reference ID: 61-030-20190315) 
relates to public bodies subject to the duty to cooperate. It is 
not considered that policy EF2 presents any issues of 
inconsistency with this paragraph.   
 
 
 



58 
 

With reference to the requirement for development to ‘make 
provision for supporting infrastructure’, there is concern that in 
areas such as Salford Quays, infrastructure may be large scale, 
outside the developer’s control and brought forward as a result 
of public sector strategies. Concerns are regarding the limits 
that this policy may place on development within 
masterplanned areas until these strategies are finalised 
(developer).  
 

There may be circumstances where development needs to 
accommodate or fund infrastructure, which is considered 
appropriate to highlight in this policy.  

Objections to the masterplan requirements for GMSF allocations  

A developer objects to this part of the policy and considers that 
the requirement for a masterplan/supplementary planning 
document (SPD) to be adopted for GMSF allocations before 
development can start is not justified, contrary to national policy 
(NPPF paragraph 55) and unsound. It could lengthen 
development lead in times and note that allocations are under 
the control of a single landowner.  
 
The policy should be amended:  

 To require the advance agreement of a masterplan/SPD 
only for those sites where this is necessary. 

 In respect of other sites, the comprehensive 
development can be secured through masterplans 
developed and agreed through the development 
management process. 
 

(developer).  
 

If any sites in Salford are allocated for development through 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, then they are 
considered to be strategic by definition and it is therefore 
considered that the requirement for a masterplan should apply. 
This is considered particularly important having regard to the 
size and location of the sites included in the Revised Draft 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (January 2019) and the 
level of public concern regarding these proposals.  

Suggested additions to the policy  

United Utilities highlight that large allocations in multiple 
ownership can lead to issues between interconnecting 
infrastructure in different phases of development. The 

An addition has been made to WA5 (Surface water and 
sustainable drainage) to explain that development shall ensure 
that surface water across the whole site is managed in a co-



59 
 

importance of ensuring sustainable surface water drainage 
infrastructure across phases is noted. Land ownership disputes 
can lead to difficulties in discharging surface water. The 
following addition to the policy is proposed:  
 
Development on individual sites shall… 

 Prepare an infrastructure phasing and delivery strategy 
where development will be delivered by different 
developers or in phases.  

 Ensure unfettered access for infrastructure between 
various phases of development.  

 
(United Utilities).  
 

ordinated, sustainable way in order to address the issues 
raised. Part 3) of policy EF2 remains in the plan, which explains 
that developments will need to accommodate and/or fund 
infrastructure when this would not be possible by viewing sites 
in isolation.  

The reasoned justification should provide clarity as to the 
information that should be contained within a masterplan 
(developers).  
 

An addition has been made to the introduction to the policy to 
explain that the content of the masterplan should be agreed 
with the city council. It is not considered appropriate to specify 
the information to be contained within masterplans in policy 
EF2, as this will depend on the site specific issues.  
 

Other comments  

With reference to taking a ‘small number of sites out of the 
Green Belt (7.6), consider that these areas are large areas of 
land for wildlife and the term ‘small’ should not be used 
(individual).  
 

This reference has been deleted and replaced with a statement 
explaining that if any sites in Salford are allocated for 
development in the Green Belt through the GMSF, then they 
will be subject to a masterplan. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy EF2 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A    
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Chapter 8 Planning conditions and obligations (general comments) 

 
(Chapter 8 has been become chapter 7 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS: 0 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 

No general representations were made to this Chapter. N/A 

  

 

Other significant general changes made to chapter 8  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 8, Policy PC1 Planning conditions and obligations 
 
(The policy reference remains PC1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 12 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Need to ensure mitigation measures are in place  

Support for the first paragraph of the policy (Cllr Karen 
Garrido). 

The support is welcomed. 

Artificial splitting of sites  

Support in principle the approach to preventing developer’s 
artificially engineering development sites or proposals to avoid 
development contributions (English Cities Fund, Legal and 
General Property Fund UK).  

The support is welcomed. 

Priorities for the use of planning obligations  

It is considered the heading and introduction to priorities for the 
use of planning conditions is confusing as it implies it is a list of 
priorities. It must be confusing as the caveat has to be entered 
into brackets. Given the list (A) to (H) is extensive it could be 
simply be titled ‘Areas for the use of planning obligations’ 
(English Cities Fund, Legal and General Property Fund UK). 

The city council do not agree that the approach is confusing. 
Criteria A to H are simply priorities for the use of planning 
obligations (as noted in no order of prioritisation). There may 
well be other planning obligations that are appropriate in 
individual developments but which are not in the list; the policy 
does not exclude this. Changing the title to ‘Areas for the use of 
planning obligations’ changes the meaning of this part of the 
policy from that intended by the city council and is not therefore 
supported.  
 

The priority categories for where planning obligations will be 
sought (categories A to H) are agreed and supported (Bredale 
Properties Ltd). 

The support is welcomed. 
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We note that transport is quite rightly a top priority for planning 
obligations (category A) and we would look to prioritise 
transport solutions that are, where possible, sustainable and 
low carbon i.e. rail based transport, cycling and walking, over 
road based proposals. 
 
If our Little Hulton Loop proposals are taken forward, then 
developer contributions (and/or the Housing Infrastructure 
Fund) could be good sources of funding to contribute to tram 
stops and infrastructure. One good example of coordination is 
that the proposed Brackley development would be directly 
connected by Metrolink to a large local school (Harrop Fold) 
under our proposals, which will help to justify the development 
in terms of proximity to educational facilities (Friends of 
Walkden Station). 

Comments noted. 
 
The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. Transport for Greater Manchester 
(TFGM), on behalf of the Greater Manchester Combined 
Authority (GMCA), has proposed to develop options for 
Metro/tram-train services across Greater Manchester, including 
connections between Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, 
within the draft 2040 Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-
2025). This requires further investigation and development 
work to determine the feasibility and work up proposals in more 
detail. Any proposals will also be subject to business case 
approval and funding. Before proposals for the Atherton 
corridor proceed further, TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 
tram-train “pathfinder” projects on different routes in Greater 
Manchester to test the feasibility of this rapid transit technology 
(see draft 2040 Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). 
Further information was published in September 2019, on 
behalf of the GMCA and the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for 
Rail’. It is understood that a revised Transport Delivery Plan will 
be published soon. 
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

It is assumed that playing fields has been included within the 
generic Open Space priority (category C). If this is the case it 
only includes the requirement for natural turf pitches and not 

Reference has been added to criterion C to ‘sports’, and also 
cross reference has been added to policy R1 (recreation 
standards).   
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the ancillary facilities that support sites, other built outdoor 
sports facilities or the need for indoor sport. Sport England 
would welcome the inclusion of a separate category for 
Indoor/Outdoor Sport facilities; this would be underpinned by 
Salford’s recently completed Playing Pitch Strategy and Indoor 
Built Facilities Strategy (Sport England).  

Reduced planning obligations  

Criterion i) is far too weak and opens the door for developers to 
submit a skewed viability assessment. The language needs 
strengthening (Scott Howard). 

Criterion i) has been amended since the revised draft local plan 
to be fully consistent with the NPPF and associated planning 
guidance on viability. 
 

Fully supports the provision for reduced Planning Obligations 
as set out in criteria i) to iv). This will enable commercially 
viable development to come forward and will look to prevent 
potential developments that cannot come forward due to 
unrealistic planning contributions (Arnold Laver) 

The support is welcomed.  

It is unclear what will be considered with regards to reduced 
planning obligations where the benefits of development 
outweigh the lack of full mitigation for its impacts (criterion iv). 
The policy should identify regeneration objectives with regard to 
this criterion (English Cities Fund, Legal and General Property 
Fund UK). 

The policy is clear that regard will be had to material 
considerations when considering whether the benefits of 
development outweigh the full mitigation for its impacts. These 
considerations will vary on a case by case basis (and could 
include regeneration objectives) and so on this basis the policy 
is not prescriptive.  
 

Support for reference to permitting development with reduced 
planning obligations where the Applicant submits a viability 
appraisal to justify this, which will be published prior to the 
determination of the planning application. This reflects 
paragraph 57 of the 2019 NPPF (Bredale Properties Ltd and 
Monckton Properties Ltd). 

The support is welcomed.  

Support the approach to reduced planning obligations and 
welcome the statement that viability appraisals submitted with 

The support is welcomed.  
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planning applications will not be published where exceptional 
circumstances exist (Bellway Homes Ltd).  

Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010  

Planning conditions and obligations should only be imposed 
where they meet the tests as set out in NPPF Paragraphs 55 
and 56, and with regard to obligations where these tests are 
stipulated in Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations (as 
amended). The policy should be amended to be clear that 
conditions and obligations will only be required where they 
meet the tests as set out in National Policy and the relevant 
regulations. Without this amendment the policy would be 
‘unsound’ (RMS International). 

The introduction to the policy (at paragraph 7.1) is clear that 
planning conditions and obligations will be used where 
required, and consistent with national legislation and policy. 
Such legislation and policy includes the NPPF and CIL 
Regulations.  

Investment in infrastructure  

The plan (as well as the GMSF), as a whole, does not set out a 
clear and deliverable Infrastructure Delivery Plan to secure the 
necessary infrastructure improvements to facilitate the growth 
of the City and has had no regard to the wider infrastructure 
investment strategy for the conurbation. 
 
The policy ignores that work is being undertaken at the public 
sector level to secure investment in infrastructure to realise the 
growth ambitions of the conurbation. It seeks to place the 
burden of delivering such improvements on individual 
developments which will be to the detriment of their viability. 
This will significantly undermine the delivery of the plan as a 
whole. It is a fundamental conflict with national planning policy, 
unlawful in being at odds with the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Regulations 2010 and is unsound. 
 
The policy should be amended to be clear that mitigation 
needed to realise development opportunities will be identified 
and secured where necessary but that this may be secured/part 

Policy PC1 of the SLP: DMP IS clear that planning conditions 
and / or obligations will be put in place to ensure that adequate 
mitigation measures are put in place. It goes on to set out the 
priorities for the use of planning obligations at criteria A to H. 
With regards to this, there is nothing in the policy to suggest 
that the burden of providing mitigation measures will fall fully on 
the developer. It is fully recognised that work is ongoing to 
secure public funding to secure investment in infrastructure.  
 
The introduction to the policy (at paragraph 7.1) is clear that 
planning conditions and obligations will be used where 
required, and consistent with national legislation and policy. 
Such legislation and policy includes the NPPF and CIL 
Regulations. It also notes that the city council will seek 
opportunities to secure external public funding to assist in the 
delivery of infrastructure.  
 
An infrastructure delivery plan has been prepared alongside the 
SLP: DMP. The infrastructure delivery plan reflects the 
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secured through public sector funding and the implementation 
of an Infrastructure Delivery Plan which will provide the platform 
for the City’s growth. 
 
(The Peel Group) 
 

narrowed scope of the SLP: DMP, which does not include 
requirements in relation to the scale of development to come 
forward within the city. As such, the infrastructure delivery plan 
focuses on the ways in which infrastructure providers assess 
the potential changes in demand for their services and manage 
their resources to meet them. It is recognised that this involves 
ongoing processes of assessment by a range of agencies with 
infrastructure funded in a variety of ways which includes, but is 
in no means exclusive to, planning conditions and obligations.  
 
The infrastructure delivery plan will be regularly updated, 
including to take account of the potential impacts of the scale 
and distribution of development determined through the GMSF, 
in particular in respect of transport networks, and other 
processes including those associated with the GM 
Infrastructure Framework 2040. 
 

Link to obligations Supplementary Planning Document  

Given that a revised Draft Planning Obligations SPD is 
currently being consulted on, it would be expect that Policy PC1 
references the SPD to ensure consistency (Bellway Homes) 

A refresh of the 2015 Planning Obligations SPD was adopted 
by the city council in December 2019 which supplements 
policies of the saved UDP. The city council will prepare an 
updated SPD to supplement polices of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document following its adoption. 
 

The degree of overlap in emerging Policy PC1 and combined 
draft SPD Policies OB1 and OB2 is noted (English Cities Fund, 
Legal and General Property Fund UK). 

Comments noted. The city council has changed the scope of 
the Planning Obligations SPD review to a refresh of the 2015 
Adopted Planning Obligations SPD, rather than trying to mirror 
the policies in the local plan in an SPD. The refreshed SPD 
came into force on 9 December 2019. 
 

Viability and plan making  
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All planning policies must carefully consider viability matters, 
and be justified by a robust evidence base which has 
considered the viability implications of any potentially restrictive 
policies (such as prescriptive housing mix, space standards 
etc) (Bredale Properties Ltd and Monckton Properties Ltd). 

A strategic assessment of residential viability has been 
prepared in support of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy PC1  

Change Reason for change  

Added the word ‘unacceptable’ to the first paragraph of the 
policy so that it reads as follows: 
 
“Development that would have an unacceptable 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.” 

To be consistent with paragraph 54 of the NPPF (February 
2019).  

Two additional paragraphs have been added to the end of the 
policy. The first of these paragraphs relates to the price paid for 
land not being a justification for failing to accord with planning 
obligations set out in the plan. The second paragraph relates to 
the publishing of viability assessment, and any revisions to it, 
unless there are exceptional circumstances. 

In order to be consistent with the planning practice guidance on 
viability, and in order to ensure that planning obligations are 
considered in a fully transparent manner. 
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Chapter 9, Area Policies (General) 

(Chapter 9 has become chapter 8 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

City Centre Salford, Greengate Park, Salford Quays, Ordsall 
Waterfront and Employment areas close to the City Centre are 
strategically important parts of the City which are likely to see 
substantial change over the next few decades. They have an 
important role to play in realising the Local Plan’s aspirations 
and driving forward the economic growth and diversification of 
the City (Peel Group). 

Comment noted. 

Support for the overall vision and direction of the Local Plan in 
relation to Salford Quays/MediaCityUK. Need to focus on the 
detail of the policies and their potential implications with an 
emphasis on timescales for delivery. Any under-delivery 
caused by wider constraints has the potential undermine the 
objectives of the Local Plan (Peel Media Management Limited) 

The support is welcomed 

Design  

Reference should be made to Active Design within each Area 
Policy (ref Sport England and Public Health England guidance 
‘Active Design’) (Sport England)  

Active Design is referenced in Policy D1 of the SLP: DMP as 
one of a number of design principles applicable to all 
development.  
 
 

Other  

Our proposals  would stimulate significant regeneration in Little 
Hulton, one of the most deprived communities in Salford. By 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted.  
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introducing clean, electric rapid transit services to the heart of 
this community, travel will become more sustainable will 
reductions in carbon emissions and improvements in air quality 
(Friends of Walkden Station) 

 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon. 
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 9  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 9, Policy AP1 City Centre Salford  

(The policy reference remains AP1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: X 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan    

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Supports the provisions of this policy particularly in supporting a 
range of uses reflecting its importance as a key business 
location, tourism, cultural and leisure destination and home to a 
collection of residential neighbourhoods (Progressive Living) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

City Centre Definition / Boundary  

The aspirations and objectives for the defined City Centre are 
generally supported, however the boundary identified does not 
reflect the full existing and potential economic and cultural area 
and is ineffective and unsound. It should be extended (to 
include Ordsall Waterfront and Salford Quays) and renamed 
Core Growth Area, to reflect its true extent and regional role 
(Peel Group) 

Salford Quays and MediaCityUK has its own distinctive 
character and identity. This is one of the area’s strengths.  
 
Policies AP1 and AP3 the SLP: DMP are clear about the 
economic and cultural importance of the City Centre and 
Salford Quays. 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 core growth area. The City Centre 
boundary has not therefore been extended to include Salford 
Quays/ MediaCityUK and Ordsall Waterfront.  
 
The introduction to Chapter 9 (Economic Development) of the 
SLP: DMP recognises a concentration of economic activity at 
the conurbation core, termed the central economic area. The 
area identified spans the boundaries of Manchester, Salford 
and Trafford and includes the City Centre, Salford Quays and 
MediaCityUK. 
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Supportive of policy text that encourages the expansion of the 
City Centre. Policy AP1 should focus on a broader area and 
should be extended to include the area to the south of the 
Crescent as a minimum (Individuals) 

The area referred to falls within the Liverpool Street 
employment area which is covered by Policy AP5 (Employment 
areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays) of the SLP: 
DMP covers the Liverpool Street employment area. The policy 
and its introductory text recognises the opportunities and 
challenges faced by the area, along with Eccles New Road and 
Cambridge employment areas, and describes that masterplans 
will be produced. However, these areas will continue to be 
protected as employment areas unless the masterplans 
indicate otherwise. 
 

Objects to the exclusion of Liverpool Street area from the city 
centre boundary and its allocation as an existing employment 
area only. It would be more appropriate to allocate the area 
within the City Centre boundary and/or for mixed uses. This is 
due to the existing mix of uses on the site coupled with its 
sustainable location and the wider ambitions for the city over 
the plan period (Individuals) 

The Liverpool Street area comprises a range of uses but is 
predominantly industrial in nature. It is not considered to be of 
a ‘City Centre’ character and as such has not been included 
within the City Centre Salford boundary SLP: DMP. 
 
Whilst it is recognised that the area could present a number of 
development opportunities it is considered that further analysis 
is required to determine the scale and type of change that may 
be appropriate. In this regard the area is identified through 
policy AP5 (Employment areas close to the City Centre and 
Salford Quays) of the SLP:DMP as one of three important 
existing employment areas in respect of which masterplans will 
be produced to guide future development.  
 
 

Criterion C – New Bailey  

Significant improvements to Salford Central station are long 
overdue and need to be delivered as a priority. Fast services 
from Walkden to Salford Central with just one stop at Salford 
Crescent could interchange at Salford Central with services to 

Improvements to Salford Central Station are promoted though 
criterion 7 of Policy AP1 (City Centre Salford) and Policy A4 
(Public Transport) of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management and Designations Document. 
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and from Liverpool, relieving congestion at Victoria and 
providing easy connections for passengers in both directions. 
This may provide an alternative to the M62 and A580 (Friends 
of Walkden Station) 

 
 

Criterion D – Middlewood, New Bailey West and Wilburn 
Basin 

 

Pleased to see references to the Manchester Bolton & Bury 
Canal (MBBC) is mentioned as an opportunity (MBBC Society 
and Canal and Rivers Trust) 

The support is welcomed. 

With reference to the wording in bullet ‘c’, it would assist with 
clarity if references to the MBBC could refer to the line being 
protected from any development that would prejudice any 
future restoration (Canal and River Trust) 

Criterion 17 of Policy AP1 of the SLP: DMP specifically refers 
to development along the line of the Manchester, Bolton and 
Bury Canal facilitating its restoration where practicable. 
 

Criterion F - Adelphi  

As part of  any regeneration adjoining the River Irwell and City 
River Park, opportunities to better integrate and enhance the 
waterbody and its interconnectedness with its wider catchment 
should be taken, particularly looking to improving ecological/fish 
passage of existing weir structures that inhibit this, and 
delivering a key mitigation measure outlined in current North 
West River Basin Management Plan (Environment Agency) 

Criterion 15 of Policy AP1 (City Centre Salford) of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document (SLP:DMP) describes that 
development shall “provide a riverside walkway and cycleway 
and connected open spaces, which are integrated into the 
wider Irwell River Park and designed to enhance the ecological 
role of the river”. 
 
The principles of the North West River Basin Management Plan 
are further emphasised through Policy WA1 (Delivering the 
North West River Basin Management Plan). 
 

Point G – Crescent, University of Salford and Innovation 
Park 

 

Pleased to see references to the Manchester Bolton & Bury 
Canal (MBBC) is mentioned as an opportunity (MBBC Society 
and Canal and Rivers Trust) 

The support is welcomed. 
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Policy should say that the canal needs to be restored to fulfil 
the line’s full potential (MBBC Society) 

Criterion 17 of Policy AP1 of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management and Designations Document 
specifically refers to the protection of the line of the canal and 
its restoration wherever practical. 
 

Improvements to Salford Crescent station should include 
additional platforms and junction/capacity improvements. The 
station itself requires retail and café facilities to properly serve 
its function as a transport hub for a fitting western entrance to 
the centre of Salford (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Improvements to Salford Crescent Station are promoted 
though criterion 7 of Policy AP1 (City Centre Salford) and 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management and Designations Document. 
 

Criterion b – Greengate Park  

Support the criterion as it is likely to result in the optimum 
outcome for nature, and for people’s contact with nature 
(Wildlife Trust) 

Issues are now addressed in criterion 15 of Policy AP1 of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management and 
Designations Document. The support is welcomed. 
 

Point c – Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal  

Pleased to see references to the Manchester Bolton & Bury 
Canal (MBBC) is mentioned as an opportunity (MBBC Society 
and Canal and Rivers Trust) 
 
‘Wherever practicable’ should be omitted (MBBC Society) 
 
It would assist with clarity if references to the MBBC could refer 
to the line being protected from any development that would 
prejudice any future restoration (Canal and River Trust) 
 

The support is welcomed. Criterion 17 of the SLP: DMP relates 
to the MBBC. It specifically refers to the protection of the line of 
the canal and its restoration; where this is not practicable the 
policy states that open space, incorporating walking and 
cycling routes and heritage interpretation features should be 
provided in accordance with policy H6. 
 
The restoration of the canal would be a significant undertaking 
and whilst it is appropriate to encourage it, it is considered 
important that the policy recognises the practicalities of doing 
so.  
 

Transport and Movement  

Walking and Cycling  

In the interests of inclusivity should improving connections also 
include walking and cycling connections to adjacent 

The introductory text to the policy in the Publication Salford 
Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
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neighbourhoods (Lower Broughton, Pendleton, Ordsall, 
Charlestown)? (Transport for Greater Manchester)  

Designations Document describes that it is “essential that it is 
easy to travel to and around [the City Centre] by public 
transport, cycling and walking”. The ‘Transport and movement’ 
section of the policy now also refers to facilitating people to 
travel to and around the City Centre by sustainable modes”.  
 

Would it be helpful to refer to the Bee Network in this section? 
(Transport for Greater Manchester) 

The principles of the Bee Network are reflected in Policy A2 
(Transport Hierarchy and sustainable streets) and A3 (Cycling 
and Walking). 
 

Public transport  

Without further study at this stage it is difficult to establish if 
Quality Bus Transit, Metrolink or tram-train journeys from 
Salford Crescent eastwards towards the city centre would be 
most appropriate to terminate at Victoria or at other locations in 
the city centre or indeed form part of a cross city service 
(Transport for Greater Manchester) 

Reference to a Metrolink line from Victoria in Manchester to 
Salford Crescent Station has been removed. However the 
emphasis on Salford Crescent as a public transport 
interchange remains. 

Page 48: Tram-train reference should contain greater detail, 
extract from 2040 strategy (Individual) 

Reference to the conversion of this line to tram-train has been 
removed from the Policy; the policy now refers to investigating 
the potential to convert rail lines to tram-train use and 
considering how accessibility can be maximised having regard 
to heavy and light rail solutions. The emphasis on Salford 
Crescent as a public transport interchange remains. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
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will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 

Support conversion of the rail line between Salford Crescent 
Station and Wigan to tram-train use (Sovereign Point Residents 
Assocation) 

Reference to the conversion of this line to tram-train has been 
removed from the policy; it now refers to investigating the 
potential to convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering 
how accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy 
and light rail solutions. The emphasis on Salford Crescent as a 
public transport interchange remains. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
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the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 

Disagree with the total conversion of the rail line through 
Walkden to tram-train operation. Such a proposal would result 
in longer journey times from Wigan which could lead to 
congestion on other routes, loss of longer distance services 
would completely negate rail access to RHS Bridgewater and 
Salford Crescents role as an interchange would be 
compromised (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Reference to the conversion of this line to tram-train has been 
removed from the policy; it now refers to investigating the 
potential to convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering 
how accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy 
and light rail solutions. The emphasis on Salford Crescent as a 
public transport interchange remains. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 

Support for additional rapid transit/tram- train capacity along the 
rail line through Walkden (initially to the Little Hulton loop and 
utilising disused infrastructure alongside the rail line) to 

Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
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complement but not replace existing heavy rail operation 
services (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

Strongly support the expansion of the Metrolink network 
through the area (Sovereign Point Residents Assocation and 
Friends of Walkden Station) 

The support is welcomed. 
 
Policy AP1 retains reference to the transformation of Salford 
Crescent as a transport hub, including Metrolink. The policy 
also retains reference to a new Metrolink line from the Crescent 
to Salford Quays. This is complemented by Policy A4 (Public 
Transport) which provides similar supporting guidance and 
includes reference to the conversion of rail lines to tram-train 
use. 
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There are no current proposals to deliver a new Metrolink line 
from Salford Crescent to Manchester Victoria and as such this 
proposal is not specifically referenced in the SLP: DMP.  
 

The optimum solution to serve connections within, to and from 
Greater Manchester is a combination of heavy rail and rapid 
transit. Walkden is well placed to be an effective multi- modal 
transport hub, similar to Eccles which already has heavy and 
light rail serving different purposes (Friends of Walkden Station) 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted.  
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 



78 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy AP1  

Change Reason for change  

Issues relating to scale of development and its distribution have 
been removed from the policy. 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy AP1 has been amended 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

Reference to a new Metrolink Line from Manchester Victoria to 
Salford Crescent has been deleted. 

There are no current proposals to deliver a new Metrolink line 
from Salford Crescent to Manchester Victoria. 
 

Reference to the conversion of the rail line between Salford 
Crescent Station and Wigan to tram-train use has been 
deleted. 

It is understood that that work on the potential conversion of rail 
lines to tram-train is at an early stage and will need to be 
subject to further investigation, feasibility assessment and 
options development before any decisions can be made.  
Policy A4 (Public Transport) of the Publication Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document provides general support for the conversion of rail 
lines to tram-train use, where this is compatible with their 
continued use for heavy rail. 
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POLICY: Chapter 9, Policy AP2 Greengate Park 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support part of criterion 4 that reads "....,  including bringing 
nature into the City Centre, incorporating trees and biodiverse 
planting areas, and being capable of holding events" (Wildlife 
Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside) 
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development.  
 
The Greengate Park allocation has therefore been deleted from 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations Document. Reference to Greengate 
Park, along with the criterion referred to, is however retained 
through the ‘environmental quality’ section of Policy AP1 (City 
Centre). 
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POLICY: Chapter 9, Policy AP3 Salford Quays 

(The policy reference has been changed to AP2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 12 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General 
 

 

General support for the policy (Peel Group)(Lifestyle Outlets) 
(Peel Media Management Ltd)(Bredale Properties Ltd) 

The support is welcomed.  

Its location and accessibility mean that The Quays should rank 
alongside the commercial core of the City Centre as a focus for 
mixed-use growth and should form part of the defined wider 
’Core Growth Area’ as set out in comments on Policy AP1 (Peel 
Group) 

Salford Quays and MediaCityUK has its own distinctive 
character and identity. This is one of the area’s strengths.  
 
Through Policies AP1 and AP3 the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management and Designations Document 
(SLP: DMP) is clear about the economic and cultural 
importance of the City Centre and Salford Quays. 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 
core growth area. The City Centre boundary has not therefore 
been extended to include Salford Quays/ MediaCityUK and 
Ordsall Waterfront.  
 
The introduction to Chapter 9 (Economic Development) of the 
SLP: DMP recognises a concentration of economic activity at 
the conurbation core, termed the central economic area. The 
area identified spans the boundaries of Manchester, Salford 
and Trafford and includes the City Centre, Salford Quays and 
MediaCityUK. 
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Paragraph 9.10  

Support reference to MediaCityUK being an established 
‘creative, digital and media cluster’ but this description should 
be updated to state that it is an ‘established creative, digital and 
media cluster which is of significant relevance to technology 
and emerging industries’ (Peel Media Management Ltd)  

 

The description of MediaCityUK as a creative, digital and 
media cluster is considered to be appropriate and sufficient to 
understand its role.  

Paragraph 9.11  

Support the reference to Salford Quays as one of the main 
tourist destinations in the sub-region and that it is a residential 
neighbourhood in its own right (Peel Media Management Ltd) 

The support is welcomed. 

Levels of development  

The anticipated levels of growth identified (around 250,000 sq 
m of new business floorspace and 6,750 dwellings) are noted. 
The Local Plan should retain an element of flexibility regarding 
the development potential of The Quays, such that additional 
opportunities for growth can be pursued during the plan period 
(Peel Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Business floorspace  

Support bringing forward 250,000 sq.m of business floorspace 
at Salford Quays and the allowance for ‘even higher levels of 
employment development’.The restriction placed on 
development over 250,000sqm in respect of the delivery of 
‘necessary supporting infrastructure’ should be removed. It is 
inconsistent with Policy EC3 which reflects the City’s growth 
agenda for Salford Quays (Peel Media Management Ltd). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
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 comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Support the continued expansion of the ‘internationally 
important cluster of digital and media industries’ but the sectors 
referenced within the policy should be broadened with the text 
amended to state: ‘the continued expansion of the 
internationally important creative, digital and media cluster 
which is also a significant cluster for technology and emerging 
industries’ (Peel Media Management Ltd) 
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development.  
 
Given the above, the focus of Policy AP2 has been changed to 
refer to “maintaining” a highly diverse economy and 
“supporting” the internationally important cluster of creative, 
digital and media industries. This description is considered to 
be appropriate and sufficient to understand the area’s role.   
 

Policy AP3 suggests that ‘business floorspace will be primarily 
located on and around Pier 9 and Anchorage Quay, with a 
small but significant cluster around Exchange Quay’. It is 
requested that the text is amended as follows: ‘MediaCityUK, 
Anchorage Quay and Exchange 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.’ 
(Peel Media Management Ltd) 

Pier 9 does not correspond with the boundary for MediaCityUK 
identified in adopted guidance which is considerably larger2. 
The use of this larger area does not provide the necessary 
level of spatial direction. 
 
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 

                                                           
2 Salford City Council and Trafford Council (2007) MediaCityUK and Quays Point planning guidance 
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‘MediacityUK’ rather than ‘Pier 9’ is appropriate within the 
Policy. 
 
The policy is clear about the mixed use nature of Salford 
Quays. The wording identified in the comment is specifically 
regarding the primary locations for business floorspace. It is not 
considered necessary to add guidance relating to residential 
development at this point.  
 

Tourism  

Support the encouragement for a new nationally significant 
visitor attraction in Salford Quays to complement the existing 
offer and additional hotel and visitor facilities to support the 
tourism offer (Peel Media Management Ltd).  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Housing  

Support the increase in the number of dwellings proposed for 
Salford Quays to 6,750. Policy AP3 states that the requirement 
is for ‘around’ 6,750 dwellings. Whilst this appears to suggest 
that a higher level may be acceptable, it is considered that it is 
not clear enough. It is requested that it explicitly states within 
Policies AP3 and H3 that Salford Quays is one of the areas 
where additional residential development will be permitted, to 
remove ambiguity (Peel Media Management Ltd) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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The wording ‘residential development will complement rather 
than be at the expense of the important business and tourism 
functions of Salford Quays’ should be removed. The character 
of Salford Quays is as a mixed use area and the residential 
component is an important and integral component of this and 
therefore it is not considered that either the residential, 
business or tourism functions should be given primacy at 
Salford Quays. Rather each of the uses that are promoted at 
Salford Quays should be justified on their own merits and 
flexibility in the mix of uses is required to respond to the market 
and reflect the town centre allocation (Peel Media Management 
Ltd) 
 

Salford Quays is one of the most important economic locations 
in the country. Whilst the mix of uses is an important part of its 
character, it is critical that the area’s economic role 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 the determination of planning applications for 
residential development, consideration will need to be given to 
any potential conflicts with Salford Quays’ business and 
tourism functions.  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/frameworks for parts of the area, in accordance 
with Policy EF2, may be appropriate. 
 

Supports the identification of Salford Quays as a focus for 
housing delivery. The policy suggests that ‘higher levels of 
development in individual areas will be permitted where this is 
consistent with the overall strategy of the plan’. Salford Quays 
must be one of the locations where more housing can be 
delivered than the Plan target as it is a Main Town Centre, 
which is highly accessible and can accommodate high density 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
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development. It is therefore requested that policy H3 should be 
amended to explicitly state that Salford Quays is a location 
where additional housing can be provided and that this should 
also be reflected in Policy AP3. This approach accords with the 
growth agenda of the Plan (Peel Media Management Ltd) 

comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 

Retail Leisure and Community Uses  

Retail provision at Salford Quays is beyond that serving just 
local needs. It is not clear what evidence has been used to 
justify the potential increase and over what timeframe. 
Clarification of what scale of increase is regarded as significiant 
is needed in the plan. Without an indication of scale, the impact 
on town centres outside Salford including those in Bolton and 
most significantly Bolton Town Centre is unclear (Bolton 
Council) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of proposals and policies for the overall scale and 
distribution of development. Given this, these comments now in 
the most part relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 
A background paper has been produced explaining the 
designation of new centres in the SLP: DMP, including Salford 
Quays. 
 

Support designation as a ‘Main Town Centre’. It recognises the 
area’s existing role in meeting the retail and leisure needs of 
residents, workers and visitors and provides a supportive 
planning framework to enable this role to be strengthened over 
the plan period, to meet the demands which will result from an 
anticipated increase in the number of people living and working 
in the area (Peel Group)(Peel Media Management Ltd) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

Strongly support the expansion of retail, leisure and community 
facilities to support the working, living and visiting population of 
Salford Quays. This correlates with the Main Town Centre 
allocation for Salford Quays in Policy TC1 and will ensure that 

The support is welcomed.  
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this role is further strengthened and diversified throughout the 
Plan Period (Peel Media Management Ltd) 

Object to the current approach to only support retail, leisure 
and community facilities to the primary shopping area (PSA) as 
set out in part 4 of the Policy. The approach is inconsistent with 
the NPPF definition of the PSA (which does not include leisure 
and community uses) and fails to provide sufficient flexibility 
outside of the primary shopping area. Policy should be 
amended to allow for active small-scale ground floor retail uses 
outside of the PSA of an appropriate scale to serve the needs 
of the development or immediately surrounding area (e.g. a 
small convenience store), and also permit leisure, food and 
drink and community facility uses within the town centre 
boundary (Bredale Properties Ltd)  

The introduction to Policy TC2 has been amended. Paragraph 
12.8 now sets out whilst the Salford Quays primary shopping 
area and potential extension to the primary shopping area 
“should be the main focus for activity, some small scale A1 
retail and food/drink uses outside of the primary shopping 
areas and expansion area within the boundary of the town 
centre would also add to the success of Salford Quays”. 

Unclear what justification and rationale has been used to draw 
the PSA boundaries. It is not considered that the proposed PSA 
is logical from a retail planning perspective, in particular the 
northern section where there appears to be limited scope to 
provide any meaningful quantum of further retail, food and drink 
and leisure uses. We therefore raise concerns as to how this 
area will adequately fulfil a PSA role and ask the Council to 
provide further information to explain how they have defined the 
proposed PSA boundaries, as this is absent from the most 
recent Salford Retail Study (which is some 9 years old) 
(Bredale Properties Ltd)  

A background paper has been produced explaining the 
designation of new centres in the SLP: DMP, including Salford 
Quays. 

Additional evidence in relation to retail policies needs to be 
provided at the next stage of the emerging Local Plan process. 
There is a particular need for this evidence given that Salford 
Quays is the only retail centre where the Council consider 
leisure, food and drink uses need to be directed towards the 
PSA and not just retail. Justification for the deviation from the 

A background paper has been produced explaining the 
designation of new centres in the SLP: DMP, including Salford 
Quays. 
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standard retail planning policy approach must therefore be 
provided (Bredale Properties Ltd) 

Concerned that the policy states ‘The expansion of retailing will 
be managed to ensure that it does not have a significant 
adverse impact on the vitality and viability of other designated 
centres’. As Salford Quays is being designated as a Main Town 
Centre, which is second in the City’s town centre hierarchy, all 
main town centre uses development should be supported. 
There is no published evidence base document that suggests 
that management of, or any other restriction on the level of 
retail development is necessary. It is only if there is a clearly 
evidenced position in this regard that the Council can impose 
such a restriction and so it is requested that it is removed (Peel 
Media Management Ltd) 

This text has been deleted from the policy. 

It is important to understand that Salford Quays is different from 
other centres due to the mixed use character of the entire area. 
Support the focus of main town centre uses within the PSA but 
request that it is stated within Policy AP3 that outside the 
proposed town centre, main town centre uses on a moderate 
scale will be supported throughout Salford Quays Main Town 
Centre, as an integral part of the delivery of mixed use 
development of further phases within the area (Peel Media 
Management Ltd) 

The introduction to Policy TC2 has been amended. Paragraph 
12.8 now sets out whilst the Salford Quays primary shopping 
area and potential extension to the primary shopping area 
“should be the main focus for activity, some small scale A1 
retail and food/drink uses outside of the primary shopping 
areas and expansion area within the boundary of the town 
centre would also add to the success of Salford Quays”. 
 
Policy AP2 (Salford Quays) has been amended, setting out that 
development shall be in accordance with policies TC1 to TC4. 
 

Environmental quality  

Support/ agree that high environmental quality is a central part 
of the success of Salford Quays (Environment Agency)(Peel 
Media Management Ltd) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

The Manchester Ship Canal is still failing its statutory ecological 
objectives, and as part of further regeneration in the Salford 
Quays area there is great potential to improve its ecological 

Comments noted. Policy AP2 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
document (SLP:DMP) refers to balancing the recreational use 
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value and connectedness with wider River Irwell catchment 
upstream. We would welcome opportunities to improve the 
value of this key ecological network, and ability to improve fish 
passage between the River Mersey and Irwell catchments that 
would be a major biodiversity gain, and/or ability to create a 
marginal fringe along canalised sections of canal, that as well 
as providing new greenery and wildlife value, can also provide 
water quality benefits, as that achieved recently in Manchester 
on Rochdale Canal (Environment Agency) 

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. 
 
This is complemented by the guidance in the Water chapter of 
the SLP: DMP in particular Policy WA1 (Delivering the North 
West River Basin Management Plan). 

Although we broadly support the intent of criterion D the use of 
'balance' may lead to unnecessary binary choices. Suggest the 
following as potentially a better wording: "Integrating the 
recreational use of the basins with their characteristic wildlife 
communities by ensuring the protection of the existing Site of 
Biological Importance and the successful management of the 
basins’ water quality." (Wildlife Trust) 

‘Balance’ is considered to be an appropriate term to cover the 
need to consider the roles of the basins in supporting 
recreational activities and wildlife. The criterion is clear that this 
includes “ensuring the protection of the existing site of 
biological importance and the successful management of their 
water quality”.     

Strongly support measures to enhance walking and cycling 
routes throughout the area; provide high quality design in new 
developments; provide a variety of public spaces; and increase 
the level of greenery. We note the aim to maintain tree-lined 
walkways, and find all the more regrettable the recent planning 
decision to permit the removal of every other row of trees along 
the promenade in front of the Lowry Shopping Mall (Sovereign 
Point Residents’ Association) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

Support for the reference to creating a variety of public spaces 
that allow different user experiences as it is considered that the 
variety of spaces across Salford Quays is one if its unique 
qualities and attractors (Peel Media Management Ltd). 

The support is welcomed.  
 

Transport and movement  

Support strategy to reduce the trips made by car but it must be 
supported by a clear public transport strategy with funding 
strategy. The strategy set out within the RDSLP has made 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
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progress in this regard but it remains incomplete and must 
consider large scale strategic interventions across Salford such 
as orbital links, motorway improvements, new public transport 
connections and increased capacity on public transport routes 
(Peel Media Management Ltd) 

designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

In the next five years we aim to complete a business case for 
early delivery of a Quality Bus Transit scheme: MediaCityUK - 
Salford Crescent. A substantially higher non-car mode share is 
needed to sustain the growth of Salford Quays / MediaCityUK. 
There is potential for a QBT priority alignment, which could then 
be transformed into a Metrolink connection in the longer term. 
In the next five years we will also develop options for this 
Metrolink connection from MediaCityUK to Salford Crescent 
(TfGM) 

Reference to an initial quality bus corridor has been added to 
Policy AP2. 

Should the policy refer to control of coaches rather than buses. 
Is there an issue of coach parking within Salford Quays and 
does the Local Plan need to make provision? (TfGM) 

Reference has been changed to coaches. 

Figure 3 shows a potential Metrolink link to Salford Crescent 
Station As discussed earlier this could initially be a Quality Bus 
Transit alignment. At present there is no defined alignment so it 
should be made clear that what is shown is an indicative route 
(TfGM) 

Additional clarification has been added to Figures 3 (City 
Centre) and 4 (Salford Quays). 

Support for Metrolink/rapid transit technology to Salford Quays 
and Media City (Friends of Walkden Station)(Peel Media 
Management Ltd) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

Support the promotion of improvements to walking and cycling 
routes though Salford Quays and better connectivity to 
Metrolink routes in both Salford and Trafford. However, a new 
footbridge at Clippers Quays is not the best solution to 

Policy AP3 promotes a number of initiatives around transport 
and movement within the Salford Quays area, one of which is a 
new footbridge across the Ship Canal from Clippers Quay. A 
bridge at this point would provide a direct link to the Trafford 
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delivering pedestrian connectivity across the canal and there 
may be alternative solutions that would enhance connectivity. It 
is requested that the wording of Policy AP3 is amended to allow 
for alternative options to be explored, similar to that set out in 
Policy D9 (Peel Media Management Ltd). 

Wharfside Metrolink Station on the Trafford Park Line. As such 
a footbridge would enhance the connectivity of eastern parts of 
the Salford Quays area. Western parts of Salford Quays 
already benefitting from a footbridge link to the Quay West 
Metrolink Station on the same line.  As such it is considered 
appropriate to continue to promote the delivery of the 
footbridge through this policy. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy AP3  

Change Reason for change  

Issues relating to scale of development and its distribution have 
been removed from the policy.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy AP3 has been amended 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope. 
 

Guidance relating to the treatment of town centre uses as 
presented in criteria ‘4’ of the policy in the Revised Draft Local 
Plan has been deleted and replaced with a cross-reference to 
the relevant policies of the Town centres and retail 
development chapter. 

Avoid repetition and ensure consistency in approach across 
different parts of the plan. 
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POLICY: Chapter 9, Policy AP4 Ordsall Waterfront 

(The policy reference has been changed to AP3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Support the policy, in particular the acknowledgement of the 
growing importance of the build to rent sector and that small 
scale active uses, including local needs retail and leisure uses, 
will be necessary to serve the needs of the growing population 
and are appropriate along the waterfront (Monckton Properties) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

Environmental Quality  

Significant opportunity to remove past poor riparian 
development and create a high quality amenity and landscape 
resource along the River Irwell, and create a safe and 
welcoming recreational and greenspace corridor (Environment 
Agency). 

Comment noted. 
 
The policy refers to the formation of a riverside walkway and is 
complemented by Policy D9 (Waterside Development) which 
identifies a number of principles for development alongside 
waterways including enhancing walking and cycling access and 
the role of waterway corridors as part of the green 
infrastructure network. 
 

New development on the River Irwell corridor should face the 
river, avoid sharp distinction between development and the 
river corridor area, be set back 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 such as the 
environmental works incorporated as part of the Northwich 
flood risk scheme (Environment Agency). 

Comment noted. 
 
Policy refers to the formation of a riverside walkway and is 
complemented by Policy D9 (Waterside Development) which 
identifies a number of principles for development alongside 
waterways including the need for a high quality frontage to the 
waterway and measures to enhance the role of waterway 
corridors as part of green infrastructure network including 
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supporting biodiversity, water quality and flood risk 
management. 
 

Object to heritage element of the policy which should include 
‘where appropriate’, as clearly some locations within Ordsall 
Waterfront will not be appropriate or able to enhance the 
setting of Ordsall Hall, given how far away they are (Monckton 
Properties) 

The policy describes that development shall “6) Protect and 
enhance the setting and views of the grade I listed Ordsall 
Hall”. Proposals along the corridor will be able to contribute to 
this criterion to differing degrees and for some it will not be 
relevant. However it is considered important that the protection 
and enhancement of the heritage asset is the starting point.  
   

Whilst the policy does not limit building heights, it should be 
made clearer that there will be certain locations which can 
achieve much higher densities (i.e. the locations immediately 
overlooking the River Irwell, including Monckton’s land 
interests.) (Monckton Properties) 

The policy does not specifically limit building heights but does 
identify a number of issues that will need to be considered in 
relation to the scale of development including development 
being “of a density that reflects the opportunities presented by 
the area’s waterside location and strategic position between the 
City Centre and Salford Quays”. It is considered that this is 
sufficient to recognise the potential for higher densities within 
the corridor, whilst giving proper consideration to the other 
issues referenced in the policy including any impact on Ordsall 
Hall and not overly dominating dwellings to the west of Ordsall 
Lane.  
 

Transport and movement  

Object to wording regarding a cross river/ canal connections 
which is unclear. A new footbridge is not compatible with the 
proposals at Manchester Waters in Trafford. Furthermore as 
owner/operator of the Ship Canal a new crossing would not be 
deliverable. The existing Woden Street footbridge provides 
connectivity between the areas and could be enhanced. The 
policy should instead refer explicitly to this (Peel Group). 

 

Issues around the delivery of a new bridge crossing are 
recognised. Improved crossings, through works to Woden 
Street footbridge and/or new such crossings would however 
generally be encouraged. As such the policy wording has been 
amended to state that “Improvements to cross river/canal 
connections will be sought”. 
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Support identification of an indicative location of a new 
footbridge just to the south of Worrall Street. It will be beneficial 
to connect this area to the central areas of Manchester, to 
further encourage sustainable communities and this location is 
well placed to deliver this footbridge including cycle 
connectivity. It will be important that potential funding for this is 
explored at a very early stage, including through discussions 
with Manchester City Council and the Greater Manchester 
Combined Authority (Monckton Properties) 

Wording has been amended to state that “Improvements to 
cross river/canal connections will be sought”. 

Reference is made to an attractive waterside walkway 
throughout the area . For clarity should this reference be an 
attractive walking and cycling route (TfGM) 

Policy has been amended to refer to a walkway and cycleway. 
 

Support aspiration for new high quality publicly accessible 
routes linking Ordsall Lane to the waterside walkway including 
a new route along Worrall Street (Monckton Properties) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy AP4  

Change Reason for change  

Issues relating to scale of development and its distribution have 
been removed from the policy.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy AP4 has been amended 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
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POLICY: Policy AP5 Employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays 

(The policy reference remains AP5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Welcome that the proposed policy allows some deviation from 
employment uses, however the policy wording and / or 
justification should be amended to clarify that a masterplan 
would not be required for the entirety of the employment areas, 
and allow masterplan areas to be agreed with the Local 
Planning Authority. The Liverpool Street area would be too 
broad to allow a meaningful and deliverable masterplan to be 
developed, whilst overstraining landowners and causing 
unjustifiable delay to the development process and the delivery 
of new homes (Individuals) 

Each of the areas identified through this policy present their 
own distinctive opportunities and challenges. The starting point 
for each is therefore the production of masterplans covering 
each of the areas as a whole and this position has been 
retained. There may however be instances where it is deemed 
appropriate for parts of these areas to come forward in smaller 
parcels and proposals in this regard h to be considered in the 
context of any emerging or adopted masterplan for the relevant 
area, and the protection afforded existing employment areas 
through Policy EC1, as identified within the policy.  
 

Identify land bounded by Bulcher Street, Hope Street and 
Liverpool Street (site plan provided) as suitable for residential 
use and state that, through masterplanning, it should be 
considered for an appropriate range of uses, conducive to that 
of surrounding planning approved schemes and local authority 
aspirations (Individual) 

The Liverpool Street area comprises a range of uses but is 
predominantly industrial in nature. Whilst it is recognised that 
the area could present a number of development opportunities 
it is considered that further analysis is required to determine the 
scale and type of change that may be appropriate.  
In this regard the area is identified through policy AP5 
‘Employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford Quays’ 
as one of three important existing employment areas in respect 
of which masterplans will be produced to guide future 
development. 
 

Object to the exclusion of sites within the Liverpool Street area 
(specifically two sites: land bounded by Bulcher Street, Hope 

The Liverpool Street area comprises a range of uses but is 
predominantly industrial in nature. It is not considered to be of a 
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Street and Liverpool Street and land at Liverpool Street/ Hope 
Street (site plans provided)) and the wider area from the city 
centre boundary. Similarly the allocation of the sites (and wider 
area) as an existing employment area only. It would be more 
appropriate to allocate the area within the City Centre boundary 
and/or for mixed uses. This is due to the existing mix of uses 
coupled with its sustainable location and the wider ambitions 
for the city over the plan period  (Individuals) 

‘City Centre’ character and in the absence of specific proposals 
for this area it has not been included within the City Centre 
Salford boundary. 
 
Whilst it is recognised that the area could present a number of 
opportunities it is considered that further analysis is required to 
determine the scale and type of change that may be 
appropriate. In this regard the area is identified through policy 
AP5 ‘Employment areas close to the City Centre and Salford 
Quays’ as one of three important existing employment areas in 
respect of which masterplans will be produced to guide future 
development. 

 

Other significant changes made to Policy AP5  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 10 Economic Development General 

(Chapter 10 has become chapter 9 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support bullet point 3 in the Creating a fairer Salford box at the 
start of the chapter, as it promotes environmental sustainability, 
but note that this objective does not appear to be followed 
through in any of the economic development policies (Wildlife 
Trust) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Agree with statement in paragraph 10.3. Connectivity from our 
railway stations should not just be limited to services into the 
city centre, but should provide fast, efficient connectivity to the 
wider city region and beyond. People will not make longer 
distance journeys by rail if services are slow and connections 
are poor. The spatial strategy for economic development in 
Salford is therefore contradicted by the suggestion of tram-train 
conversion of the Walkden line in Policy AP1. The economic 
success of Salford relies on the prosperity of the whole city, 
which is why our Little Hulton Loop proposal is a perfect 
example of where significant public transport investment should 
be targeted to maximise economic development in our more 
deprived areas (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, the 
paragraph referred to has been deleted from the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 
In respect of the reference to tram / train conversion of the 
Walkden Line: Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on 
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behalf of the Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), 
has proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to chapter 10  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 10, Policy EC1 Economic development spatial strategy 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

 TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 8 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Support for the general aspiration and objectives of Policy EC1 
but consider the evidence base to support this to be 
inadequate, incomplete and the policy is, therefore, unsound 
(Peel Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

Support recognition of Salford’s role within the economy of 
Greater Manchester and the key economic priorities set out, 
including building on the growth and success of MediaCityUK, 
supporting the growth and expansion of Port Salford, 
developing the tourism role of the city and delivering a 
significant increase in the city’s office floorspace (Peel Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

No evidence has been provided that existing employment sites 
proposed for residential use do not have a viable future in 
employment use. As a result of these proposals, the net 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
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change in industrial/warehousing development will in fact be 
significantly less than that set out in Policy EC4, potentially at a 
negative level. This would run counter to the City’s and wider 
Greater Manchester’s aspirations for economic growth and 
particularly the growth of this sector as reflected in Policy GM-
P4 of the Revised Draft GMSF (Peel Group) 

designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

There is no reflection in any of the policies within this section of 
the Economic Value of Sport (ref Sport England research 
'Economic Value of Sport' (2013) and tool called 'Economic 
Value of Sport - Local Model (Updated 2015)' which can 
provide some of the evidence base around sport and the 
economy) (Sport England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

Agree with statement in paragraph 10.5 regarding the city’s 
older employment areas and the potential for non-employment 
uses including residential. The housing allocation should 
assume this happens, meaning that less open and greenfield 
land would need to be developed (Culcheth and Glazebury 
Parish Council and Croft Parish Council) 

Comment noted. The policy approach to the introduction of 
residential uses within existing employment areas is set out in 
policy EC1 (Existing employment areas) of the Publication 
Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations Document. 
 
Where there is considered to be sufficient certainty around the 
redevelopment of existing employment areas for residential 
development, relevant yields are including within Salford’s 
Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment. Where 
planning permission has not yet been secured, such 
assumptions are qualified by the need for any forthcoming 
proposals to be consistent with relevant policies, which would 
include Policy EC1 when adopted.  
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City Centre  

A wider Core Growth Area, incorporating the City Centre and 
Salford Quays / MediaCityUK would more accurately reflects its 
role, status and importance, as well as the proper spatial extent 
of the economic centre of Greater Manchester. This proposed 
amendment should be reflected in Policy EC1 (Peel Group) 

The City Centre and Salford Quay have their own distinctive 
character and identity. Through Policies AP1 and AP3 the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management and 
Designations Document (SLP: DMP) is clear about the 
economic and cultural importance of the City Centre and 
Salford Quays. 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 core growth area.  
The introduction to Chapter 9 (Economic Development) of the 
SLP: DMP recognises a concentration of economic activity at 
the conurbation core, termed the central economic area. The 
area identified spans the boundaries of Manchester, Salford 
and Trafford and includes the City Centre, Salford Quays and 
MediaCityUK. 
 

Central Economic Area  

Support the definition and inclusion of the ‘Central Economic 
Area’ however the Local Plan should be amended to include 
more reference to the defined area and identification of this as 
the priority area for employment and employment-generating 
development (Peel Group) 

The introduction to Chapter 9 (Economic Development) of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management and 
Designations Document (SLP: DMP) continues to refer to a 
concentration of economic activity at the conurbation core, 
termed the central economic area. The area identified spans 
the boundaries of Manchester, Salford and Trafford and 
includes the City Centre, Salford Quays and MediaCityUK. 
However, since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of 
the document to focus on development management policies 
and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
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overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Criteria 1 and 2 – City Centre Salford, Salford Quays and 
MediaCityUK 

 

Strongly support the focus to deliver a major increase in office 
floorspace at Salford Quays and the desire to improve the 
diversity of the offer in the City (Peel Media Management 
Limited) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Strongly support the aspiration to continue to develop business 
activity at MediaCityUK and across Salford Quays with a focus 
on digital, creative and media industries. However, the sectoral 
remit should instead be described as ‘A creative, digital and 
media cluster which is also a significant cluster for technology 
and emerging industries’. Part 2 of Policy EC1 also sets a 
target for MediaCityUK to be of international significance, 
however it already has an international role and the policy 
should be seeking to develop this role further rather than 
establish it (Peel Media Management Limited) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
The issues identified in this comment are now addressed, to 
the extent that they fall within the scope of the Publication 
Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations document, in Policy AP2 (Salford Quays)  
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In this respect Policy AP2 (Salford Quays) describes that 
Salford Quays’ “highly diverse economy will be maintained, and 
the success of the internationally important cluster of creative, 
digital and media industries supported”.  
 
It is considered that the description of MediaCityUK as “a 
internationally important cluster of creative, digital and media 
industries” is appropriate and sufficient to understand its role. 
The description has not therefore been expanded to also refer 
to “technology and emerging industries”.   
 
Policy AP2 of the SLP: DMP now refers to the “internationally 
important cluster of creative, digital and media industries”. 
 

Criterion 3 – Port Salford  

In reference to point 3 of the policy, request that it is proven 
that the majority of movements will not be trucks (Individual) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
Port Salford, to which this comment relates, is covered in the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations Document (SLP: DMP) by Policy 
EC2 (Port Salford). This protective designation, which relates 
solely to the currently permitted Port Salford site to the south of 
the A57 in Irlam, seeks to ensure that the opportunity 
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presented by the tri-modal facility is protected over the long 
term. Issues relating to transport infrastructure were considered 
as part of relevant planning permissions, including reference to 
vehicle movements.  
 
Infrastructure requirements associated with the potential 
extension of the Port Salford site as proposed through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will be addressed 
through that document. 
 

Criterion 5 - Tourism  

Supports the intention to enhance the City’s tourism role and 
considers that Salford Quays will be a key contributor towards 
this objective during the Plan Period (Peel Media Management 
Limited) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
Policy CT1 (Tourism Development) of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations Document does however retain this emphasis, 
describing that “development shall protect and enhance the 
tourism function of the key tourism locations in Salford”. 
 

Criterion 7 – Knowledge based businesses  

Point 7 of Policy EC1 should be linked directly to the Salford 
Innovation Triangle (SIT) initiative, which seeks to drive 
innovation and economic growth across MediaCityUK, the 
University of Salford and Salford Royal Foundation Trust. A 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
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direct reference to SIT in the RDSLP will raise the profile of this 
important economic initiative and add weight to opportunities 
for funding support (Peel Media Management Limited) 

document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
A specific Salford Innovation Triangle policy (Policy AP4) has 
however been added to the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document, which emphasises the economic significance of the 
area and links with other policies in the plan including Policy 
AP2 (Salford Quays), Policy ED3 (University of Salford), and 
Policy HH3 (Salford Royal Hospital). 
 

Criterion 9 – Transport connections  

Strongly welcome point 9 of the policy. The reference to 
Manchester Airport and Airport City should be retained 
(Manchester Airports Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.  
 

We welcome that our previous comments have been 
addressed and that Manchester Airport has been labelled in 
addition to Airport City on Figure 6. This should be retained 
(Manchester Airports Group) 

Figure 7 of the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations document retains 
reference to Manchester Airport and Airport City. 

Support the intention of Point 9 but the Plan does not set out a 
clear strategy for how this will be achieved. Such as strategy is 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
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necessary in order to deliver the economic aspirations of the 
Plan (Peel Media Management Limited) 

designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.  
 
Further to the above, this comment now relates to issues of 
spatial strategy which fall outside of the scope of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

Other infrastructure related comments  

Points 3 and 9 of the policy relate to transport but do not 
appear to be cognisant of the importance of the SRN. In terms 
of the public transport improvements referred to, whilst 
Highways England is likely to support a planned approach to 
achieving a modal shift from car use to sustainable travel 
modes, it is important that significant focus is also placed on 
the road network, including potential enhancements or 
improvements to the SRN (Highways England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy EC1 (Economic 
development spatial strategy) has been deleted having regard 
to the plan’s revised scope.  
 
Issues relating to transport infrastructure, including impacts on 
highways, are addressed in the accessibility chapter of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Our proposals (see comments to the accessibility chapter) will 
help to deliver some of the key components of the spatial 
strategy for economic development including points 4 (in both 
Walkden and Little Hulton); 5 (providing connectivity to the 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. Transport for Greater Manchester 
(TFGM), on behalf of the Greater Manchester Combined 
Authority (GMCA), has proposed to develop options for 
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RHS Garden Bridgewater by rail); and 9 (providing connections 
to Logistics North in Bolton) (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Metro/tram-train services across Greater Manchester, including 
connections between Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, 
within the draft 2040 Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-
2025). This requires further investigation and development 
work to determine the feasibility and work up proposals in more 
detail. Any proposals will also be subject to business case 
approval and funding. Before proposals for the Atherton 
corridor proceed further, TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 
tram-train “pathfinder” projects on different routes in Greater 
Manchester to test the feasibility of this rapid transit technology 
(see draft 2040 Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). 
Further information was published in September 2019, on 
behalf of the GMCA and the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for 
Rail’. It is understood that a revised Transport Delivery Plan will 
be published soon. 
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
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POLICY: Chapter 10, Policy EC2 Economic Inclusion 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Should this policy include the provision of walking and cycling 
facilities at employment sites such routes to adjacent residential 
neighbourhoods, on-site cycle parking, showers, changing 
rooms and storage facilities? (TfGM) 

Policy EC2 has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
document (SLP: DMP).  
 
The issues previously identified in that policy are now included 
within Policy F2 (Social value and inclusion) of the SLP: DMP 
as part of a larger policy looking at issues of social value and 
inclusion. 
 
Criterion 4a of Policy F2 states that, in respect of economic 
inclusion, positive consideration shall be given to “ensuring that 
access arrangements cater for all needs, including maximising 
opportunities for walking and cycling”.  
 
The issues identified are also addressed in other parts of the 
SLP: DMP including policies D3 (Layout and access) and A3 
(Walking and Cycling).  
 

Our proposals have economic inclusion as one of their principal 
aims. Connecting some of our most deprived neighbourhoods 
by public transport to jobs, education and training opportunities 
in a sustainable way underpins our strategy (Friends of 
Walkden Station) 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
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across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
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POLICY: Chapter 10, Policy EC3 Office Development 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support that Salford is expected to deliver a very significant 
proportion (at least 16%) 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 ’Core Growth Area’ 
identified in the GMSF (Peel Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Support for the identification of Salford Quays as one of two 
key office locations in Salford, and the confirmation that the 
targets for new office development identified in the RDSLP can 
be exceeded, where new development is located within the City 
Centre or Salford Quays (Peel Group and Peel Media 
Management Ltd) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Smaller scale office development in towns such as Walkden 
(paragraph 10.10) would help to reduce dependence on the 

Office development is directed towards town centres through 
the sequential approach to town centres set out in the National 
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declining retail sector, encourage more restaurant and café 
type businesses, increase footfall and help economic 
regeneration. These should be able to take advantage of good 
public transport links to encourage workers to leave their cars 
at home (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) and the Town 
Centres and Retail Development chapter of the Publication 
Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations Document. 
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POLICY: Chapter 10, Policy EC4 Industrial and warehousing development 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Floorspace provision  

The level of new floorspace to be provided should be increased 
to reflect the scale of opportunity at the Port Salford Extension 
and the role and potential of the City. Policy EC4 should be 
amended to refer to the potential to deliver c. 514,200 sq m of 
floorspace at Port Salford Extension, reflecting comments 
made to the GMSF (Peel Group) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

The overall requirement for industrial and warehousing 
floorspace promoted at Policy EC4 appears to be the sum of 
the identified employment land opportunities, rather than an 
adequate assessment of, or directly linked to, the extent of 
employment needs anticipated over the plan period (Peel 
Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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The scale of development is in line with the evidenced need 
across Greater Manchester and, alongside our own proposals 
at M6 Junction 25 and South of Pennington, will contribute to 
the future economic prosperity of the city region. Wigan Council 
is fully supportive of these proposals. (Wigan Council) 

The support is welcomed. However, since the City Council 
consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has been 
made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on 
development management policies and designations. A range 
of modifications have been made to the document to reflect this 
change in scope, including the exclusion of site allocations, 
proposals and policies for the overall scale and distribution of 
development. Given this, these comments now relate to issues 
that fall outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Logistics development is a wasteful use of land, including good 
quality agricultural land as it: 
 

 Brings a low density of poorly paid and low skilled jobs and 
Increases inequality. 

 Entrench car dependency making residents dependent on 
congested roads for work, education, shopping and leisure 
trips. 

 Increases climate change gas emissions and reduces air 
quality. 

 Is ultimately unsustainable and incompatible with a high 
quality of life in Salford. 

 
This means that employment land allocation should be split 
between logistics and other, higher value industrial uses such 
as advanced manufacturing. This will avoid logistics dominating 
employment land allocations and bringing the problems listed 
above (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council and Croft 
Parish Council) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 

Supporting infrastructure  
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Other areas of the city that are earmarked for industrial 
development (paragraph 10.12) also need good public 
transport connectivity. Logistics North is mentioned and our 
proposals would take Metrolink/tram-train directly into the site 
(Friends of Walkden Station) 

Comments noted. 
 
Improvements to public transport networks are supported 
through Policy A4 (Public Transport) of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations Document. 
 
The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. Transport for Greater Manchester 
(TFGM), on behalf of the Greater Manchester Combined 
Authority (GMCA), has proposed to develop options for 
Metro/tram-train services across Greater Manchester, including 
connections between Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, 
within the draft 2040 Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-
2025). This requires further investigation and development 
work to determine the feasibility and work up proposals in more 
detail. Any proposals will also be subject to business case 
approval and funding. Before proposals for the Atherton 
corridor proceed further, TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 
tram-train “pathfinder” projects on different routes in Greater 
Manchester to test the feasibility of this rapid transit technology 
(see draft 2040 Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). 
Further information was published in September 2019, on 
behalf of the GMCA and the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for 
Rail’. It is understood that a revised Transport Delivery Plan will 
be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
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accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

Port Salford  

In reference to tri-modal connections identified in paragraph 
10.12, look at the proposed extension of Port Salford for what it 
is, a number of big boxes, offering little employment being 
served mostly by road clogging and polluting trucks and at the 
expense of Grade 1 agricultural land (Individual) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

In reference to the delivery of new and improved transport 
system, question how this could be achieved in this 
overcrowded bottleneck. Suggestion that the ship canal is 
rarely used for shipping (Individual). 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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Chapter 10, Policy EC5 Employment Allocations (general representations) 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
  
 

General  

Allowance should be made for housing development on 
anticipated surplus employment land (Culcheth and Glazebury 
Parish Council and Croft Parish Council) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document (SLP:DMP). 
 
Nevertheless, Policy EC1 of the SLP: DMP provides guidance 
in respect of the introduction of non-employment uses on to 
existing employment sites. 
 

Specific allowances should be made for logistics to prevent this 
low value, low skilled and poorly paid use dominating 
employment allocations (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish 
Council and Croft Parish Council) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in 
Salford should be altered, including whether any existing Green 
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Belt should be de-designated so that it can be developed. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

The uncertainty around establishing the requirements for jobs is 
highlighted and having regard to this, it not considered that 
Green Belt or greenfield sites should be used for commercial 
use (Residents’ Association). 
 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

Water management  

Provide details of their assets in relation to GMSF allocations 
and highlight the improtance of having regard to them as 
potential constraints (United Utilities) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
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In the absence of detailed drainage or water supply 
requirements the impact on our infrastructure over a number of 
5 year investment periods cannot be fully concluded. As more 
detail becomes available, it may be necessary to co-ordinate 
the timing for the delivery of development with the timing for 
delivery of infrastructure. Once more information is available 
with respect to specific development sites we will be able to 
better understand the potential impacts of development on 
infrastructure (United Utilities) 

Comments noted. 

Highlight the importance of development being delivered in the 
most sustainable manner and to support the plan’s vision to 
enhance the region’s environment by establishing a holistic 
approach to create a new green urban environment within town 
centres that results in a reduction in flood risk. Should any 
proposed development resulting from the GMSF, or Local Plan, 
be delivered via a supplementary planning document or 
strategic regeneration framework, the management of surface 
water in the most sustainable manner should be a strong theme 
running throughout such documents. We are often 
disappointed to note that such document do not include details 
regarding how future development will manage its surface 
water, which subsequently fails to relate back to Paragraph 163 
of the updated NPPF (United Utilities) 

Issues of sustainable water use are addressed in the Water 
chapter of the Publication Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations Document, in particular 
policies WA2 (Water supply and water efficiency) and WA5 
(Surface water and sustainable drainage). 
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POLICY: Chapter 10, Policy E5/1 Port Salford 

(The policy reference has been changed to EC2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 8 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Support the identification of Port Salford as an employment 
allocation and recognition that the GMSF intends to allocate 
further land, which is currently in the Green Belt, for the Port 
Salford Extension (GM Allocation 33).  The detailed provisions 
of Policy EC5/1 and supporting text should be updated to 
reflect the approach within the revised draft GMSF and in the 
context of Peel’s detailed representations to the GMSF to 
ensure consistency between the two plans (Peel Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development.  
 
Policy E5/1 (now EC2) has been amended having regard to the 
plan’s revised scope.   
 
Policy EC2 (Port Salford) of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations places a 
protective designation over the site of the permitted Port 
Salford. As such the policy will ensure that the tri-modal facility 
is protected in the long term. The revised policy does not refer 
to the proposed extension identified in the Revised Draft 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. 
 

Infrastructure  
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While a requirement for improvements to the SRN is included 
in policy, there is no specification as to the scale or timescales 
of the required improvements (Highways England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development.  
 
Policy EC5/1 (now EC2) has been amended having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope.   
 
Policy EC2 (Port Salford) of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document places a protective designation over the site of the 
permitted Port Salford. As such the policy will ensure that the 
tri-modal facility is protected in the long term. The policy 
therefore solely relates to the permitted Port Salford as part of 
which issues around infrastructure have already been 
considered. 
 
Infrastructure requirements associated with the potential 
extension of the Port Salford site as proposed through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will be addressed 
through that document.  
 

Welcome the tri-modal Port Salford development, but only if it 
is genuinely multi-modal and there is a mechanism to force it to 
cease operation if access becomes road-dominated. 
 
Welcome the statement in 10.17 that it will be important to 
ensure that Port Salford is a genuinely tri-modal facility with a 
significant proportion of freight being moved by water and rail 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
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rather than road (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council and 
Croft Parish Council) 

and distribution of development. Policy E5/1 (now EC2) has 
been amended having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
Policy EC2 (Port Salford) of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations places a 
protective designation over the site of the permitted Port 
Salford, ensuring that the tri-modal facility is protected in the 
long term.  
Policy EC2 relates solely to the permitted Port Salford, the 
grant of planning permission included requirements relating to 
infrastructure provision.  
Infrastructure requirements associated with the potential 
extension of the Port Salford site, as proposed through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, will be addressed 
through that document. 
 

The importance of rail freight access to Port Salford (paragraph 
10.18) is noted, but this could also be provided at Logistics 
North by using a spur from the Walkden line that can also be 
used by tram-train. While heavy bulk rail freight demand at 
Logistics North is unlikely, the use of lighter rail freight vehicles 
to aid distribution of goods into the city centre is worthy of 
serious consideration (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Proposals to enable the sustainable movement of freight would 
be considered under the generally supportive framework 
provided by Policy A5 (Sustainable Movement of Freight) of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations Document. 

Acknowledge that Port Salford is a national infrastructure 
project and may need to expand in the future however consider 
the proposed extension through GM allocation 33 is premature 
with reference made to a lack of evidence of demand as the 
east side has yet to be developed after almost 15 years and 
current progress in terms of the delivery of required 
infrastructure. 
 
Do not consider that the required infrastructure will be delivered 
within the plan period, with reference to timescales identified in 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
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previously submitted documents (Port Salford: National 
Logistics Hub,  Salford Core Strategy Document T1-April 
2012), progress to date and loss of European funding following 
Brexit (Action Against Rural Development) 

Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  

Water   

The Port Salford development provides the opportunity to make 
a positive biodiversity net gain, with the proposed diversion of 
Salteye Brook and currently WFD failing waterbodys Folly 
Brook and Salteye Brook. (GB112069061430) by enhancing 
these waterbodys and creating a high quality riparian wildlife 
corridor (Environment Agency) 

Policy EC2 (Port Salford) of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document places a protective designation over the site of the 
permitted Port Salford. As such the policy ensures that the tri-
modal facility is protected in the long term. The policy therefore 
solely relates to the permitted Port Salford as part of which 
issues around infrastructure have already been considered. 
Policy requirements associated with the potential extension of 
the Port Salford site, as proposed through the Greater 
Manchester Spatial Framework, will be addressed through that 
document. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy EC5/1  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 10, Policy EC5/2 Salford Innovation Park 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The line of the Manchester Bury and Bolton canal runs through 
this allocated site and as such its protection and potential reuse 
should be referenced within the policy consistent with the 
approach outlined elsewhere and in Policy AP1 (Canal and 
River Trust) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 
Due to the change in the scope of the plan, The Salford 
Innovation Park allocation has been deleted from the plan. 
Issues relating to the Salford Innovation Park are now 
addressed through policies AP1 (City Centre Salford), AP4 
(Salford Innovation Triangle), and ED3 (University of Salford) of 
the SLP: DMP. As such, it is clear that the approach to the 
Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal outlined in Policy AP1 is 
applicable to the Innovation Park. 
 

While not specified in the policy, it is anticipated that this site 
may promote B1-type land-uses. It is located approximately 
1.8km from the M602 at Regent Road roundabout (Highways 
England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
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document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 
Nevertheless, the University of Salford and Crescent 
Masterplan (February 2018) identifies the potential for the 
enhancement and expansion of the Salford Innovation Park. 
The Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
identifies possible development levels, involving both office and 
industrial development, reflecting these aspirations. It is further 
stated however that the precise mix of uses, levels of 
development and delivery timescales are likely to evolve as 
activities around the delivery of the masterplan progress. 

 

 

  



124 
 

POLICY: Chapter 10, Policy EC6 Existing Employment Areas 

(The policy reference has been changed to EC1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The approach to enabling alternative uses on existing 
employment sites is generally welcomed, as are key criteria for 
considering such uses, however the policy should be amended 
to provide greater flexibility to suitable sites in sustainable 
locations where the redevelopment could usefully meet other 
key local and regional development objectives including: 
 

 Reflecting that certain sites may have been previously 
developer or heavily modified for a particular end user 
which makes their employment reuse potentially 
ineffective or unviable 

 Extending the policy remit to fringe urban/brownfield 
sites, such as peripheral employment locations on the 
edge of town centres, which could be better suited to 
alternative uses (such as residential). In that instance, 
sites such as vacant land at RMS International could be 
brought forward for alternative uses which meet clear 
Local Plan objectives (such as growth within or adjacent 
Swinton town centre) (RMS International) 

Criterion 8B of Policy EC1 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document (SLP:DMP) allows for the introduction of non-
employment uses where it can be clearly demonstrated that 
there is no current or likely future demand for the site / 
premises in question. Criterion 8Bii identifies that consideration 
should be given to the potential to reuse, refurbish and 
redevelop a site to accommodate the full range of uses that 
would be appropriate within an existing employment area. 
Issues of potential demand and development viability are 
therefore addressed in the policy.  
 
It is not considered appropriate to add a general exception to 
the policy for fringe urban/ brownfield sites which would be 
better suited to alternative uses to Policy EC1. Criterion 8A of 
Policy EC1 allows for the introduction of non-employment uses 
where a site or wider employment area is specifically identified 
as being appropriate for other uses in a plan or strategy that 
has been subject to public consultation and formally endorsed 
by the city council. The criterion therefore seeks to ensure that 
such decisions are taken having full regard to the range of 
issues that can be associated with the redevelopment of an 
existing employment areas.  
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Further to the above, Policy AP5 of the SLP:DMP identifies a 
number of employment areas on the edge of the City Centre 
and Salford Quays where masterplanning exercises will 
consider their future role.  
 

Support that the policy does not apply to Salford Quays. This is 
consistent with the wider objectives of the plan for the area 
(Peel Media Management Limited) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

Policy is consistent with the NPPF. Welcome the exception 
criteria however Part A should be amended to include details of 
plans / strategy that would meet these criteria including 
masterplans produced and endorsed in accordance with the 
requirements of Policy EF2 and or AP1 (Individuals) 

The criterion is intentionally flexible to recognise that decisions 
relating to existing employment areas could come through a 
range of plans or strategies, such as those referred to in Policy 
EF2 and could also include plans/ strategies concluded through 
employment land reviews or similar. The key requirements are 
considered to be that the plan/ strategy is specific about its 
conclusions regarding a site/premises, that relevant 
stakeholders have had an opportunity to comment and that the 
city council has formally endorsed its findings.  
 

Where industrial sites are released for residential development 
(paragraph 10.21), these should have good access to public 
transport and facilities for active travel, or if these are lacking, 
they should be an integral part of any new development 
(Friends of Walkden Station) 

Issues around the accessibility of development sites are 
addressed through Chapter 15 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy EC6  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 11, Culture and Tourism (general comments) 

(Chapter 11 has become chapter 10 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations of a general nature were received to this 
chapter 

 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 11, Culture and Tourism (general comments) 

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 11, Policy CT1 Tourism Development 

(The policy reference remains CT1 in the Publication Local Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 

Document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 9 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Support for the policy (Bredale Properties Ltd)(Peel Group)  The support is welcomed.  

Barton Aerodrome 
 

 

Fully support the commitment to retain Barton as an airfield, 
particularly when many small airfields are being closed and 
developed for housing and other non-recreational uses. It is 
worth noting that Commercial Aviation is an expanding sector 
and that many commercial pilots, of which there is an 
increasing demand, start their flying careers at airfields such as 
Barton (Individual) 

The support is welcomed. 

RHS Bridgewater and Bridgewater Canal 
 

 

Support the identification of RHS Garden Bridgewater within 
the Policy and recognition that the garden will "bring another 
major visitor attraction to the city" (Peel Group) 

The support is welcomed. 

Additional influx of traffic expected from a projected 700,000 
visitors (Cllr Robin Garrido) 

No changes are made in response to this comment.  
The comment relates to the development of the RHS 
Bridgewater Garden as referenced in the policy. Planning 
permission is in place to deliver the RHS garden (planning 
application reference: 16/69281/HYB), works have commenced 
and it is due to open in 2020. 
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As part of the planning application determination process for 
the RHS Garden Bridgewater, it was acknowledged that there 
were already issues of congestion at peak times in the area 
local to the application site and that this is a concern for 
residents.  
 
The assessment of transport impacts as part of the application 
process found that, leaving aside issues of existing congestion, 
traffic generated by the proposed development during peak 
periods would be minimal. In order to mitigate the effects of any 
additional traffic from the garden during the highest departure 
times a highway scheme was agreed. The works, which have 
now been completed, comprised an improved site access from 
Leigh Road, a widened flared approach from Leigh Road onto 
the Junction 13 roundabout, and an improved pedestrian 
crossing on the northern exit from the roundabout.  
 
Further improvements to Junction 13 of the M60 are due to 
commence in early 20203 including additional flares on the 
approaches to both roundabouts, additional lanes and lining on 
the two roundabouts, keep clear markings on the roundabouts 
to discourage drivers from blocking local access roads; 
advance signage and road markings and improvements to the 
pedestrian and cycling environment via a widened shared use 
footway on the north of the roundabouts. 
 
Further to the above, 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) and the Combined 

                                                           
3 Reported to the City Council’s Procurement Board 10 July 2019. 
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Authority. 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. 
 

Support for point 3c but it is very regrettable that the proposals 
to remove our rail services at Walkden, which provide 
connectivity to the area from across the North, will make this 
much more difficult. Elements of policy AP1 and CT1 will 
contradict each other. The loss of longer distance rail services 
will undermine plans to link the RHS site with Walkden Station 
by bus, possibly losing access to a potential market of up to 
50,000 rail journeys per year if 10% of the Garden’s projected 
visitors arrive by rail (Friends of Walkden Station) 

The support is welcomed. 
 
The comment is understood to be in reference to the 
identification of tram-train services on the Wigan to Manchester 
line in Policy AP1 of the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan.  
This reference has now been removed from Policy AP1 in the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations Document (SLP: DMP).  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has also been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 
 

We have the opportunity to capitalise on the RHS Garden 
Bridgewater and the Bridgewater Canal, Enhancing, and 
enabling the appreciation of the area’s unique heritage and 
environmental quality but this must not be to the detriment of 
residents. We would like to see improved access by public 
transport, cycling and walking (Cllr Karen Garrido) 

Criterion 2c of Policy CT1 identifies the promotion of improved 
access by public transport, cycling and walking. This is 
complemented by the policies in the Accessibility Chapter. 

Salford Quays  

Support identification of Salford Quays as an established 
tourism destination with a focus on culture, arts, media, retail, 
business and watersports (Peel Media Management Ltd). 

The support is welcomed. 



130 
 

Support improved connectivity between Salford Quays and 
tourist destinations across Greater Manchester, as it does not 
operate in isolation, and there is a hub of tourist activity within 
the local area, both within Salford and Trafford which has a 
significant economic impact for the City (Peel Media 
Management Ltd) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development.  
 
The reference in Policy CT1 of the Revised Draft Local Plan to 
improving links to other tourist attractions in the wider has been 
considered to fall outside of this scope and has therefore been 
deleted. Given this, these comments now relate to issues that 
fall outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Green Infrastructure  

Support for the final paragraph of the policy in respect of green 
infrastructure (Wildlife Trust) 

The support is welcomed. 

Policy identifies Chat Moss as strategically important. Question 
why starting to destroy it by building upon it (individual) 

The comment relates to a site allocation proposed in the 
Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GM 
Allocation 32). 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
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through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy CT1  

Change Reason for change  

References to the expansion of tourism function and extending 
tourism-related uses have been deleted from the policy. 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy CT1 has been amended 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   

 

  



132 
 

POLICY: Chapter 11, Policy CT2 Art and Culture 

(The policy reference remains CT2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 

Designations Document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Welcome that the plan seeks to retain facilities consistent with 
paragraph 92 of the NPPF (2019), and that it incorporates the 
agent of change principle (Theatres Trust)  

The support is welcomed.  

Essential that the ‘agent of change’ principle is considered as 
part of the Local Plan. It has been specifically included in the 
NPPF to protext existing businesses from new development 
(paragraphs 182 and 183)(Asda Stores) 

Comments noted. The agent of change principle is referred to 
in policy CT2 in relation to cultural uses, many of which are 
located within the city’s mixed use areas such as the City 
Centre, with sensitive uses in close proximity. It is therefore 
considered appropriate in Salford’s context to highlight the 
importance of the agent of change principle in respect of these 
specific uses, in order to ensure their ongoing viability and the 
successful functioning of the mixed use areas.    
 

Encourage the inclusion of criteria which proposals seeking the 
loss of cultural facilities must address, such as a period of 
robust marketing at a rent or sale price appropriate for current 
condition and existing use without development potential 
(Theatres Trust) 

Criterion 1 of Policy CT2 of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document refers to the need to “maintain and, where 
appropriate enhance the provision of cultural activities and 
facilities across the city”. This complements paragraph 92 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019) which 
describes that “to provide the social, recreational and cultural 
facilities and services the community needs, planning policies 
and decisions should”, amongst other things, “(c) guard against 
the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, 
particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to 
meet its day-to-day needs”.  
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Cultural facilities potentially covers a wide range of uses and 
issues relevant to their ongoing operation are likely to vary 
considerably. The reference in the NPPF to the unnecessary 
loss of “valued facilities and services” ensures that issues such 
as current and future demand can be taken into account in 
decision making. As such it has not been considered necessary 
or appropriate to set further specific criteria with which to 
consider proposals that involve the loss of cultural facilities. 
 

Support enhancing the provision of cultural activities and 
facilities at Salford Quays (Peel Media Management Ltd). 

The support is welcomed.  

Support utilising digital technology as a means to widening 
public access to art and culture, which directly reflects the 
strategy for MediaCityUK (Peel Media Management Ltd) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Criterion 5 of policy CT1 has 
deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy CT2  

Change Reason for change  

Policy CT2 has been substantially rewritten including the 
removal of references relating to development scale and 
distribution.  

To reflect the narrowed scope of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations. 
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POLICY: Chapter 11, Policy CT3 Land around AJ Bell Stadium 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 6 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

The designation of the land around the A J Bell Stadium for 
‘tourism and related uses’ is largely welcomed. The proposed 
allocation reflects the significant development potential of this 
site and its location within the ‘Central Economic Area’ of 
Salford identified elsewhere in the RDSLP (Peel Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy CT3 has been deleted 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

Why not locate new warehouses around the AJ Bell therefore 
retaining Barton Moss within the Greenbelt which is in my 
opinion a much more important tourist attraction nationwide 
than yet more shops and eateries (Individual) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
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Object to Policy CT3 which seeks to authorise a wide range of 
uses including out-of-town retail on the isolated and 
unsustainable wasteland around the AJ Bell Stadium. More out-
of-town retail in this area will add to urban sprawl, undermine 
town centres and add to the problems of retail decline in 
existing centres, congestion, pollution, climate change gas 
emissions and car dependency. It would therefore directly 
conflict with many of the other plan policies. It may be the case 
that some of this land already benefits from planning 
permission for bulky goods retailing, but this is not a reason for 
reinforcing an unsustainable development pattern (Culcheth 
and Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish Council) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development.  
 
Policy CT3 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope.   

We would accept that uses directly related to the stadium or 
leisure facilities that could not be provided elsewhere (subject 
to a sequential test) could be permitted (Culcheth and 
Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish Council) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development.  
 
Policy CT3 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope.   
 

In our opinion this development will attract the majority of 
Salford residents to visit by car, and make it very difficult for 
less affluent residents without access to a car to make use of 
these facilities at all. Walkden has plenty of potential for similar 
development with land available in the centre (and already 
vacant in some cases). This could provide a cinema, bowling 
alley, restaurants and other leisure facilities, connecting with 
excellent public transport links. This would reduce the need for 
residents of west Salford to travel further to reach these 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development.  
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amenities and offer good alternatives to using the car. The 
SDLP does not appear to acknowledge this at all (Friends of 
Walkden Station) 

Policy CT3 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope.   

Criterion 5 – Salteye Brook  

Support (Wildlife Trust) Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development.  
 
Policy CT3 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope.   
 
Nevertheless, Policy WA1 of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document ensures impacts on water bodies are considered as 
part of development management decisions.  
 

Criterion 6 – Flood risk  

How can maintenance and enhancement of Salteye Brook 
(Point 6) be achieved when you plan to bring in the bulldozers 
which will destroy bird habitats (including Willow Tit Habitat,  
wintering site for Teal/ Goosander/ Mute/ Swan/ Snipe/ 
Stonechat/ Woodcock/ Reed Bunting and more, and the 
summer breeding site for Willow Warbler, Common 
Whitethroat/Bullfinch/Wren/Robin and more) (Individual). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development.  
 
Policy CT3 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope.   
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Chapter 12 Housing General Comments 
 
(Chapter 12 has become chapter 11 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed  
 

Electricity apparatus  

The proposed housing allocation at Swinton Hall Road will 
affect Electricity North West apparatus. The cable(s) affected 
are an integral part of Electricity North West’s network and 
must remain in its present position or be diverted at full cost to 
the applicant. For cables that remain in situ easement(s) will be 
required (Electricity North West). 

The proposed Swinton Hall Road housing allocation was 
deleted at the revised draft local stage. Notwithstanding this, 
since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations. Given this, these comments now 
relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

Overall scale of development  

Object to large scale building projects such as those by Peel 
Holding (individual). 

Comments noted. The Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document sets out the policies that will be used by the city 
council to determine all planning applications that are 
submitted, one adopted, irrespective of who the applicant is. 
 

Worsley  

The overall impact of the proposed housing in the plan will be 
detrimental to the quality of life for all local residents in the 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
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Worsley area. The traffic in the area is gridlocked whilst very 
few of the properties will be affordable (individuals).  
 
Strongly opposed to the building of new houses in the Worsley 
area until new infrastructure has been provided (Cllr Karen 
Garrido). 

identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford, and 
also assessing the transport implications of proposals / new 
infrastructure that will be required. Given this, these comments 
in the main relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 
The Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document sets out policies on 
accessibility and transport (Chapter 15). Key to this will be a 
modal shift towards more sustainable forms of transport such 
as walking, cycling and public transport. 
 

Air quality in the area currently exceeds EU nitrogen dioxide 
limits – you cannot put more residents into an already polluted 
area (Cllr Karen Garrido, individual). 

Air quality is being considered at a Greater Manchester level 
through joint working of the 10 districts to produce a Clean Air 
Plan to bring nitrogen dioxide on local roads within legal limits. 
This is complemented by a range of measures in the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document as set out in Chapter 25 (Air quality, 
pollution and hazards), and specifically paragraph 25.4. 

Other issues  

Hope that Peel is treated in exactly the same way as any other 
land owner and subject to the same planning rules and 
regulations (individual) 

Comments noted. Planning rules and regulations apply equally 
to all.  

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 12  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H1 Housing strategy 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed  
 

Overall housing strategy  

The delivery of housing on the Arnold Lave site in Cadishead 
would contribute to components of the spatial strategy for 
housing in Salford over the plan period (particularly criteria 1, 3 
and 7) (Arnold Laver).  

Comments noted. However, since the City Council consulted 
on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has been made to 
narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of 
modifications have been made to the document to reflect this 
change in scope, including the exclusion of site allocations. 
Given this, these comments now relate to issues that fall 
outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Criterion 1 – supply and mix of dwellings  

The Revised Draft Salford Local Plan serves to exacerbate the 
housing crisis within Salford. It would not help to address the 
identified substantial and urgent need for new family-sized and 
aspirational homes to come forward for development in order to 
help attract and retain a working age population and the most 
economically active people.  
 
A continued release on 1 and 2-bedroom apartment schemes 
will not address identified significant affordable housing needs 
for Salford in quantitative terms (i.e. getting close to the 613 
dpa figure). 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. This includes 
identifying the housing requirement for Salford and taking 
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. Given 
this, these comments relate to issues being considered through 
the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
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The plan would not serve to deliver a good mix of housing as 
per the aspiration set out at Draft Policy H1 (Wain Homes (NW) 
Ltd and Persimmon Homes). 

Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 
In advance of decisions being made through the GMSF 
highlighted above, Policy H1 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document relates to the type of new housing coming forward in 
individual developments. It requires that new developments 
contribute to the provision of a broad mix of housing options 
across Salford, including at least 80% of the net increase in 
dwellings outside of City Centre Salford, Ordsall Waterfront, 
Salford Quays and the other town centres being in the form of 
houses (criterion B), subject to the exceptions identified in the 
policy. 
 

Criterion 2 – transport infrastructure  

Ensuring that there is the provision of sufficient transport 
infrastructure is supported (Friends of Walkden Station). 

Comments noted. Chapter 15 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document deals with issues of accessibility. Policy A1 is clear 
that development shall be phased with the provision of 
sufficient transport infrastructure and services (criterion 4). 
 

Criterion 3 – previously developed land  

Preference should be given to using previously developed land 
(Cllr Robin Garrido). 
This criterion is supported (Friends of Walkden Station). 

Although policy H1 of the Revised Draft Plan has been deleted, 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document identifies that 
developments shall use land efficiently to minimise the potential 
need for development of greenfield and Green Belt land (policy 
EF1). This consistent with the approach in paragraph 117 of 
the NPPF.  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H2 Scale and phasing of housing development 
 
This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 21 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Housing requirement is appropriate  

The plan proposes at least 32,680 net additional homes in 
Salford by 2037, in line with the GMSF. This equates to an 
average of 1,720 homes per annum. This is 20% above the 
city’s local housing need figure and around one-sixth of GM’s 
overall housing need to 2037. This is fully supported (Wigan 
Council).  

Comments noted. The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
will set out the overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, 
including identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of 
housing and employment development across Greater 
Manchester. This includes identifying the housing requirement 
for Salford. Given this, these comments relate to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
and not the Salford Publication Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document.  
 

Housing requirement is too low  

The Peel Group submitted a number of Appendices in support 
of their Main Representations to the Revised Draft Local Plan 
that are of relevance to policy H2 as follows: 
 

 Appendix 2 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 2 Response to 
consultation questions 

 Appendix 3 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 3 Planning for 
growth 

 
These appendices are available to view separately; the full 
extent of these concerns is not repeated here.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in 
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The Peel Group noted that the overall requirement figure in 
policy H2 is derived from policy GM-H1 of the Revised Draft 
GMSF. Given this, the requirements for GM have a direct 
implication on the proposed housing requirement for Salford in 
Policy H2. For reasons set out below, the GMSF is not based 
upon a sound assessment of local housing need in accordance 
with the NPPF and PPG. 
 
Overall housing requirement for Greater Manchester 
 
Peel’s representations to the Revised Draft GMSF strongly 
challenge the overall housing requirement in the GMSF for the 
following reasons: 
 

 The Revised Draft GMSF adopts the minimum ‘standard 
method’ figure as its housing requirement. This is just the 
‘starting point’ for an assessment of housing needs (PPG 
Reference ID 2a-010-20190220). This approach does not 
follow the methodology for a housing need assessment set 
out in PPG, which makes clear that authorities must assess 
whether circumstances (e.g. economic ambitions, growth 
strategies, infrastructure investment) necessitate a higher 
requirement.  

 The Revised Draft GMSF proposes a minimum requirement 
despite acknowledging the housing crisis that GM faces, 
and Policy GM-H2 stating that significantly increasing the 
housing supply is among the ways to address the growing 
affordability challenges. This requirement is insufficient to 
fully meet the housing needs of GM (quantitative and 
qualitative) or to underpin the sustainable delivery of the 

Salford should be altered, including whether any existing Green 
Belt should be de-designated so that it can be developed. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not 
the Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 
As noted in paragraph 11.1 of the Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document, until the GMSF is adopted, in accordance with 
national guidance, the housing target for the city will be Local 
Housing Need figure calculated using the latest published 
Government methodology. As of 31 December 2019, this is 
1,370 dwellings per annum.   
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economic ambitions of the GMSF. It is contrary to 
paragraph 61 of the NPPF 

 A housing requirement that is too low will ‘lock in’ the past 
recessionary trends which underpin the ‘standard method’ 
figure, conflicting with the Revised Draft GMSF’s stated aim 
to break with the past trends of under-performance 

 Failure to provide enough housing will fuel affordability 
challenges, reduce labour mobility and encourage ongoing 
out-migration from the City Region. This will both constrain 
economic growth and encourage longer distance 
commuting into the City Region. This is an unsustainable 
pattern of development which will perpetuate and 
exacerbate Greater Manchester’s housing crisis. 

 
An appropriate housing requirement for GM 
 
Having expressed the view that the overall requirement for GM 
is too low, the Peel Group commented that the housing 
requirement should be increased to an absolute minimum of 
13,200 homes per annum, and preferably to at least 15,000 
homes per annum. 
 
To justify the above housing requirements, the Peel Group 
have drawn on available evidence to provide an assessment of 
the employment and housing growth that is appropriate and 
needed to support GM’s growth strategy and respond positively 
to the local housing crisis in compliance with national policy. In 
particular: 
 

 Achieving the economic growth ambition requires an annual 
employment growth rate significantly exceeding the Greater 
Manchester Forecasting Model (GMFM), which has been 
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published as part of the evidence base alongside the 
Revised Draft GMSF and implies growth rates ranging from 
0.4-0.6% per annum. Recognising comparator analysis of 
other global cities, long term performance of GM’s economy 
and planned investment, as well as the employment 
projections of other ambitious UK cities, it is concluded that 
it would be appropriate and reasonable for GM to aim for job 
growth of at least 0.8% as an absolute minimum and that 
the appropriate figure would in fact be 1.0% per annum 

 Based upon analysis undertaken by Frontier Economics, 
GM should aspire to deliver between 240,000 and 300,000 
jobs over the plan period. The lower end of this range is a 
cautious representation of GM’s long-run employment 
growth, based on a previous estimate of GM long-run 
employment growth that reflects the sensitivity of these 
estimates to the time period considered. The upper end 
reflects a revised estimate of GM long-run employment 
growth, and is considered to be more reflective of GM’s 
global city ambitions and of achieving the full scale of GM’s 
growth strategy as articulated in the Revised Draft GMSF 

 Supporting this higher level of job growth would require an 
above trend growth in the population of GM, recognising 
that greater retention and continued inward migration will be 
needed to meet the demands of highly skilled sectors in 
which employment growth is projected 

 Modelling indicates that supporting employment growth 
even at the lower end of this range would require the GMSF 
to plan for an absolute minimum actual housing need of 
13,200 homes per annum. This would enable a continued 
increase in more recent positive trends of population 
growth. Reversing past trends and achieving positive 
population growth are essential to supporting the vitality and 



145 
 

viability of existing town centres, public services and 
businesses 

 The higher level of housing growth would be a positive 
response to a growing local housing crisis, particularly 
alleviating the impact on younger households, fully 
addressing affordability issues relative to the standard 
methodology 

 If the higher job growth of 300,000 was used, which 
evidently aligns more closely with growth rates seen in other 
global cities and responds more positively to the strategy for 
identifying employment land through the Revised Draft 
GMSF, there would be a need for at least 15,000 homes per 
annum.  

 
Implications for Salford 
 
Given the above, The Peel Group consider that the housing 
provision in all of the GM authorities should be increased to 
ensure that the GMSF is sound, and that the constituent 
authorities’ DPDs are in turn sound.  
 
They note that the Revised Draft GMSF deviates from the 
standard methodology for individual districts, by redistributing 
overall GM need across the 10 districts. Salford’s housing 
requirement has been elevated by approximately 25% in the 
Revised Draft GMSF / local plan (from the standard method 
figure of 1,372 per annum to 1,720 per annum).  
 
Peel support the principal of increasing the housing 
requirement in Salford to support the Revised Draft GMSF 
focus on the Core Growth Area and the objective to ‘Boost 
Northern Competitiveness’. However, the overall need to 
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increase housing across the conurbation, and local drivers of 
housing need in Salford, means that a higher level should be 
planned for in Salford than that in policy H2.  
 
Specific local housing need circumstances that are referred to 
by Peel include: 
 

 The need for an approximate minimum uplift of 25% from 
the overall requirement for GM in the Revised Draft GMSF 
and the absolute minimum requirement of 13,200 calculated 
by Peel. This uplift is proportionate to the difference 
between the standard method and the proposed housing 
requirement in the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan. This 
approach to apportioning the uplift does not, however, make 
any reference to the factors driving local need in Salford. 

 In the context of GM’s ambition to be a ‘Global City’ there is 
strong evidence of the potential within Salford to contribute 
significant levels of job creation to the conurbation. This is 
referenced in various part of the Revised Draft Local Plan 
as follows: 

o Paragraph 2.5: Salford has a ‘strategically important 
location not just within Greater Manchester but the 
north of England as a whole’. This recognises its 
location at the confluence of the strategic motorway 
network (M60, M61, M62 and M602) as well as rail 
infrastructure 

o Paragraph 2.6: There are over 9,500 active 
businesses in the city. These include ‘a number of 
major employers including the BBC, ITV, TalkTalk, 
Bupa, University of Salford and Salford Royal 
Hospital’ 
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o Paragraph 10.1: ‘Forecasts suggest a highly positive 
economic future’ with Salford ‘transforming into a 
modern global city’ 

o Paragraph 10.2: ‘tremendous economic potential’ 
o Paragraph 10.6: ‘Salford is one of the key locations 

for economic growth in Greater Manchester’ 

 Around 565,000 sqm of new industrial and warehousing 
floorspace will be provided in the city between 2018 and 
2037 under Policy EC4. It is noted that this provision 
accounts for approximately 13% of the total industrial and 
warehousing floorspace proposed under Policy GM-P 4 of 
the Revised Draft GMSF. This is 65,000 sqm higher than 
was previously proposed in the DSLP 

 Around 400,000 sqm of new office floorspace will be 
provided under Policy EC3. Whilst slightly lower than that 
previously identified in the DSLP (415,000 sqm), it 
represents a higher planned level of annual provision noting 
the shorter plan period. This represents approximately 14% 
of the total office floorspace proposed under Policy GM-P 3 
of the Revised Draft. A significant proportion of this 
floorspace will be provided within Salford Quays (250,000 
sqm), with the RDSLP stating that ‘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’ (Policy 
AP3). 

 The failure to provide sufficient homes to support GM’s and 
Salford’s economic ambition will fuel affordability 
challenges, reduce labour mobility and encourage ongoing 
out-migration from GM. This will both constrain economic 
growth and encourage longer distance commuting from 
areas outside GM such as Cheshire and Lancashire. This is 
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an unsustainable pattern of development which will 
perpetuate and exacerbate GM’s housing crisis. 

 Any approach to redistributing housing need must recognise 
the geographic location of jobs, with accessibility to the 
significant number of anticipated jobs in Salford creating 
strong demand for housing. 

 
The Revised Draft Local Plan sets out its own diagnosis of the 
housing crisis in Salford in paragraph 2.8 with reference to 
average house prices increasing rapidly in recent years so that 
they are now around 15% above the previous 2007 peak. It 
further acknowledges that house price to income ratios have 
risen above 5.6 (with above 3.5 being defined as unaffordable).  
 
The 2019 GMSHMA identifies a net need for 613 affordable 
homes per annum in Salford, with a backlog of 6,667 
households in current need which is the largest of the GM 
districts. This reaffirms the 2018 Broadoak appeal decision 
whereby the Inspector described the ‘ongoing need’ for 
affordable housing in Salford as ‘chronic’ in the context of ‘a 
severe lack of affordable housing delivery’. The scale and mix 
of housing proposed in the Revised Draft Local Plan will not be 
sufficient to meet the need and is a fundamental shortcoming.  
 
The 2019 GMSHMA also highlights the consequences of the 
housing crisis within Salford relating to the following: 
 

 Mean monthly private rents - Salford saw the second 
highest increase in mean monthly private rents across GM 
between 2014 and 2018, with the rate of growth significantly 
surpassing the national rate 
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 Private rents - exceed 30% of income at the lower quartile in 
Salford, with the ratio second highest behind Manchester 

 Overcrowding – a significant rise in households suffering 
from overcrowding, increasing from 5.9% in 2001 to 9.5% in 
2011 

 Homelessness: There were 350 people accepted as being 
homeless and in priority need in Salford in 2016/17. This 
represented the second highest number per 1,000 
households across GM behind only Manchester. The 
number of rough sleepers in Salford has increased more 
than tenfold, from four in 2010 to 49 in 2017 

 
The indicators above confirm that the housing crisis has 
worsened in Salford over recent years. There is no reason, 
therefore, to suggest that the need has reduced. Indeed, the 
opposite is true. In combination with the role that future 
employment growth will play in exerting further housing 
demand pressures in the borough, the actual need for housing 
in Salford is evidently significantly higher than the minimum 
starting point standard method figure. 
 
This must be fully recognised within the Salford Local Plan, and 
considered as part of any subsequent establishment of a 
housing requirement in its next iteration and indeed that of the 
GMSF. 
 
Salford’s role in accommodating redistributed housing need 
 
Peel supports the principles of the policy approach to spatially 
distributing the housing requirement (i.e. housing provision is 
redistributed to the northern and central districts in order to 
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address historic imbalances and to support the economic 
growth of these parts of the conurbation).  
 
Salford is "split" between the northern, inner-urban and core 
areas. It therefore has a unique role in contributing to 
increasing provision in GM to boost northern competitiveness 
(west Salford), support the Core Growth Area (south-east 
Salford) and support Inner Area Regeneration (inner parts of 
Salford). The split of the authority into these strategic areas 
also forms an important consideration for the proposed spatial 
distribution of housing within Salford itself. This is considered 
separately below in looking at the housing distribution and mix 
of types. 
 
It is agreed by the Peel Group that: 
 

 Supporting the growth of the Core Area, and linked to this 
the regeneration of neighbouring inner areas, will be 
important in maximising the competitiveness of GM, and 
enabling the realisation of its growth ambitions. Salford is 
planning to deliver a significant share of new jobs in these 
central areas and this must be supported by a parallel 
growth in the housing stock proximate to these 
concentrations of employment growth. 

 Boosting the competitiveness of the northern districts will be 
critical in addressing rising inequality in terms of its 
economic and population growth across the conurbation. 
This is recognised in the Revised Draft GMSF’s discussion 
on its spatial strategy, which states that ‘significant 
interventions will be required to address the extensive 
deprivation and the relatively low levels of growth, economic 
activity and prosperity across northern areas of Greater 
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Manchester’ [Source: Paragraph 6.38, GMSF Employment 
topic paper, January 2019]. 

 
Considerable inequalities already exist between GM’s local 
authorities. As well as illustrating significant deprivation in the 
cities of Manchester and Salford, it also highlights notable 
disparity between the northern and southern authorities. 
 
Alongside elevated provision in the core growth area and inner 
areas, west Salford in particular must also therefore play a role 
in contributing to the objective of increasing the supply and mix 
of housing to boost northern competiveness. In this context: 
 

 It is of note that within the Revised Draft GMSF the 
proposed housing requirements of the six districts wholly 
contained in this northern area (Bolton, Bury, Oldham, 
Rochdale, Tameside and Wigan) suggest a level of 
provision which is only 0.1% above the minimum ‘standard 
method’ figure. This is equivalent to only 66 dwellings over 
the full plan period4.  

 
Peel’s submissions to the Revised Draft GMSF recommends 
that in order for the proposed spatial distribution strategy to be 
justified, effective and deliverable each of the northern districts 
- and west Salford - must play its part to accommodate a 
proportionate share of the higher associated need associated 
with GM’s growth strategy. When considering both the drivers 
of local housing need and the principles for the distribution of 
housing across GM, Salford’s housing requirement must be 

                                                           
4 This excludes “West Salford”, which falls within the northern area defined through the Revised Draft GMSF and – in the context of Policy H3 of the RDSLP – 
is understood to comprise of Eccles; Irlam and Cadishead; Swinton and Pendlebury; Walkden and Little Hulton; and Worsley and Boothstown.  The vast 
majority of proposed supply in Salford is located in inner-urban and central areas, which suggests that the actual proportional uplift would be lower.   
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increased beyond the 1,720 homes per annum currently 
proposed within the RDSLP. 
 
The appropriate housing requirement figure for Salford and 
other districts will need to be evidenced in full by the GMCA 
through a PPG-compliant Housing and Economic Need 
Assessment (HENA) to take account of its growth strategy and 
ambition. The approach taken to the redistribution of a higher 
housing need figure should take full account of Salford’s unique 
location across three of the identified areas in which housing 
supply is needed to be elevated to achieve the proposed spatial 
strategy in the Revised Draft GMSF. It must also take full 
account of the evidenced consequences of a worsening 
housing crisis in Salford, and the pressing need to increase the 
delivery of affordable homes in the city. 

As evidenced through the Hatch report in relation to housing 
need, it is considered that whilst the evidence base has been 
prepared in accordance with the new standard method set out 
in the PPG, it is noted that paragraph 60 of the NPPF clearly 
states that this is a minimum number. It goes on to state that 
the standard method should be utilised unless exceptional 
circumstances justify an alternative approach which also 
reflects current and future demographic trends and market 
signals. In addition, it is also important to consider the link 
between economic growth and housing need. 
 
Applying an uplift for either household formation rates and 
affordability or assessing housing need against the proposed 
economic growth (as set out in our submissions to the GMSF) 
would result in a minimum housing requirement of 228,000 
dwellings across GM. If the housing requirement in the GMSF 
were to be increased, as we contend it should, then this is likely 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford. Given 
this, these comments relate to issues being considered through 
the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 
As noted in paragraph 11.1 of the Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
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to have implications for the housing requirement in Salford. The 
Council will need to ensure that any changes through the 
GMSF process (including the distribution of new housing) are 
taken on board and reflected in the Salford Local Plan. 
 
(Gladman) 
  

document, until the GMSF is adopted, in accordance with 
national guidance, the housing target for the city will be Local 
Housing Need figure calculated using the latest published 
Government methodology. As of 31 December 2019, this is 
1,370 dwellings per annum.   

Housing requirement is too high  

Action Against Rural Development (AARD) commented that the 
housing requirements in the GMSF have been questioned by 
various sources who consider that they are too high (including 
the CPRE).  
 
Action Against Astley Road Development (AARD) 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, given the following: 
 

 Household size of 1.5 people per apartment (2011 Census 
figure for Salford) and 2.4 people per house (2011 Census 
figure for the UK which is slightly higher than the 2.3 people 
figure for Salford)  

 Having regard to the estimated dwelling type split in policy 
H4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan and the overall dwelling 
requirement of 32,680 in policy H2 there will be a population 
increase of 55,825 calculated as follows: 

o Apartments: 24,430 x 1.5 people per household 
equals 36,645 people. When 1,099 dwellings are 
discounted (on the basis of 3% unoccupied 
dwellings) = 35,545 

o Houses: 8,450 x 2.4 people per household = 20,280 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not 
the Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 
As noted in paragraph 11.1 of the Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document, until the GMSF is adopted, in accordance with 
national guidance, the housing target for the city will be Local 
Housing Need figure calculated using the latest published 
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o Total population from houses and apartments in 
Salford 2018-37 = 55,825 (35,545 + 20,280) 

 The increased population of 55,825 compares to the 
anticipated growth rate of 48,870 (i.e. an excess of 7,000) 

 Green belt development proposed through the GMSF on 
land to the North of Irlam Station is anticipated to yield 
3,840 people (1,600 dwellings x 2.4 people per household). 
This is not required given the GMSF / local plan are 
planning for a population that is 7,000 too high across 
Salford 

Government methodology. As of 31 December 2019, this is 
1,370 dwellings per annum.   

It would seem that Salford is being asked to build an increased 
number of homes compared to the first draft, which apart from 
Manchester is the only district where there has been an 
increase. This is leading to the development of 2,350 homes on 
the green belt in Salford, even though such land has strong 
protections in the UDP and NPPF (Cllr Robin Garrido).  
 
The housing requirements in the Revised Draft GMSF are 
hopelessly optimistic. If the anticipated growth does not occur, 
there must be a mechanism to ensure brownfield sites land 
near the centre are developed and developers cannot ‘cherry 
pick’ former Green Belt sites (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish 
Council and Croft Parish Council). 
 
Brexit means that forecasts of increased population growth are 
likely to reduce (individual). 
 
The 2019 SHMA identifies annual average household growth 
over a 10 year period (2018-28) for Salford of 1,246 dwellings; 
this is from the 2014-based household projections. This has 
then inflated to 1,720 in the Revised Draft GMSF (AARD, 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not 
the Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 
As noted in paragraph 11.1 of the Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document, until the GMSF is adopted, in accordance with 
national guidance, the housing target for the city will be Local 
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individual). The requirement in the GMSF is therefore 9,006 in 
excess of the projections.   
 
The use of the 2014 based household projections are contrary 
to paragraph 31 of the NPPF which states that “…."all policies 
should be underpinned by relevant and up to date evidence." 
(AARD, individual). 
 
Official projections anticipate an increase of almost 18,500 
households in Salford over the period 2018-2037, while the 
plan itself makes almost double this - provision for at least 
32,680 net additional dwellings 2018 to 2037 (1,720 dwellings 
per annum, dpa). The local housing ‘need’ figure is 26,068. The 
additional 6,612 dwellings are being provided in Salford to meet 
demand from the rest of Greater Manchester to avoid 
development in the Green Belt in other GM districts. It is ironic 
that this will lead to development in the current Salford Green 
Belt on the internationally important mosses, whilst it is not 
obvious where the people in the GMSF higher population 
growth figures would come from (Culcheth and Glazebury 
Parish Council and Croft Parish Council). 
 
The increase of 32,680 dwellings in the plan period (2018-37) 
as identified in policy H2 is a significant disparity when 
compared to an increase of 18,500 households the DCLG 
2016-based projections  over the same period (as quoted in 
paragraph 12.4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan) (Highways 
England).  
 
Based on paragraph 12.10 of the Local Plan the level of 
housing proposed will require significant housing growth in 

Housing Need figure calculated using the latest published 
Government methodology. As of 31 December 2019, this is 
1,370 dwellings per annum.   
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close proximity to the ‘Core Growth’ area and Salford Quays 
(Highways England). 

The increase of 32,680 dwellings in the plan period (2018-37) 
as identified in policy H2 is a significant disparity when 
compared to an increase of 18,500 households the DCLG 
2016-based projections  over the same period (as quoted in 
paragraph 12.4 of the Revised Draft Local Plan) (Highways 
England).  
 
Based on paragraph 12.10 of the Local Plan the level of 
housing proposed will require significant housing growth in 
close proximity to the ‘Core Growth’ area and Salford Quays 
(Highways England). 

 

Redistribution of need across Greater Manchester  

The SHMA shows that 5 districts in GM have had their housing 
requirement increased above their local housing need (LHN) 
and 5 districts are below the LHN. Salford has had the biggest 
percentage increase above LHN; Irlam and Cadishead looks to 
have been marked out as an easy target for new housing 
(AARD).  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
across Greater Manchester. This includes identifying the 
housing requirement for Salford and taking decisions about 
whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford should be altered so 
that it can be developed. Given this, these comments relate to 
issues being considered through the Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document.  
 



157 
 

As noted in paragraph 11.1 of the Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document, until the GMSF is adopted, in accordance with 
national guidance, the housing target for the city will be Local 
Housing Need figure calculated using the latest published 
Government methodology. As of 31 December 2019, this is 
1,370 dwellings per annum.   
 

Phasing  

Highways England commented that they understand that 
market forces and other unforeseen circumstances can make it 
difficult to accurately predict the trajectory of housing delivery 
over the plan period. However they consider that given no 
policy requirements for masterplanning / SPDs have been 
included for the housing sites in Salford, their ability to manage 
the transport impacts of development is limited should a 
significant quantum of development come forward in a short 
space of time.  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale, phasing and distribution of 
housing and employment development across Greater 
Manchester. As part of this the transport implications of new 
development will be considered, and work relating to this is 
ongoing. Given this, these comments relate to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 
and not the Salford Publication Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document.  
 

Concern with the approach 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’. Any shortfall 
should be addressed within the shortest time possible and 
preferably within the next five years, to ensure that there are 
sufficient homes to meet the outstanding needs (Home Builders 
Federation). 
 
With regards to addressing any shortfall, the council are 
proposing to apply the ‘Liverpool’ approach to addressing a 
shortfall over the plan period (as opposed to the ‘Sedgefield’ 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale of housing and how any 
backlog that arises should be dealt with. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
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approach which addresses any shortfall within the next five 
year period).  The council should set out its justification for this 
approach, in line with paragraph 44 of PPG (‘housing and 
economic land availability’) (Bellway Homes Ltd).  

Housing land supply  

The identified land supply will not deliver the level of growth 
proposed through Policy H2. Policy H2 is therefore not justified, 
in conflict with the NPPF and is ineffective (contrary to NPPF 
35 b), c) and d)). It is unsound as a result (The Peel Group).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale of housing. The land supply 
identified to meet the requirements in the GMSF will be tested 
as part of its examination. Given this, these comments relate to 
issues being considered through the Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework process and not the Salford Publication 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H3 Distribution of housing 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 17 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Overall distribution strategy  

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 that the Local Plan is able to 
progress on a sound basis 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. This is not to say that delivery 
within the Regional Centre market area should be capped in 
anyway but rather it should not be so heavily relied upon to 
deliver the Local Plan’s housing requirements. 
 
Having regard to the above, additional land beyond that 
proposed outside of the central areas needs to be released to 
ensure Salford contributes to the provision of higher value and 
family housing to support GM’s economic growth ambition 
(such as land at Broadoak that is available in the early years of 
the plan). This must recognise the importance of this part of 
Salford to supporting the wider objective in the spatial strategy 
of the Revised Draft GMSF to boost northern competitiveness, 
and is needed in order to make the plan sound.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. This includes 
identifying the housing requirement for Salford and taking 
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. These 
decisions will have a direct influence on the distribution of new 
housing in Salford. Given this, these comments mainly relate to 
issues being considered through the Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document.  
 
With regards to land at Broadoak, the Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
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(The Peel Group) 

document identifies that West Salford Greenway (of which 
Broadoak forms part) will be protected and enhanced as a 
series of interconnected greenspaces of varied use and 
character (policy GI4). In addition the land is designated as 
Local Green Space (policy GI5). 
 

A significant boost is required in terms of the release of larger 
aspirational open-market and affordable homes as a matter of 
urgency in order to help attract and retain a working age 
population and the most economically active people. This 
requires policy intervention through the emerging GMSF and/or 
Salford Local Plan. 
 
However, the Draft Salford Local Plan simply provides a basis 
for projecting forwards past trends given that new residential 
development will be focussed upon the inner areas of Salford 
e.g. City Centre and Salford Quays as per Draft Policy H3  
 
(Wainhomes (NW) Ltd and Persimmon Homes). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. This includes 
identifying the housing requirement for Salford and taking 
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. These 
decisions will have a direct influence on the distribution of new 
housing in Salford. Given this, these comments relate to issues 
being considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document.  
 

Central Salford (City Centre Salford, Salford Quays and the 
rest of Central Salford) 

 

Some 80% of the proposed housing supply is directed towards 
the city centre, Salford Quays and the rest of central Salford, 
with provision made for only 345 dwellings per annum 
elsewhere in the city. This is still more geographically skewed 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
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when considered that almost two thirds (64%) of the identified 
housing supply is in the ward of Ordsall. Such a concentration 
has direct implications for the type of housing provided, with 
98% of the supply anticipated in this area comprised of 
apartments.  
 
The housing market in the city centre, Salford Quays and the 
rest of central Salford is predominantly investor-led and one 
which is vulnerable to fluctuations in market confidence. 
Occupier and investor demand and confidence within a single 
market in evidently finite. The unbalanced strategy puts the 
delivery of the Local Plan at risk, therefore. 
 
This will very clearly fail to meet the proper qualitative housing 
needs of the city with most apartments being 1 or 2 bed 
properties, a very significant proportion being the private rented 
sector (by design or default) and almost no affordable provision 
being delivered from this supply. The clear deficiencies in the 
OAN for new housing as proposed in the Revised Draft Plan 
cover both quantitative and qualitative dimensions, therefore, 
putting the approach fundamentally at odds with the 
requirements of the Framework. 
 
 (The Peel Group).  

comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
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The current approach risks over-allocating development and 
growth in a few locations, which goes against the wider Local 
Plan objective of delivering inclusive growth and sustainability 
(RMS International). 
 
The supply of dwellings is predominantly located in just one 
part of the Borough in the two wards of Ordsall and Irwell 
Riverside (i.e. the City Centre and Salford Quays) (Wain 
Homes). 
 
Of the 32,680 dwellings to be provided in Salford, around 80% 
will be in Central Salford (including the city centre) and Salford 
Quays. This is full supported (Wigan Council). 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 

City Centre Salford  

The proposal to direct the majority of the housing provision to 
the City Centre is acknowledged, as this represents the most 
sustainable location (Arnold Laver).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

Irlam and Cadishead  

Delivery of 5% of the total housing provision in Irlam and 
Cadishead is acknowledged; this proportion should be retained 
and not reduced at any future stage. If it was this would not be 
supported (Arnold Laver).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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Out of all of the 10 GM districts, Salford has had the most 
significant increase in its housing requirement above the local 
housing need level through the Revised Draft GMSF. Irlam and 
Cadishead looks to have been marked out as an easy target for 
houses (AARD).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

Salford Quays  

Support the identification of Salford Quays as a focus for 
housing delivery across the plan period (Peel Media 
Management Ltd).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

Swinton and Pendlebury  

Only 2% of housing growth is identified for Swinton and 
Pendlebury. The proportion of housing which can be delivered 
in Swinton should be increased given: 
 

 It is sustainably located within the main urban area / town 
centre (including adjacent land), 

 It is ideally placed close to the main train station and public 
transport links to accommodate a genuine mix of housing 

 The need to ensure the ongoing renewal and regeneration 
in areas such as Swinton 

 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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Having regard to the above, specific sites in the area should be 
identified as housing allocations under policy H9 (RMS 
International). 
 
 
   

Walkden and Little Hulton  

It is clearly recognised that there is a need for house building 
but Walkden and Little Hulton has been allocated a 
disproportionate number of new houses, for the following 
reasons: 
 

 The area already has the highest levels of house building in 
the city; proposing to continue this for the next 18 years 
without any investment in transport infrastructure is reckless 

 Family housing creates hugely different pressures on 
infrastructure than flats in the city centre; people in new 
houses  will have no option but to drive to access centres of 
employment, such as the quays and Port Salford, given 
public transport and the local road network is already 
working beyond capacity 

 Salford is already proposing to build significantly more 
houses than it actually needs 

 
Given the above, the number of dwellings in Walkden and Little 
Hulton should be reduced and the land allocated elsewhere in 
the city for flats reallocated for housing, removing the need to 
build houses on greenspaces in places like Walkden. 
 
(Cllr Richard Critchley) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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There is potential to increase the yield from the Walkden area, 
given there is an opportunity for higher density apartment-led 
development within Walkden town centre (Derwent Holdings). 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

West Salford  

Salford is well-placed to contribute towards the provision of 
attractive, higher value housing for families. Within the Draft 
Local Plan, the Council previously acknowledged the role of 
areas such as Boothstown, Ellenbrook and Worsley in 
‘targeting the top end of the housing market’ to attract and 
retain highly skilled professionals. At the Broadoak appeal, the 
Inspector noted the Council’s recognition that ‘a need to 
provide higher value housing across Greater Manchester is 
relevant and that Salford West has an important role to play’ 
(see paragraphs 63-64 of the Inspector’s report). 
 
Despite the acknowledged importance of providing higher value 
housing and the clear role that West Salford should play in 
contributing to the supply of such housing, Policy H3 makes 
provision for only 880 homes in Worsley and Boothstown, 
equating to only 3% of planned housing supply. This is a 
consequence of a supply profile that is skewed both towards 
central locations, and towards lower value areas to the east of 
Salford. 
 
Having regard to average price paid data in 2018 by post code 
sector there is proposed to be very limited provision in higher 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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value areas despite the clear opportunity to deliver high quality, 
family housing in these locations. 
 
(The Peel Group) 

An individual commented that the development of new homes 
in areas of West Salford such as Boothstown and Swinton is 
objected to for the following reasons: 
 

 Traffic gridlock, particularly on Leigh Road (which will be 
worse as a result of the GMSF housing allocations and RHS 
Bridgewater) 

 Issues during construction of new homes including road 
safety, particularly for school children 

 Loss of amenities, and land used for general recreation 
including dog walking 

 Impact on wildlife, including bats (a protected species), 
badgers, deers, foxes, pheasants 

 An increase in air pollution 

 A drop in property values 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 

3 individuals commented as follows: 
 

 There has been a lot of house building in the West Salford 
area 

 There should be a moratorium on all large scale housing 
development until there are significant improvements in air 
quality, public transport, and traffic flows (including on 
motorways) 

 Difficulties in getting GP appointments and school places 

 Increasing stress levels that are affecting health of all 
 
 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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Permitting higher levels of development in individual areas  

Note and support the flexibility provided. It is important that the 
spatial distribution of sites follows a logical hierarchy, provides 
an appropriate development pattern and supports sustainable 
development within all market areas. It is also important that it 
is able to support the type and mix of housing that is required 
by other policies within the plan and that an appropriate level of 
supply is made available to ensure these homes can be 
delivered (Home Builders Federation).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

Salford Quays must be one of the locations where more 
housing can be delivered than the Plan target as it is a Main 
Town Centre, which is highly accessible and can accommodate 
high density development. It is therefore requested that this 
policy should be amended to explicitly state that Salford Quays 
is a location where additional housing can be provided and that 
this should also be reflected in Policy AP3 (Peel Media 
Management).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H4 Type of housing 

 
(The policy reference has been changed to H1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 16 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Reasoned justification / introduction   

Paragraph 12.9 
The Peel Group agree with the statement that: 
 
"It will be important to ensure that a good range of housing 
comes forward across Salford, in order to meet the diverse 
needs of different types of household such as singles, couples 
and families with children." 

The support is welcomed. This statement is set out at 
paragraph 11.4 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 

Paragraph 12.12 
Support this paragraph in general terms and agree that there 
are several opportunities for high density development in 
accessible locations. The paragraph then goes on to identify 
examples of where this could occur which we support. We feel 
that the list of examples should be extended, and specifically to 
include Walkden as we anticipate that higher density 
development would be supported and is deliverable within 
Walkden town centre (Derwent Holdings Ltd).  

Paragraph 11.5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document (which picks up those issues previously set out in 
paragraph 12.12 at the revised draft stage) states that 
apartments may potentially be more appropriate in town 
centres, local centres and other areas with very high levels of 
accessibility. Given that reference to town centres has been 
added to the Plan, it is not considered necessary to specifically 
highlight the role of Walkden town centre over and above any 
of the other town centres.  
 
 

Mix of houses and apartments  
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The Peel Group submitted a number of Appendices in support 
of their Main Representations to the Revised Draft Local Plan 
that are of relevance to policy H4 as follows: 
 

 Appendix 2 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 2 Response to 
consultation questions 

 Appendix 3 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 3 Planning for 
growth 

 
These appendices are available to view separately; the full 
extent of these concerns is not repeated here.  
 
The policy proposes that 74% of the housing requirement in 
Salford will be delivered as apartments. Only 26% are proposed 
to be delivered as houses, with this translating to a planned 
provision for 8,450 houses across Salford. This equates to an 
average provision of only 445 houses per annum over the plan 
period. Given this the plan is unsound as it will not meet the full 
range of housing needs in Salford. It is too reliant on 
apartments, proposes an unbalanced spatial strategy in respect 
of the distribution of housing growth and should allocate 
additional land for family housing in the west of the city. 
 
The issue was recently considered as part of the Broadoak 
appeal. The Inspector concluded that “It is also abundantly 
clear from the detailed evidence that the five year housing land 
supply will not address these needs, being largely concentrated 
in the city centre, given the very high proportion of apartments 
as opposed to houses and the limited number of affordable 
units anticipated in relation to the identified need” (paragraph 
375 of the Inspector’s report). 
 

Reference to the approximate mx of new dwellings across 
Salford over the period 2018-37 has been deleted from the 
policy reflecting a decision to narrow its scope to focus on 
development management policies and designations. 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale, distribution and type of 
housing development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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 (for example to increase the supply of houses).  
 
With regards to issues around the deliverability of the identified 
land supply, this will be considered as part of the examination 
of the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework   
 
Given the above, these comments relate to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document.  
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The SoS concluded that: "….the Council is not meeting the 
needs of the housing market as a whole, and that there are 
significant deficiencies in the number of larger/aspirational 
family homes, and wider issues with homelessness and 
affordability" (paragraph 26 of SoS letter). The SoS agreed with 
the Inspector’s conclusion that these issues should be 
addressed ‘through the local plan process and it is anticipated 
that new greenfield sites will need to be released to 
accommodate needs’.  
 
Under Policy H3, only 20% of the proposed requirement is to be 
provided outside of the central areas of Salford. This includes 
the western areas that are acknowledged to be one of the few 
parts of GM capable of accommodating the type of very high 
quality and aspirational housing that is important to GM’s 
economic strategy. In arriving at this proposed mix of housing, 
which is intrinsically linked to the spatial distribution in Salford, 
the Revised Draft Local Plan is clear that it ‘reflects the 
importance of promoting sustainable patterns of movement and 
maximising the efficient use of land, and hence reducing the 
need to develop greenfield or Green Belt land’ (paragraph 
12.11). 
 
Peel supports and promotes the re-use of brownfield land. 
However, there are limitations to the supply of brownfield land 
to meet the full range of housing needs across GM (see 
representations to the GMSF). In accordance with the view 
expressed by the SoS, alongside brownfield land, greenfield 
sites should be brought forward in parallel to ensure that full 
development needs are met in a co-ordinated way. It is 
apparent that this balanced approach has not been adequately 
reflected in the Revised Draft Local Plan with the supply of land 
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identified, with specific reference to the limited provision in West 
Salford, falling significantly short of meeting needs as set out 
below. 
 
The current housing stock in Salford 
 
The Revised Draft Local Plan acknowledges at paragraph 2.8 
that: 
 
“"..a very strong apartment market has developed in and around 
the City Centre and Salford Quays, accounting for a significant 
number of Salford’s new dwellings. This is reflected in the 
higher than average proportion of dwellings in Salford that are 
apartments (28.8%), when compared to the Greater 
Manchester (19.4%) and England (22.1%) averages"  
 
In addition the 2019 SHMA identifies the following for Salford: 
 

 Detached houses: low proportion (below average) 

 Terraced houses: high proportion (above average) 

 Flats: significant and growing representation of flats, with a 
relative shortfall of homes with 4 bedrooms or more (below 
average) 

 Bedrooms: high proportion of one and two bedrooms homes 
(above average), with issues of one fewer bedrooms than 
required, particularly for those with dependent children 

 Council tax: High proportion in Bands A and B (above 
average) and low proportions in higher bands F, G and H 
(below average) 

 
Based on the above, the housing stock in Salford is 
demonstrably skewed towards flats and lower value housing, 
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with a distinct absence of larger, higher value housing that is 
suitable for families. The city provides a microcosm of the GM-
wide lack of diversity in the housing stock, contrasting with the 
unsubstantiated claims of the Revised Draft GMSF (which at 
paragraph 7.1 claims the conurbation has a ‘diverse range of 
housing’). 
 
This existing imbalance in the housing stock has been 
exacerbated by the size, type and location of housing delivered 
in Salford. Since 2003: 
 

 Almost two thirds (64%) of the gross homes completed have 
been apartments, outpacing delivery of houses by almost 
two to one 

 Over half (52%) of net additional have been in a single ward, 
namely Ordsall 

 
In addition, over the past five years, some 56% of the homes 
completed in Salford have contained only one or two bedrooms. 
 
Evidence of the need for different types, sizes and values of 
housing in Salford 
 
Paragraphs 8b, 11, 20 and 61 of the NPPF set out that 
providing for a sufficient range and variety of new homes is an 
essential requirement.  
 
The Revised Draft Local Plan lists a number of challenges that 
it must address, including the accommodation of ‘Salford’s 
growing population, in housing that meets the full range of 
needs’ (paragraph 3.72). 
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Section 4 of the 2019 GM SHMA provides evidence on the 
need for different sizes, types and values of homes. While this 
is not broken down below GM level, the rounded figures 
presented for the core scenario indicate that at least 75% of 
new homes across GM need to be houses, with a maximum of 
20% required to be apartments. While the SHMA also presents 
two further scenarios, which reduce the proportionate need for 
houses in favour of apartments, Peel’s submission on the 
Revised Draft GMSF outlines its view that these scenarios are 
unjustified and not credible (see Paper 3: Planning for Growth 
for more details). 
 
In the context of these fundamental concerns, it is notable that 
the broad split implied by the core scenario has been further 
validated by Turley’s own calculations, which similarly draw 
upon the 2011 Census and the 2014-based household 
projections (see Paper 3 - paragraphs 5.37 to 5.40 - of 
representations to the GMSF for full details).   
 
For GM as a whole and also specifically Salford, the estimated 
type of housing required between 2018-2037 is as follows: 
 

 Houses  Flats 

GM 77% 23% 

Salford 71% 29% 

 
It should be noted that the above is based solely on the 
demographic projection; Peel’s submission to the Revised Draft 
GMSF highlights a greater need for houses across GM (80%) 
when the population is assumed to grow and support a 
reasonable level of employment growth (0.8-1% annual 
employment growth). A comparable analysis must be 
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undertaken in the next iteration of the evidence supporting the 
GMSF and the Local Plan in order for the housing need 
associated with supporting GM’s growth strategy to be 
evidenced at the conurbation and constituent authority level. 
 
The above reflects modelling which indicates that around half 
(49%) of additional households in Salford will require at least 
three bedrooms. It is noted that Policy H5 outlines what is 
claimed to be an ‘appropriate mix of new dwelling sizes to 
deliver the total requirement informed by forecast household 
type and size’, implying that only 27% of additional dwellings 
should contain three or more bedrooms. The evidence to inform 
this position is not specified, with such a breakdown of needs in 
Salford absent in the GM SHMA. It is also unclear as to whether 
this simply reflects the size of housing that could be delivered 
through the identified supply, which is clearly different from the 
need for different sizes of housing.  
 
Peel objects to the lack of published evidence to substantiate 
this policy, and considers it likely that such a position 
understates the need for larger housing in Salford. The 
approach conflicts with the requirements of NPPF 61, is 
ineffective and unjustified (contrary to NPPF 35 b) and c)). 
 
The proposed redistribution of needs above the standard 
method figure to Salford, introduced earlier in this section, is 
referenced in paragraph 12.10 of the Local Plan as having an 
impact on the mix of houses proposed within Policy H4. It states 
that: 
 
"The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework has set a housing 
requirement for Salford of 32,680 net additional dwellings over 
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the period 2018-2037, compared to the local housing need 
figure of 26,068. This is on the basis of the high demand from 
across Greater Manchester for high density apartments in 
accessible locations close to the main concentrations of 
economic activity, and the ability of Salford to accommodate a 
significant part of this demand. Hence the additional 6,612 
dwellings that are being provided in Salford to meet demand 
from the rest of Greater Manchester are expected to be 
primarily in the form of apartments" 
 
The provision of additional homes to support the Core Growth 
Area is, as noted above, supported. However, this should not 
distract from the recognised need for a significant number of 
new houses (rather than apartments) to be provided in Salford 
and GM to meet the needs of existing and future residents. 
 
Even where this component of the proposed housing 
requirement is assumed to be apartments (paragraph 12.10 
suggests they will be ‘primarily’ apartments), with the above 
split applied to the local housing need implied by the standard 
method, there would remain a greater need for houses in 
Salford than apartments as shown in the following table. 
Meeting this distinct need would require the provision of some 
947 houses each year in Salford.  
 

 Houses Flats  Total 

Estimated mix of housing 
needed 

71% 29% 100% 

Minimum LHN 18,509 7,559 26,068 

Need redistributed to Salford 0 6,612 6,612 

Total need met in Salford 18,509 14,171 32,680 

Annual 947 746 1,720 
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% 57% 43% 100% 

 
While the above indicates a greater need for houses than flats 
in Salford, the Local Plan flat as 74% of the total supply. This 
approach would provide less than half of the circa 18,500 
houses expected to be needed in Salford over the plan period. 
 
Such an approach would lead to the provision of 445 houses 
each year on average, which clearly falls short of the estimated 
annual need for 947 houses. Furthermore, it would provide 
fewer houses each year than have been delivered in Salford 
historically, with the Council’s monitoring indicating that an 
average of 493 houses have been completed each year since 
2003. While provision in recent years has not been sufficient to 
meet needs, there has been an improving trend with an 
average of 680 houses provided annually since 2012. The 
Local Plan would unjustifiably reduce this rate of recent delivery 
by one third. 
 
The proposed mix of homes to be provided for under Policy H4 
is intrinsically linked to the proposed geographic distribution of 
supply under Policy H3 of the Local Plan, which is skewed 
towards areas that are ‘more appropriate for apartments due to 
their location, context and characteristics’ at the expense of 
those areas that could deliver family housing (Paragraph 
12.12). Under Policy H3, some 80% of the proposed housing 
supply is directed towards the city centre, Salford Quays and 
the rest of central Salford, with provision made for only 345 
dwellings per annum elsewhere in the city. This is still more 
geographically skewed when considered that almost two thirds 
(64%) of the identified housing supply is in the ward of Ordsall. 
Such a concentration has direct implications for the type of 
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housing provided, with 98% of the supply anticipated in this 
area comprised of apartments. This confirms that the Local 
Plan does not come close to meeting the full mix of needs for 
different types of housing in Salford. 
 
Even where it is acknowledged that the Revised Draft GMSF 
proposes a level of redistribution across authorities, a review of 
the proposed supply of land to deliver new homes at the 
conurbation level confirms that the shortfall of houses relative to 
need in Salford will not be addressed through provision 
elsewhere in GM. Peel’s submissions to the Revised Draft 
GMSF consultation confirms, based on the housing supply data 
published by the GMCA, that across GM the identified land 
supply (excluding allocations) would only provide for 73,200 
houses, representing only 40% of the total proposed supply. 
Even where it is assumed that site allocations would solely 
deliver houses (a position which is likely to be overstated) only 
49% of the identified supply across GM would be able to deliver 
houses. This markedly departs from the conclusions of the GM 
SHMA, with its core scenario indicating that at least 75% of 
households will require this type of housing over the plan 
period. 
 
It is apparent that there is a significant shortfall of land across 
GM to meet the need for houses. This places an even greater 
onus on Salford identifying additional land to make a more 
significant contribution to meeting its own identified needs for 
this type of housing. 
 
The reality of the skewed supply towards luxury apartments 
was set out in a speech Paul Dennett, Salford City Mayor and 
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GMCA portfolio holder for housing, planning and homelessness 
at a November 2017 homelessness event. 
 
The local plan has not sought to address the deficiencies in the 
current supply, existing pipeline or acknowledge the profile of 
need in providing for such a modest level of new houses. Whilst 
the scale of provision for apartments aligns with the 
conurbation’s growth strategy and the role of Salford’s core and 
inner areas, this should not distract from ensuring that the 
needs of all communities / households are met through the 
Salford Local Plan. Given this, it is critical that further land is 
identified which can deliver the houses that are needed within 
Salford and across GM. 
 
Supporting diverse and sustainable neighbourhoods 
 
Salford alongside other northern districts,  must also provide the 
amount and variety of land needed to offer housing choice and 
quality which are attractive to the types of skilled workers which 
are acknowledged as being critical to the achievement of GM’s 
ambitions. This is a key issue both across GM and within 
Salford in particular. Historically, the city has seen an 
outmigration of those age groups generally associated with 
family households.  
 
Peel have presented evidence relating to the average annual 
flow of different cohorts over the period from 2001 to 2017 (see 
figure 3.6 of full main representation). This is notably more 
comprehensive than the analysis presented in the 2019 GM 
SHMA, which presents a single year of data (2010/11) and 
claims that Salford has ‘positive net migration in each age 
group’ (Paragraph 4.118 of the GM SHMA, 2019).  
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When taking a longer-term view, it is evident that there is a net 
inflow of those aged 15 to 29, capturing students and young 
professionals that are attracted to the city to study and work. 
There is, however, a net outflow of all other age groups, 
reflecting a failure to retain graduates and younger 
professionals as people move into their thirties and seek 
different types of housing. This indicates that there is an 
insufficient supply of family housing to meet the needs and 
expectations of these residents. 
 
The Revised Draft GMSF encouragingly recognises the 
importance of providing higher value housing and  uses the 
term ‘higher value housing’ (in paragraphs 7.20 and 7.21),  
acknowledging that GM is in competition to ‘attract and retain 
the skilled workers that will be critical to delivering high and 
sustained levels of economic growth’.  
 
Peel is fully supportive of the principle of boosting the supply of 
higher value housing in GM, particularly in those areas where 
higher quality neighbourhoods will prove attractive to 
households with higher incomes and skills. This accords with 
evidence that people working in MediaCityUK, for example, live 
predominantly in higher value areas of GM, including Chorlton, 
Sale, Didsbury and Worsley. These trends were also 
acknowledged in: 
 

 The 2019 GM SHMA (paragraph 4.56 and Appendix 1) 

 The GM Independent Prosperity Review 2019 reviewers 
report (page 46) 

 The Manchester Independent Economic Review  
o 2009 reviewers report (pages 20 and 25) 
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o 2009 Understanding Labour, Markets, Skills and 
Talent 

 
Salford is well-placed to contribute towards the provision of 
attractive, higher value housing for families. Within the Draft 
Local Plan (page 62), the Council previously acknowledged the 
role of areas such as Boothstown, Ellenbrook and Worsley in 
‘targeting the top end of the housing market’ to attract and 
retain highly skilled professionals’.  
 
At the Broadoak appeal, the Inspector (in paragraphs 63 and 64 
of his report) noted the Council’s recognition that ‘a need to 
provide higher value housing across Greater Manchester is 
relevant and that Salford West has an important role to play’, 
continuing that: 
 
"There is a need for higher quality/higher value family housing 
within Salford and increasing the supply of such housing can 
attract and retain economically active households. Worsley is 
an area of the City capable of accommodating higher quality 
and aspirational family housing due to the strength of the 
prevailing housing market and the popularity of the area"  
 
Figure 3.7 of Peel’s main representations to the Local Plan 
overlay supply with the average price paid in different postcode 
sectors in 2018; this highlights that there is proposed to be very 
limited provision in higher value areas despite the clear 
opportunity to deliver high quality, family housing in these 
locations. 
 
Within the next iterations of the GMSF and Local Plan, 
additional land beyond that proposed outside of the central 
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areas needs to be released to ensure Salford contributes to the 
provision of higher value and family housing to support GM’s 
economic growth ambition. This must recognise the importance 
of this part of Salford to supporting the wider objective in the 
spatial strategy of the Revised Draft GMSF to boost northern 
competitiveness. 

Wainhomes (NW) Ltd and Persimmon Homes submitted a 
consultation response to the Revised Draft GMSF; section 5 
discusses in detail Salford’s housing land supply position at 
EP1. These representations are available to view separately; 
the full extent of these concerns is not repeated here.  
 
The council’s housing land supply will: 
 

 predominantly deliver apartment only schemes; and  

 fail to deliver a sufficient number of houses, to meet the 
identified need 

 
A significant boost is required in terms of the release of larger 
open-market and affordable homes as a matter of urgency 
given the housing crisis in the city. This requires policy 
intervention through the emerging GMSF and/or Salford Local 
Plan. However, the Draft Salford Local Plan simply provides a 
basis for projecting forwards past trends; in particular 26% of 
new residential development will take the form of housing with a 
lower proportion acceptable where minimum density 
requirements cannot otherwise be met or where it would not be 
commercially viable to do so as per Draft Policy H4. 
 
The Draft Local Plan would not help to address the identified 
substantial and urgent need for new family-sized and 
aspirational homes to come forward for development in order to 

Reference to the approximate mx of new dwellings across 
Salford over the period 2018-37 has been deleted from the 
policy reflecting a decision to narrow its scope to focus on 
development management policies and designations. 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale, distribution and type of 
housing development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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 (for example to increase the supply of houses).  
 
Given the above, the comments from Wainhomes (NW) Ltd 
and Persimmon Homes relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not 
the Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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help attract and retain a working age population and the most 
economically active people; it would not therefore serve to 
deliver a good mix of housing as per the aspiration set out at 
Draft Policy H1. 

The policy is unsound as it fails to provide a range and choice 
of homes, with over 70% of the proposed housing in the form of 
apartments. 50% of the proposed new houses are on Green 
Belt. The Duncan Mathieson site offers the opportunity to 
provide new family houses in a sustainable accessible location 
(The Greater Manchester Trust for Recreation). 

Reference to the approximate mx of new dwellings across 
Salford over the period 2018-37 has been deleted from the 
policy reflecting a decision to narrow its scope to focus on 
development management policies and designations. 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale, distribution and type of 
housing development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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 (for example to increase the supply of houses).  
 
Given the above, the comments from the respondent relate to 
issues being considered through the Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 
With regards to Duncan Mathieson, the site was allocated in 
the Revised Draft local plan for enhanced recreation purposes, 
with cross funding from residential development not exceeding 
50 houses. Since the City Council consulted on the Revised 
Draft Local Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the 
scope of the document, including the exclusion of site 
allocations. Given this, these comments now relate to issues 
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that fall outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 
The Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document continues to designate 
Duncan Matheson playing fields and adjoining open land as a 
sports hub within a new policy in Chapter 24: Recreation, 
Policy R5 Outdoor and indoor sports facilities. 
 

There needs to be a greater balance between houses and 
apartments to ensure that when residents move out of PRS 
apartments, there is good quality family housing available in the 
city (For Viva). 

Reference to the approximate mx of new dwellings across 
Salford over the period 2018-37 has been deleted from the 
policy reflecting a decision to narrow its scope to focus on 
development management policies and designations. 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale, distribution and type of 
housing development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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 (for example to increase the supply of houses).  
 
Given the above, the comments from the respondent relate to 
issues being considered through the Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
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The proposed mix of housing types is inappropriate for Salford. 
The City shares a large urban core with Manchester, and is one 
of the few places in Greater Manchester that can provide 
waterfront living, high density living and city centre living. This 
should be embraced, particularly given we already have large 
swathes of low density, housing development; we do not need 
to add to this. Salford could meet its housing need on 
brownfield sites with a higher proportion being in the form of 
apartments. This would protect the Green Belt from 
development and unsustainable forms of development (Cllr 
Richard Critchley).  

Reference to the approximate mx of new dwellings across 
Salford over the period 2018-37 has been deleted from the 
policy reflecting a decision to narrow its scope to focus on 
development management policies and designations. 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale, distribution and type of 
housing development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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 (for example to increase the supply of houses).  
 
Given the above, the comments from the respondent relate to 
issues being considered through the Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 
 
 

A balanced mix of housing in new developments  

Criterion A 
Support for the approach to Salford Quays (Bredale Properties 
Ltd)   and Ordsall Waterfront (Monckton Properties Ltd) in 
criterion A as this recognises that these areas will continue to 
be predominantly apartment based, whilst at the same time 
includes flexible wording to encourage other house types where 
this is practical. 

The support is welcomed.  
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Criterion A 
Support the list of areas where high density development in 
accessible locations would be appropriate, although consider 
that there should be specific reference to Walkden town centre 
(Derwent Holdings).  

Paragraph 11.5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document (which picks up those issues previously set out in 
paragraph 12.12 at the revised draft stage) states that 
apartments may potentially be more appropriate in town 
centres, local centres and other areas with very high levels of 
accessibility.  

Criterion A 
The flexible no minimum requirement on the type of homes 
should be extended to include the Local Centres. This is having 
regard to Paragraph 123 (a) of the NPPF which sets out that 
measures to increase residential density in ‘town centres‘ 
should be pursued. The reference to ‘town centres’ includes all 
in-centre locations, including Local Centres. Including Local 
Centres in Salford as an area where there is no minimum 
requirement on the type of residential dwellings that could be 
provided is consistent with the NPPF.  

Given the varied nature of local centres in terms of their size, 
layout and character it is not considered appropriate to make 
specific reference to local centres in criterion A of the policy. 
However, reference has been added to paragraph 11.5 to 
explain that local centres may be appropriate for apartments 
(as opposed to houses). In addition, reference has been added 
to policy TC1 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document to state that residential uses above ground floor 
level will be encouraged within local centres.  
 

Criterion B 
Support the exceptions to criterion B as this gives flexibility that 
could enable development delivery in some instances. A policy 
that does not offer flexibility would not be supported (Arnold 
Laver).   

The support is welcomed. 

Criterion B 
Understand the need for a mix of dwelling types and are 
generally supportive of providing a range and choice of homes 
to meet the needs of the local area. It is, however, important 
that any policy is workable and ensures that housing delivery 
will not be compromised or stalled due to: overly prescriptive 
requirements; requiring a mix that does not consider the scale 
of the site; or the need to provide additional evidence. A flexible 
approach is recommended regarding housing mix which 

Comments noted. The policy is not considered to be overly 
prescriptive, with exceptions to the policy set out in criteria 1 
and 2. These exceptions provide for the flexibility sought by the 
respondent.  
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recognises that needs and demand will vary from area to area 
and site to site; ensures that the scheme is viable; and provides 
an appropriate mix for the location (Home Builders Federation). 

Criterion B 
Whilst it is agreed that it is important to deliver a range of 
dwelling types, it is important that policies allow for some 
flexibility so that schemes can respond to local circumstances 
as the needs and demands are likely to vary from area to area 
and site to site. As such the council is reminded of need for 
flexibility in relation to policies such as this and the importance 
of avoiding overly prescriptive policies which may have a 
negative impact upon the delivery of housing growth 
(Gladman). 

Comments noted. The policy is not considered to be overly 
prescriptive, with exceptions to the policy set out in criteria 1 
and 2. These exceptions provide for the flexibility sought by the 
respondent. 

 
 

Other significant changes made to policy H4 

Change Reason for change  

The approximate mix of new dwellings (in terms of houses and 
apartments) across the plan period to deliver a requirement of 
32,680 dwellings has been deleted.  

To reflect the changed scope of the plan. 

A definition of a ‘House’ has been added to the policy. In order to provide clarity for the implementation of the policy.  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H5 Size of dwellings 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to H2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 11 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

A balanced mix and range of dwellings  

Support the policy ambition to secure a balanced mix of 
dwelling sizes to enable people to access housing with 
sufficient space to meet their needs and support good health.  
 
In particular, the policy wording now includes additional 
flexibility by requiring developments to deliver a range of 
dwelling sizes. This is a more appropriate approach than 
defining minimum dwelling sizes and the number of bedrooms 
to be provided (as proposed in the Draft Local Plan) and will 
enable developers to respond and adapt as identified needs 
and the market changes over the plan period, in accordance 
with NPPF paragraphs 59 – 61  (The Peel Group). 

The support is welcomed.  

The need for a mix of dwellings sizes is generally supportive of 
providing a range and choice of homes. It is though 
recommended that a flexible approach is taken regarding the 
size of dwellings which recognises that needs and demand will 
vary from area to area and site to site (Home Builders 
Federation and Gladman); ensures that the scheme is viable; 
and provides an appropriate mix for the location (Home 
Builders Federation).  
 

The support is welcomed. It is considered that as drafted the 
policy provides the flexibility suggested by the respondent.  

Approximate mix of new dwelling sizes  
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Acknowledge that the evidence base formulating the 
breakdown of new dwellings by bedroom size has come from 
the DCLG 2014 based and ONS 2016 based subnational 
household projections (Arnold Laver). 

The approximate mix of dwellings by number of bedrooms to 
deliver the housing requirement of 32,680 net additional 
dwellings has been deleted from the plan.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. This includes 
identifying the housing requirement for Salford and considering 
issues relating to the size of dwellings. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  

Wain Homes (NW) and Persimmon Homes commented that a 
significant boost is required in terms of the release of larger 
open-market and affordable homes as a matter of urgency. The 
local plan: 
 

 Simply provides a basis for projecting forwards past trends 

 Identifies that 73% of new residential development will take 
the form of 1 and 2-bedroom units, with a higher proportion 
acceptable where it can be demonstrated that smaller units 
is appropriate for a particular development (as per policy 
H5) 

 Does not address the identified substantial and urgent 
qualitative need for new family-sized and aspirational 
homes to come forward for development in order to help 
attract and retain a working age population and the most 
economically active people. 

 Deliver a good mix of housing as per the aspiration set out 
at draft policy H1. 

The approximate mix of dwellings by number of bedrooms to 
deliver the housing requirement of 32,680 net additional 
dwellings has been deleted from the plan.  
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
development across Greater Manchester. This includes 
identifying the housing requirement for Salford and considering 
issues relating to the size of dwellings. Given this, these 
comments relate to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
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Nearly three quarters of new homes will have just 1 or 2 
bedrooms; fully supportive of these proposals (Wigan Council). 

Comments noted. However, the approximate mix of dwellings 
by number of bedrooms to deliver the housing requirement of 
32,680 net additional dwellings has been deleted from the plan. 
This is due to the change in scope of the plan. 

50% of apartments to contain at least two bedrooms  

Policy wording should be amended to provide further flexibility 
confirming that a minimum 50% of two-bedroom apartments 
should be provided, unless it can be demonstrated that this is 
not possible due to viability or site-specific considerations. This 
will provide more flexibility to ensure that suitable and viable 
schemes come forward in a prompt manner (Bredale Properties 
Ltd and Monckton Properties Ltd).  

If there are issues due to viability or other site specific 
considerations which mean that 50% apartments being 2 bed 
or larger cannot be provided then this would be a material 
consideration in the determination of any planning application.  

Space standards  

The Council has failed to provide robust justification for 
requiring internal space policies, contrary to the PPG (The Peel 
Group, Bredale Properties Ltd, Monckton Properties Ltd, 
Gladman, English Cities Fund and Home Builders Federation). 
As such, this element of Policy H6 is not ‘justified’ and, 
therefore, unsound (The Peel Group).   
 
If the Government had expected all properties to be built to 
NDSS that they would have made these standards mandatory 
not optional (Home Builders Federation and English Cities 
Fund). 

Alongside the Salford Publication Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document, the city 
council has published a background report fully setting out the 
justification for requiring new dwellings to meet the nationally 
described space standards. The standards will enable people 
to access new housing with sufficient space to meet their 
needs and support good health, and is key to creating a fairer 
Salford.  
 

The space standards restrict the ability for developers to 
respond to the housing market; this is in the context of the 
design of houses/apartments constantly evolving as new 
products come forwards to meet specific market requirements. 
Flexibility is needed in order to ensure the size of units reflects 
the market profile of occupiers and investors to stimulate 
demand. 
 

Alongside the Salford Publication Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document the city 
council has published a background report full setting out the 
justification for requiring new dwellings to meet the nationally 
described space standards. The standards will enable people 
to access housing with sufficient space to meet their needs and 
support good health, and is key to creating a fairer Salford.  
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It would be more appropriate for each scheme to be considered 
on a case by case basis, based on the site specific factors. The 
national space standards referred to in Policy H5 could be 
guidelines but there should be an opportunity to present a 
different approach. In addition the policy is tying Salford to the 
standards to 2037 and there is every chance that such 
standards could vary over the plan period. Given the above, the 
space standard requirements should be removed from the plan 
(Peel Media Management Ltd). 

Although the plan period runs until 2037, paragraph 33 of the 
NPPF is clear that policies in local plans should be reviewed to 
assess whether they need updating at least once every five 
years. Reviews should be completed no later than five years 
from the adoption date of a plan. Given this the city council 
does not believe that the space standards should be removed 
from the plan for the reasons requested by the respondent. 
Notwithstanding this, the policy is clear that should the space 
standards be amended developments would have to comply 
with the updated standards.  

Whilst the January 2019 Assessment of residential viability 
report states that it has factored these standards in, the 
implications are not fully articulated. Until additional evidence 
and clarification on viability matters is provided as part of the 
next stage of the emerging Local Plan process, we object to the 
proposed introduction of nationally described space standards 
in the Salford context (Bredale Properties Ltd and Monckton 
Properties Ltd).  

Alongside the Salford Publication Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document, the city 
council has published a background report fully setting out the 
justification for requiring new dwellings to meet the nationally 
described space standards. This considered the issue of 
viability.  

Welcome minimum residential densities (Policy H6). However, 
these can be met by developers providing small flats with few 
bedrooms. While minimum space standards exist, we also think 
there should be standards for minimum number of habitable 
rooms per hectare (comparable to the standards in the London 
Plan) (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish 
Council). 

The approach suggested by the respondent is considered to be 
overly prescriptive.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy H5 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H6 Housing density 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to H3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 8 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
  
 

Flexibility  

There should be a degree of flexibility in the use and 
interpretation of the policy to recognise that there may be site 
specific design considerations (such as heritage issues) and 
the need to diversify the local / emerging housing market as 
part of delivering regeneration objectives (English Cities Fund). 
 
In order to be ‘effective’ the wording of the policy should be 
amended to provide additional flexibility to allow developers to 
take account of evidence in relation to market aspirations and 
viability (The Peel Group and the Home Builders Federation). 

The issues raised by the respondents are considered to be 
local housing market and site specific issues. Criteria 1 and 2 
provide the flexibility sought in this regard. The list of examples 
in criterion 1 and 2 are not intended to be exhaustive.  

Fully support the flexibility in the policy for lower densities than 
the minimum being acceptable when it can be clearly justified 
that site-specific issues and local housing market issues 
prevent the minimum standards being achieved (Bredale 
Properties Ltd, Monckton Properties). 

The support is welcomed.  

High density developments adjacent to waterway corridors 
even in urban areas may not always be appropriate and 
therefore reference within the policy to lower densities being 
acceptable where they can be clearly justified by site specific 
issues such as impact on townscape, heritage assets and 
green infrastructure is welcomed (Canal and Rivers Trust). 

Criterion 2 allows for lower densities than those specified in the 
policy where there are site specific issues. Although examples 
of site specific issues are included with criterion 2, these are 
not intended to be exhaustive.  
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Links to other policies in the plan  

Need to consider the approach to density in relation to other 
policies in the plan; policies such as open space provision, 
space standards and parking provision will all impact upon the 
density which can be delivered upon site. 

The application of minimum densities is a key part in creating a 
more sustainable Salford, enabling more people to live in 
accessible locations, which can help support the achievement 
of goals around lowering climate change emissions and 
enhancing air quality. 
 
The density requirements in the policy are net so any large 
areas of open space within a development will not impact on 
the density that can be achieved. With regards to the 
implications of other policies in the plan, it is not considered 
that they would preclude the densities required being achieved, 
particularly as the requirements are not considered excessive. 
Good and innovative design will enable the standards to be 
met.  

Minimum densities  

The minimum net density of 120dph within town centres is in 
line with paragraphs 122 and 123 of the NPPF with regards to 
achieving appropriate densities and making optimal use of 
each site (Bredale Properties Ltd, Monckton Properties). 

Comments noted.  

Increasing the number of people who live in locations that are 
well-served by public transport and have good access to local 
facilities such as town centres will not just help to provide a 
range of attractive housing options for residents but will also 
support the achievement of goals that are partly reliant on 
reducing road traffic, such as lowering climate change 
emissions and enhancing air quality (Friends of Walkden 
Station). 

Comments noted. 
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Support the approach taken in the policy to enabling higher 
density development close to key transport hubs such as 
Swinton railway station (RMS international). 

The support is welcomed.  

Welcome minimum residential densities (Policy H6). However, 
these can be met by developers providing small flats with few 
bedrooms. While minimum space standards exist, we also think 
there should be standards for minimum number of habitable 
rooms per hectare (comparable to the standards in the London 
Plan) (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish 
Council). 

The approach suggested by the respondent is considered to be 
overly prescriptive. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy H6  

Change Reason for change  

Amended the requirement for a minimum net density of 40 
dwellings per hectare within 800 metres of local centres to 35 
dwellings per hectare.   

To correct an error that was in the Revised Draft Local Plan 
and to ensure consistency with the approach to density in the 
GMSF. 
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 POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H7 Affordable housing 

 
(The policy reference has been changed to H4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 16 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed  
 

Introduction / justification paragraph 12.23 – affordable 
home ownership 

 

The justification for the policy states that having regard to the 
characteristics of households in need and the existing tenure 
mix, providing 10% of affordable homes as homes for 
affordable home ownership in line with the NPPF, would 
significantly prejudice the ability to meet affordable housing 
needs in the city and is not considered appropriate.  
 
Given the viability issues identified, the HBF consider that it 
may be appropriate for the Council to give this statement 
further consideration as more viable forms of development may 
need to be considered (Home Builders Federation). 

It is recognised that affordable home ownership dwellings 
require less developer subsidy and therefore would improve 
development viability if there was more of an emphasis on such 
provision (when compared to the provision of social rented and 
affordable rented dwellings). However, the policy requires a 
high proportion of rented dwellings given the need for such 
dwellings (with around 6,500 households on the housing 
register), and given that there is a high proportion of 
households who are unable to afford any model of home 
ownership. The required tenure mix has been fully incorporated 
into the assessment of residential viability that has been 
prepared in support the SLP: DMP. 
 

Introduction / justification paragraph 12.25 – reduced 
affordable housing 

 

Support the explanation set out within paragraph 12.25 which 
considers that in certain situations it would be appropriate to 
‘reduce or even waive the affordable housing requirement...due 
to the specific circumstances of the development and where the 
benefits of providing new homes outweigh the lack of 

The explanatory text (at paragraph 11.18 of the SLP: DMP) is 
very clear that there will be specific circumstances where the 
affordable housing requirements will be reduced or waived. 
Such circumstances would potentially include regeneration 
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compliance with the affordable housing policy requirements’. 
This support is on the proviso that it is supplemented by explicit 
reference that delivery of regeneration objectives might be one 
such situation (English Cities Fund). 

objectives. It is considered too detailed to include details of any 
such circumstances in the policy itself however.   

A significant improvement in the availability of affordable 
housing 

 

Support the statement in paragraph 1 of the policy that the 
responsibility in delivering affordable housing will be through a 
combination of public funding, investment by registered 
providers and developer contributions, as it should not be the 
sole responsibility of market housebuilders alone (Bellway 
Homes Ltd).  

The support is welcomed.  

Minimum affordable housing requirements  

The requirements in policy H7 should reflect the evidence set 
out in the city council’s published Assessment of residential 
viability from January 2019, particularly Table 35 of the 
assessment (Potential affordable housing requirements through 
developer contributions). The requirements for the mid, low/mid 
and low as set out in Table 35 should be added to the policy.  
 
Although it is recognised that paragraph 8.8 of the viability 
assessment states that the requirements in table 35 are the 
starting point rather than the only determination of the 
affordable housing policy, it is critical that policy requirements 
reflect the evidence base (Arnold Laver).  

Paragraphs 11.18 and 11.19 of the supporting text to policy H4 
of the SLP: DMP set out the rationale for why a minimum of 
20% affordable housing across the city is being sought, even 
though the strategic assessment of viability indicates that there 
are parts of the city / forms of development where this would 
potentially not be viable.  

From a reading of the policy, the affordable housing 
requirement for high density apartments in the ‘high value’ area 
is assumed to be 20%; this does not follow the Assessment of 
residential viability (table 35) which states that such schemes 
cannot support affordable housing provision. Policy H7 should 
be amended to reflect this and to avoid any 

The Revised Draft Local Plan included a requirement for a 
minimum of 20% affordable housing in all developments (which 
applied to high density apartments in the ‘high value’ area). The 
SLP: DMP carries this approach forward, although the policy 
has been amended to makes it even clearer that for high 
density apartments in all value areas, the requirement is for 
20% affordable housing.  
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ambiguity/confusion (Bredale Properties Ltd and Monckton 
Properties Ltd).  

Paragraphs 11.18 and 11.19 of the supporting text to policy H4 
of the SLP: DMP set out the rationale for why a minimum of 
20% affordable housing across the city is being sought, even 
though the strategic assessment of viability indicates that there 
are parts of the city / forms of development where this would 
potentially not be viable. 
 
Where a development cannot support 20% affordable housing 
a reduced proportion may be considered acceptable having 
regard to criteria 1 and 2 of the policy (which includes a cross 
reference to criteria i-iv of policy PC1). 
 

Although the need for affordable housing is not disputed (613 
dwellings per annum as set out in the 2019 GM SHMA) the 
NPPF is clear that the derivation of affordable housing policies 
must not only take account of need but also viability. Paragraph 
34 of the NPPF (2019) establishes the importance of viability to 
ensure that development identified in the Plan should not be 
subject to such scale of obligations and policy burden that their 
ability to be delivered might be threatened. 
 
In this context, the 2019 Viability Assessment appears to show 
that the 20% affordable housing requirement is not viable for a 
significant number of development typologies within Salford 
(Home Builders Federation).  

Paragraphs 11.18 and 11.19 of the supporting text to policy H4 
of the SLP: DMP set out the rationale for why a minimum of 
20% affordable housing across the city is being sought, even 
though the strategic assessment of viability indicates that there 
are parts of the city / forms of development where this would 
potentially not be viable.  
 
Where a development cannot support 20% affordable housing 
a reduced proportion may be considered acceptable having 
regard to criteria 1 and 2 of the policy (which includes a cross 
reference to criteria i-iv of policy PC1). Given this, the level of 
affordable housing being sought would not threaten delivery of 
new dwellings.  
 

Support the removal of apartments above mid-density (over 6-
storeys) from any affordable housing obligation (English Cities 
Fund). 

For clarity the revised draft policy was clear that all 
developments shall provide a minimum of 20% affordable 
housing (therefore including high density apartments). This 
approach has been carried forward in policy H4 of the SLP: 
DMP.  
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A reduced proportion of affordable housing  

Whilst the viability of specific areas within Salford has been 
considered and the draft policy allows for negotiation with the 
Council, the viability of each site should be considered on its 
own merits as each site will have a) different constraints and, b) 
different policy requirements. This is particularly important 
when considering the Arnold Laver site as the cost of bringing it 
forward is high. As such, sufficient flexibility should be applied 
to the provision of affordable housing, otherwise, there is a risk 
development at the site not economically viable (Arnold Laver).  

Policy H4 of the SLP: DMP sets out the circumstances where a 
reduced proportion of affordable housing will be acceptable. 
The approach is considered to provide sufficient flexibility. 

The policy leaves open the door for developers to avoid 
providing the required affordable housing or commuted sums 
through viability assessments (For Viva). 

The approach set out in policy H4 of the SLP: DMP is fully 
consistent with paragraph 57 of the NPPF (February 2019), 
and the associated planning practice guidance on viability.  
 

Support cross reference in criterion 2 to policy PC1. This 
support is conditional that criterion (iv) to Policy PC1 is 
supplemented in the reasoned justification so that it is explicit 
that regeneration schemes can be material considerations to 
reduce or set aside planning obligations, which through Policy 
H7 can mean affordable housing. 
 
However, should a reduction or removal of planning obligations 
be accepted through Policy H7 then it should not be a 
requirement to provide evidence to criterion (iv) of Policy PC1. 
By the very nature of being an exception it will be a 
burdensome task for any developer, particularly in the 
circumstance of a regeneration project that may of itself require 
public investment to secure its delivery, to expend time and 
limited funds on an ‘exhaustive’ exercise to test multiple 
affordable housing scenarios. The intention of the Council is 
understood here, but there is a point where such an exercise 
becomes unreasonable. The policy should operate to either 

The support for cross reference to policy PC1 is welcomed. It is 
not however considered appropriate to provide any examples 
of material considerations given that these will differ on a site 
by site basis.  
 
The city council is seeking to maximise the delivery of 
affordable housing, with this being a key element in creating A 
Fairer Salford. Therefore criterion 1 and 2 of the policy are not 
considered to be unreasonable in this context.   
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seek an exception under limb (1) or limb (2), not to have to 
pass both. 
 
(English Cities Fund) 

Tenure of new affordable housing  

The approach to a different tenure mix potentially being 
appropriate is a sensible and pragmatic approach, which allows 
for local needs and site specific circumstances to be taken into 
account (Bredale Properties Ltd). 

The support is welcomed. The requirement for 37.5% 
affordable rent, 37.5% affordable rent and 25% shared 
ownership has been retained in policy H4 of the SLP: DMP. 

Whilst the policy looks for a proportional split of tenure as social 
rent 37.5%, affordable rent 37.5% and shared ownership 25%, 
the Viability Report has been based on social rent 25%, 
affordable rent 25% and shared ownership 50% for the mid 
value, mid/low vale and low value areas, suggesting that the 
viability issues could actually be worse (Home Builders 
Federation). 

An updated viability assessment has been prepared in support 
of the SLP: DMP and it uses a proportional tenure split of 
37.5% affordable rent, 37.5% affordable rent and 25% shared 
ownership. This is fully consistent with the requirements of 
policy H4 of the SLP: DMP.  

It may be problematic to make social rented homes a section 
106 requirement as these would need considerable 
subsidisation from the wider scheme (For Viva). 

It is recognised that social rented dwellings require more of a 
subsidy than other tenures of affordable housing. The costs of 
providing social rented dwellings as part of developments has 
been factored into the city council’s updated assessment of 
residential viability that has been prepared in support of the 
SLP:DMP. 
 

The inclusion of rent to buy within the expected tenure mix 
would greatly assist in speeding up affordable housing delivery 
across Salford, and should be reviewed directly with affordable 
housing providers. We ask that the Council seek further direct 
discussions with affordable housing providers, including 
Rentplus, to more fully understand the practical effects of the 
new affordable housing tenures, and update the SHMA 
(Rentplus UK Ltd). 

The approach to tenure in the policy reflects the need for 
affordable dwellings in the city which is predominantly 
affordable housing for rent (social and affordable rented 
dwellings).  
 
Rent to buy is a form of affordable home ownership under the 
definition of affordable housing in the NPPF, although it is 
considered that the needs for home ownership in the city are 
best provided through shared ownership dwellings. There may 
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be cases where rent to buy or other tenures may be preferable, 
and therefore the policy allows a different tenure mix form that 
normally sought, having regard to criteria A to G of the policy.  
 

The approach to a different mix of types and sizes potentially 
being appropriate is a sensible and pragmatic approach, which 
allows for local needs and site specific circumstances to be 
taken into account (Bredale Properties Ltd and Monckton 
Properties Ltd). 

The support is welcomed.  

On-site and off-site provision  

The approach taken is a sensible and pragmatic approach, 
which allows for the best solution to be achieved on a case by 
case basis and does not pose as a constraint to viable 
development coming forward (Bredale Properties Ltd and 
Monckton Properties Ltd). 

The support is welcomed.  

Design  

Pepperpotting  
The policy states small clusters of up to 10 dwellings will 
typically be acceptable; this is overly onerous and there needs 
to be more flexibility. There reference to ‘small clusters of up to 
ten affordable dwellings’ should be deleted so that it reads: 
 
“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." 
 
(Arnold Laver) 

The policy requires that clusters of up to ten units will typically 
be acceptable, and goes on to set out the circumstances where 
larger clusters may be appropriate. The policy provides 
sufficient flexibility and is not considered to be overly onerous 
in this regard.  

Definitions  

Not sure what the definition of ‘intermediate’ affordable housing 
is, or whether affordable rent would be capped at LHA levels? 
(For Viva).  

The policy has been amended in the SLP: DMP to clarify that 
homes for affordable rent shall be capped to Local Housing 
Allowance (LHA) rates.  
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The reference within draft Policy H7 to shared ownership 
housing no longer reflects the NPPF definition of affordable 
housing, and should be re-framed to refer to affordable housing 
for sale, ensuring that the policy fully captures the opportunities 
to deliver housing that meets Salford’s diverse needs.  
 
For context the respondent draws attention to their affordable 
rent to buy model which they consider to be a unique affordable 
route to home ownership through affordable rented housing, 
with rent set at the lower of 80% market rate (affordable rent) or 
LHA (including any service charge) with a planned route to 
ownership at 5, 10, 15 or 20 years after delivery. Schemes are 
delivered in partnership with local Housing Associations, with 
the LPA able to agree a local lettings plan (Rentplus UK Ltd). 

The approach to tenure in the policy reflects the need for 
affordable dwellings in the city which is predominantly 
affordable housing for rent (social and affordable rented 
dwellings).  
 
Rent to buy is a form of affordable home ownership under the 
definition of affordable housing in the NPPF, although it is 
considered that the needs for home ownership in the city are 
best provided through shared ownership dwellings. There may 
be cases where rent to buy or other tenures may be preferable, 
and therefore the policy allows a different tenure mix form that 
normally sought, having regard to criteria A to G of the policy.  
 
 

The wording under Definitions with regards to retaining 
affordable housing in perpetuity or recycling public subsidy 
does not reflect the full definitions set out in Annex 2 of the 
NPPF, which differentiates between each tenure and their 
individual requirements for retention and funding recycling. This 
should be fully reflected within the policy by deletion of the 
below text: 
 
“Affordable housing shall include provisions to remain at an 
affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy 
to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.” 
 
(Rentplus UK Ltd). 

The wording under Definitions has been amended to better 
reflect the wording in the NPPF with regards to the issues 
raised by the respondent.  

Strongly object to this policy as it incorrectly requires affordable 
housing to be provided through co-living developments. Co-
living is a form of residential development designed to 
encourage a community living experience which addresses 
cost issues with city centre living as well as seeking to address 

The definitions section of policy H4 of the SLP: DMP has been 
amended to make it clear that co-living developments should 
provide affordable housing in line with the build to rent 
affordable housing requirements in policy H5 of the SLP: DMP 
(i.e. a minimum of 20% of the dwellings being in the form of 
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the issues of isolation that can arise in conventional apartments 
dwelling. 
 
Emerging co-living developments have been classed as a sui-
generis use. A distinctive characteristic of a dwelling house is 
the ability to provide private domestic existence for its 
occupiers [See Gravesham Borough Council v Secretary of 
State for the Environment and Another (1984)]. The type of 
units provided in co-living schemes (with an apartment 
providing a number of bedrooms for different residents situated 
around a communal kitchen/living space) do not have the 
exclusive or self-contained facilities required for everyday 
private domestic use. 
 
It is wrong, therefore, for the policy to assert that co-living 
developments is a type of self-contained residential 
development as it plainly doesn’t share the same 
characteristics of a private dwelling or apartment. Moreover, as 
co-living apartments genuinely consist of clusters of bedrooms 
rather than housing units, it clearly could not deliver the types 
and tenures of affordable housing the policy anticipates. 
 
Any reference to co-living within the policy should therefore be 
removed entirely. 
 
Should SCC consider that affordable housing requirements do 
need to be applied, this would likely need to be in the form of a 
financial contribution to bring forward traditional affordable 
housing to meet specific needs or a discounted market 
approach to a proportion of co-living units similar to the 
proposed policy on build to rent  developments (policy H8). This 

affordable private rent).  This approach is fully consistent with 
the built to rent planning practice guidance. 
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would need to be tested in evidence and rectified prior to any 
specific obligation policy on co-living emerging.   
 
(Progressive Living Ltd). 

It is noted that housing that is not in the form of individual units 
of self-contained accommodation, as may be seen for example 
in care homes, nursing homes (which fall under use class C2) 
will not be required to provide affordable housing. 
 
However, under the proposed wording of Policy H7, Assisted 
Living (Extra Care) developments would be caught by the 
requirement for affordable housing under the current wording of 
Policy H7 purely on the grounds the accommodation is self-
contained. 
 
The viability of extra care development is more finely balanced 
than conventional flats due to the up-front costs associated with 
staffing and facilities. To date, McCarthy & Stone have been 
unable to bring forward a viable Extra Care development in 
Salford and it is our view that an affordable housing 
requirement on Extra Care developments sitting within Use 
Class C2 would effectively render it unviable across the 
Authority.   
 
Neither Extra Care Housing or even retirement housing has 
been viability tested as part of the evidence base. It is noted 
that high density conventional housing development has been 
tested for affordable housing at 20% and in many instances is 
found to be non-viable. Experience shows that retirement 
housing schemes will be less viable still. 
 

Having regard to these comments, the affordable housing 
policy in the SLP: DMP has been amended to be clear that the 
policy does not apply to assisted living (extra care) dwellings 
for older people.  
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The Housing LIN SHOP@ tool shows that up to 2035 there will 
be a reduction in the quantum of extra care rented 
accommodation and an increase in extra care for lease (owner 
occupied) (under both an ‘affluent’ and a ‘deprived’ scenario) in 
Salford. Given that there are longstanding issues of bringing 
forward viable owner occupied extra care developments 
(evidenced by the lack of any such provision at present) it 
seems counterintuitive to retain a policy wording that seeks 
affordable housing from these developments. 
 
(McCarthy & Stone Retirement Lifestyles Ltd). 

Evidence base  

The viability assessment, which underpins policy H7, does not 
present a credible and robust piece of evidence; it is highly 
likely that it overestimates the level of affordable housing which 
residential sites can viably provide. As such, the affordable 
housing requirements set out in Policy H7 have not been 
adequately justified; the policy is therefore unsound.  
 
A thorough and comprehensive viability assessment based on 
robust and up to date evidence should be prepared and its 
findings should inform the identification of land for 
development. With regards to this regard should be had to 
Appendix 14 to Document 2 of Peel’s representations to the 
Revised Draft Local Plan, which is a detailed critique of the 
council’s assessment (The Peel Group and Peel Media 
Management Ltd). 
 
*See separate schedule relating to the Viability Assessment for 
full details** 

An updated viability assessment has been prepared in support 
of the SLP: DMP. This assessment is considered to be 
adequate and proportionate in line with paragraph 31 of the 
NPPF.   

The draft affordable housing requirements have been informed 
by the Council’s Assessment of residential viability report 

An updated viability assessment has been prepared in support 
of the SLP: DMP. This assessment is considered to be 
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(January 2019). We have briefly reviewed the document and 
raise a number of concerns regarding the 
approach/methodology used. 
 
*See separate schedule relating to the Viability Assessment for 
full details** 

adequate and proportionate in line with paragraph 31 of the 
NPPF.   

Other issues  

There is a need to increase the amount of new affordable 
homes as a matter of urgency to meet the shortfall of 613 
dwellings per annum in Salford. This will not be achieved by a 
reliance on apartments (as evidenced by the correlation 
between the high-level of apartment completions against the 
low level of affordable completions). There is a need to release 
additional land for houses through the GMSF / local plan, 
including our client’s site at Irlam (Wain Homes (NW) Ltd and 
Persimmon Homes) 

Comments relating to the release of land for houses through 
the GMSF fall outside of the scope of the SLP: DMP. Equally 
the SLP: DMP does not allocate land for housing, with this 
being a matter for the Core Strategy and Allocations element of 
the local plan which will follow on from the GMSF.  

In Irlam and Cadishead there are 500 on the waiting list for 
affordable homes. Why are only 25% of the 1,600 homes on 
the North of Irlam Station GMSF allocation affordable, 
particularly as in some areas of Salford the requirement is 
50%? The need for affordable homes in Irlam and Cadishead 
will not be met (individual).  

Comments relating to the release of land North of Irlam Station 
through the GMSF fall outside of the scope of the SLP: DMP. 
Notwithstanding this, the 25% affordable housing requirement 
on the site was derived in part from the strategic viability 
assessment that was prepared in support of the Revised Draft 
Local Plan and also high level consideration of the impact 
ground conditions would have on financial viability.  
 
The viability of all the Revised Draft GMSF allocations is being 
considered by Three Dragons et al who have been 
commissioned by the GMCA.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy H7 

Change Reason for change  
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Some of the percentage requirements for affordable housing in 
the table have been updated. 

To reflect the updated strategic assessment of viability that has 
been prepared in support of the SLP: DMP. 

The table in the policy and the policy itself have been amended 
to make it very clear that there is a minimum 20% affordable 
housing requirement across the city. 

For clarity and to avoid any confusion.  

Removed reference in the policy to the allocation of sites 
through the GMSF and also the value areas these sites fall 
under on the value areas map.  

This falls outside of the scope of the SLP: DMP. 

Amended the value areas map to reflect the boundary of the 
Green Belt as proposed through the SLP: DMP (which is the 
same as that under the saved UDP), rather than that as 
proposed in the Revised Draft GMSF. 

Changes to the Green Belt fall outside of the scope of the SLP: 
DMP. Any amendments to the Green Belt boundary will be 
considered as port of the GMSF process.  

Removed reference to all affordable housing being designed 
and built to agreed standards.  

The issue is covered by the requirement for a developer to 
build dwellings to the specification of the registered provider (if 
involved).  
 

Deleted reference to the discount a registered provider would 
need to be able to acquire the units.  

This is not considered to be a consideration relevant to the 
determination of any planning application. 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H8 Build to rent 

(The policy reference has been changed to H5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 6 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Location of build to rent schemes   

The approach to encouraging build to rent schemes is 
supported although could go further by creating a positive 
framework for enabling such uses outside of the preferred 
locations. Given this, the policy should be reworded to 
specifically state that “"The development of build to rent 
schemes will be supported across the city" (RMS International). 

Comments noted. The policy clearly states that “The 
development of build to rent schemes will be supported,…”. It 
therefore provides a positive framework for build to rent city 
wide and so therefore no changes are proposed in response to 
this representation.  

Welcome the recognition of the growing importance of the build 
to rent sector, especially in areas such as Salford Quays 
(Bredale Properties Ltd) and Ordsall Waterfront (Monckton 
Properties).  

The support is welcomed.  

Welcome the support for build to rent schemes in Salford 
Quays but considers that it is not necessary for it to form a 
specific policy, as the other housing and area policies provide 
sufficient support for residential development at Salford Quays 
(Peel Media Management Ltd and The Peel Group). 

Support is noted. Given the scale of build to rent developments 
coming forward in the city, and at Salford Quays, it is 
considered appropriate to have a policy on build to rent.  

Criterion 2 – tenancies of 3 years  

The NPPF definition of ‘Build to Rent’ only states ‘Schemes will 
usually offer longer tenancy agreements of three years or 
more.’ There is no reference to a minimum of 3 years as this 
policy set outs, nor is there any commentary on options to 
terminate and break fees. This is contractual matter between 
landlord and tenant and wholly outside planning legislation; 

The wording of criterion 2 has been amended to fully reflect the 
definition of build to rent in the NPPF, to state that tenancies 
should usually offer tenancies of three years or more to all 
tenants. Additional reference has been added to the policy to 
say that an exception to this would be where this would 
interfere with planned refurbishment works; this is consistent 
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there is no policy justification in the NPPF nor in the adopted 
development plan to which this policy supplements. The 
criterion should be deleted and replaced with a statement 
compliant with the NPPF definition (English Cities Fund). 

with the PPG on build to rent (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 
60-010-20180913).   

Affordable housing requirements  

The 20% affordable housing requirement in build to rent 
schemes is inconsistent with policy H7 which does not set an 
affordable housing requirement in areas such as Swinton. 
Reference should be made to affordable housing requirements 
in build to rent schemes being in line with policy H7 (RMS 
International).   

The requirement for 20% affordable housing in build to rent 
schemes through policy H8 was not inconsistent with policy H7 
of the revised draft local plan. The first paragraph of policy H7 
was clear that the minimum affordable housing requirement 
across the city was 20%.  
 
The 20% affordable housing requirement in build to rent 
schemes has been retained in policy H5 in the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. The approach is in line with the PPG 
on built to rent (Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 60-002-
20180913). 
 

The policy should be caveated so that a lower level of 
affordable housing can be negotiated subject to submission of 
viability evidence (RMS International, Monckton Properties Ltd 
and Bredale Properties Ltd). 

The policy has been amended to state that “A reduced 
proportion of affordable housing from the above requirement 
may be considered acceptable only where the requirements of 
criteria i-iv in Policy PC1 have been met.” 
 

The approach to affordable housing in build to rent schemes is 
in accordance with the definition of affordable housing in the 
2019 NPPF and also the guidance within the PPG (Monckton 
Properties Ltd and Bredale Properties Ltd). 

Comments noted.  

Criterion a) – level of affordable private rent 
 
The criterion refers to a rent at least 20% less than the private 
market rent, whereas NPPF Annex 2 Glossary refers to local 
market rent. The distinction may be immaterial, but the NPPF 

As explained in footnote 51 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document the NPPF and PPG uses slightly different terms 
when referring to rent levels The city council consider that the 
two terms have the same meaning, although given the primacy 
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wording should be used for avoidance of doubt. If it is intended 
to acquire a different meaning this must be explained and 
evidence as it may then be inconsistent to NPPF (English Cities 
Fund). 

of the NPPF over the PPG the policy has been amended to 
refer to “local market rent”, rather than “private market rent” as 
set out in the revised draft local plan. 

Criterion d) – eligible households 
 
The policy or reasoned justification should give meaning to 
what is an ‘eligible household’ so that the operation of the 
policy can be clearly understood (English Cities Fund). 

Criterion d) has been amended to refer to affordable private 
rent dwellings being occupied by households in order to 
address affordable housing needs, as agreed between the city 
council and the operator.  

Criterion B) – subsidy for affordable private rent 
 
The criterion exceeds the definition of ‘Affordable housing for 
rent’ in the NPPF. There is no objection to the Council seeking 
to ensure in the public interest where such existing uses are to 
be lost to recover the subsidy, but it should act as a facilitator 
and gatekeeper - through either S106 agreement on 
implemented developments or in negotiation of new 
applications for change of use - to enforce the provision of 
NPPF. This may involve it taking receipt of a commuted sum, 
but it cannot be the only course of action open under policy 
(English Cities Fund). 

Criterion B has been amended to state that the full value of any 
subsidy is recycled, potentially paid as a commuted sum to the 
council. Therefore this provides the greater flexibility sought by 
the respondent.   

Other comments   

The requirements set out in this Policy are not commercially 
realistic at this point in time. Furthermore, the build to rent 
sector is evolving quickly to meet both occupier and investor 
demand and therefore requirements imposed in 2019 will not 
be relevant to development looking across the Plan Period in 
10 or 15 years. The policy should be removed from the Plan 
(Peel Media Management Ltd and The Peel Group). 

The requirements set out in the policy are fully compliant with 
the built to rent definition in the NPPF, and associated 
guidance in the PPG on built to rent. 
 
Although the plan period runs until 2037, paragraph 33 of the 
NPPF is clear that policies in local plans should be reviewed to 
assess whether they need updating at least once every five 
years. Reviews should be completed no later than five years 
from the adoption date of a plan. Given this the city council 
does not believe that the policy should be removed from the 
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plan for the reasons requested by the respondent. 
Notwithstanding this, the policy is clear that should the space 
standards be amended developments would have to comply 
with the updated standards. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy H8 

Change Reason for change  

Amended criterion B) to specify that any commuted sum 
received will directed to affordable housing in Salford od a 
social rented, affordable rented and / or shared ownership 
tenure.  

To ensure that any commuted sums arising from developments 
in Salford are spent within the city in order to ensure that the 
benefits are secured for the people of Salford (as part of 
creating a fairer City), and also to reflect the priorities for 
affordable housing in Salford.  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H9 Housing land supply general comments 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 13 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Policy H9 and the associated allocations have been deleted having regard to the 
plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Affordable housing 

Only one of the allocations sites makes reference to the provision of affordable 
housing (For Viva). 

Deliverability and developability 

Do not wish to comment upon the acceptability or otherwise of individual sites. It 
is, however, important that all the sites contained within the plan are deliverable 
over the plan period and planned to an appropriate strategy.  
 
The Council’s assumptions on sites in relation to delivery and capacity should be 
realistic based on evidence supported by the parties responsible for housing 
delivery and sense checked by the Council based on local knowledge and 
historical empirical data (Home Builders Federation). 

Some of the allocated housing sites may be developable but not deliverable. 
While they may no longer be part of the Green Belt, they do not necessarily need 
to be allocated for development in the plan period unless stringent tests are met 
(Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish Council). 

Employment sites 

The Peel Group commented that reliance on existing employment sites to meet 
housing needs is ineffective and therefore unsound. 
 
Peel object to the allocation of existing employment sites for residential 
development as proposed. 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. Similarly, 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 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. 
 
It is noted that a significant number of residential schemes have recently been 
delivered, or are in the process of being delivered, on existing employment sites 
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in the City. Planning permission for these schemes has been granted in the 
context of significant undersupply of deliverable housing sites in the years 
immediately following the recent economic recession, with significant weight 
being placed on this undersupply in the planning balance contrary to the potential 
conflict with UDP Policy E5. Given the Green Belt constraints affecting Salford, it 
is also important to note that this has provided one of the only means of delivering 
family housing in the City in recent years. 

Paragraph 10.5 makes the valid point that ‘some of the city’s older employment 
areas will find it increasingly difficult to secure longer term investment and 
occupation. In order to make the best use of available land it may be appropriate 
for such areas to take a new direction, which could involve the introduction of 
non-employment uses including residential’.  
 
This would mean that less open and greenfield land would need to be developed, 
although no specific allowance has been made for this in the supply. For instance, 
just 5 ha per year of employment land nearer the centre becoming available 
would mean that at 50dph, 250 additional dwellings a year would be delivered. 
This would reduce pressure on the green belt (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish 
Council and Croft Parish Council). 

Five year supply 

The Council claim to have a deliverable five year land supply of 16,931 dwellings. 
When considered against the housing requirement in the RDSLP, and with a 5% 
buffer, this equates to a 9.4 year supply. Whilst the five year land supply is of only 
limited direct relevance to the Local Plan, wish to place on record that it does not 
agree with the councils conclusions.  
 
An average of 3,386 dwellings per year over the next five years cannot be 
delivered within the City. Notwithstanding existing commitments, that level of 
growth is unprecedented. There is no evidence that the market is sufficiently 
strong and investment confidence sufficiently high to achieve this level of growth, 
particularly given that the vast majority of this growth would be delivered within 
the City Centre area and deliver a single type of residential product within a single 
sector of the housing market. 
 
(The Peel Group) 

Flexibility in the supply 

The Peel Group submitted the following Appendix in support of their Main 
Representations to the Revised Draft Local Plan that is of relevance to policy H9: 
 

 Appendix 4 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 4 Critique of the housing land supply 
 
This appendix is available to view separately; the full extent of these concerns is 
not repeated here.  
 
In order to mitigate against non-delivery Peel consider that there is a need to 
allocate significantly more land than planned to achieve the level of growth 
proposed. This would be in accordance with paragraph 81 of the NPPF.  
 
Whilst the NPPF does not prescribe a ‘flexibility factor’, in March 2016 LPEG 
recommended that Local Plans should include a mechanism for the release of 
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developable ‘Reserve Sites’ equivalent to 20% of their total housing requirement 
to enable to plans to respond to rapid change. 

Greenfield development 

The approach taken in policy H9 is generally supported. However, to provide 
greater flexibility, it is recommended that the policy should include a caveat to 
allow residential development on greenfield sites, where appropriate. Such a 
caveat could require greenfield sites to be sustainable, suitable and deliverable 
and comply with other policies of the plan. This would be helpful if existing 
commitments or proposed allocations do not come forward as expected (including 
those proposed to be allocated through the GMSF (Bellway Homes Ltd.).  

Highways implications 

A proportion of Salford’s required housing growth in the plan period is to be 
delivered through 18 proposed site allocations. None of the proposed allocations 
are supported by an appropriate transport evidence base that assesses both 
baseline conditions, and the transport impacts (both individual and cumulative) of 
developing the proposed allocations. This limits the ability understand the impacts 
of delivering the proposed housing developments on the SRN (Highways 
England). 

None of the allocations have transport-related criteria. Moreover, no policy 
requirement is stated to deliver sites in accordance with Supplementary Planning 
Documents, or a masterplanning process, which would further promote a planned 
approach to growth and any required mitigation measures (Highways England). 

Land instability 

Welcome the fact that a number of policies relating to specific sites and proposals 
in the plan clearly highlight mining instability as being an issue which needs to be 
addressed (The Coal Authority).  

Overall strategy 

The overall approach in policy H9 does not set a sustainable pattern for housing 
growth and is not an effective approach to housing delivery. The plan as a whole 
does not deliver the objectives of inclusive growth and seeking to maximise the 
re-use of existing sites. It also does not comply with wider Greater Manchester 
strategies of identifying the potential for regeneration and renewal in and around 
town centres. Given this, the RMS site in Swinton should be allocated for 
residential development (RMS International).  

Qualitative deficiencies 

The Peel Group commented that the mix of housing identified will not meet the 
need for more family houses, with 80% of the supply being directed to City Centre 
Salford, Salford Quays and the rest of Central Salford. The housing market in the 
majority of these areas is predominantly investor led, vulnerable to fluctuations in 
market confidence, and is a single market where occupier and investor demand 
and confidence is evidently finite. The approach is fundamentally at odds with the 
Framework and is an unbalanced strategy. Note that the Regional Centre Market 
should not be capped, rather it should not be so heavily relied upon to meet the 
Local Plan requirements.  
 
The approach taken in the Plan will lead to lots of 1 and 2 bed apartments, with a 
significant proportion being PRS (by design or default) with almost no affordable 
provision.  
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Given the above, there is a need for the local plan to allocate family housing sites 
which can come forward in the very early years of the plan (such as land at 
Broadoak). 

Quantitative deficiencies 

The Peel Group submitted the following Appendix in support of their Main 
Representations to the Revised Draft Local Plan that is of relevance to policy H9: 
 

 Appendix 4 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 4 Critique of the housing land supply 
 
This appendix is available to view separately; the full extent of these concerns is 
not repeated here.  
 
Peel support the release of Green Belt in the Revised Draft GMSF and that there 
are existing circumstances to justify this. The proposed housing requirement for 
Salford is too low and therefore additional land, both Green Belt and areas in the 
Worsley Greenway, need to be released as a result.  
 
Peel’s consider that their representations, in Appendix 4 to the GMSF, show that 
the identified supply on non-Green Belt sites across GM has been significantly 
overestimated taking into account issues such as:  
 

 A  lack of evidence to show sites are deliverable 

 Viability 

 Overestimating yields, with insufficient regard to physical and environmental 
yields 

 Reliance on employment floorspace  

 Around a third of the supply is on small sites 

 Regard has not been had to research by DCLG that between 10-20% of 
residential planning permissions will not be delivered; planning permissions 
may also not emerge on sites considered developable. It is therefore 
reasonable to assume 10-15% of assumed supply will not be delivered.  

 
With regards to Salford specifically, Peel made the following points: 
 

 Excluding proposed Green Belt sites and other sites proposed for allocation, 
83% of the identified supply is unconstrained and could have come forward at 
any point over the last 20+ years (although it is recognised that new markets 
have emerged such as at Salford Quays) 

 Unconstrained supply of 33,595 equates to 1,680 per annum over the plan 
period; since the UDP was adopted in 2006 average delivery has been 1,140 
with 1,680 exceeded only twice. It is therefore assumed by the council that 
there will be an increase in delivery of 47% from effectively the same supply. 
Although there may be a short term boost to supply over the next 2-3 years 
from the city centre market, this is unprecedented and there is no evidence 
this will be maintained (particularly given the least constrained and most viable 
sites are the ones that are coming forward now). 

Water 

Regard should be had to information provided by United Utilities relating to the 
proposed allocations in the Revised Draft Local Plan, against the following assets: 
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 Groundwater Protection Zone (GWPZ) 2 

 Pressurised water mains  

 Large gravity sewers 

 UU legal easements within them 

 Discharge points 
 
Complications can arise as a result of the above constraints. Therefore the 
information provided is important for the masterplanning and design process for 
the proposed allocations.  
 
With regards to GMSF allocations, UU wish to continue to progress constructive 
communication with SCC to ensure a co-ordinated approach to the delivery of 
allocations. In the absence of detailed development proposals however we cannot 
fully conclude the impact on our infrastructure (and issues such as drainage and 
water supply) over a number of 5 year investment periods and therefore as more 
detail becomes available, it may be necessary to co-ordinate the timing for the 
delivery of development with the timing for delivery of infrastructure. 
 
(United Utilities) 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/1: Land west of Hayes Road, Cadishead 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/1 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle of development and deliverability 

The allocation of land under draft policy H9/1 is strongly supported. In 
accordance with the NPPF the site is considered to be available, suitable and 
achievable (and so is deliverable) (Arnold Laver). 
 
Arnold Laver consider that all of the site could be delivered in its entirety 
between 5-10 years (and not partially over 5-10 and 10+ years as set out in the 
2018 HELAA). 

Mix of dwellings and density 

Support the number of dwellings / density identified for the site; this should be 
retained throughout all stages of the Local Plan process (Arnold Laver) 

Welcome that the provision of some apartments is now referenced in the 
policy, as this will enable greater flexibility for development delivery on site and 
also considers the noise constraints as set out in the previous representation to 
the Draft Local Plan (Arnold Laver).  

The density of development for the site is considered to be appropriate having 
regard to the existing layout and size of the site (Arnold Laver). 

Criterion 2 – buffer and/or high degree of mitigation 

Arnold Laver commented that compared to the Draft Local Plan, the policy now 
gives greater flexibility in mitigating against potential noise and odour by giving 
the option of a buffer and/or a high degree of mitigation. It should though be 
emphasised that the WSP Parsons Brinckeroff report (of January 2017) 
demonstrates that there is no requirement for an odour or noise strip along the 
western boundary and other more minor mitigation measures can be explored. 
 
Therefore, Arnold Laver would request the following amendment to point 2 of 
the draft Policy: [propose the deletion of "a suitable buffer and/or" so the point 
reads as follows] 
 
"Incorporate a high degree of mitigation along the western edge of the site to 
ensure that its residents are able to enjoy a high level of amenity unaffected by 
noise and odour from the adjoining industrial site and to safeguard the future of 
the industrial site". 
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It is critical that any mitigation should be based on individual schemes that 
potentially come forward at that point in time. Any formal planning applications 
should be assessed on its own merits and levels of mitigation should be 
informed by the latest technical reports available. Any view taken on levels of 
mitigation, should also consider the latest conditions and any changes and 
improvements to the surroundings of the site that may have occurred at the 
point of submission of a formal planning application. 

Criterion 3 - flooding 

The submission of a site-specific flood risk assessment as part of any formal 
planning application in the future, will consider potential groundwater flooding 
and any portions of the site considered to be in Flood Zone 2 (Arnold Laver).  

Criterion 4 – utilities easements 

No objections to retaining easements for utilities infrastructure associated with 
the Arnold Laver site. However Arnold Laver would not support retaining an 
easement so that neighbouring sites could connect or utilise any utilities 
infrastructure associated with the site, without sharing the appropriate level of 
cost involved (Arnold Laver).  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

In cognisance of its size, and geographical location in proximity to the SRN 
(5.6km from the SRN at M6 J21 via A57), the proposed allocation has the 
potential to have a potential impact on the SRN on an individual basis.  
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England).  

 
  



217 
 

POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/2: Castle Irwell, Irwell Riverside 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/2 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
Note that outline planning permission for up to 500 dwellings (400 houses and 100 
apartments) on the site has been approved subject to the signing of a section 106 
agreement (reference 18/71890/OUTEIA).  
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Criterion 4 – easement to the River Irwell 

The Environment Agency commented that provision of access will be 
necessary alongside the river but suggested this be reworded to highlight 
that raised defences are present as follows: 
 
“‘Proposed development must provide 8m clear access to the landward side 
of the river bank or raised defences where present”.  
 

Criterion 10 – sports pitches and changing rooms 

We are in the process of agreeing a mitigation package for the loss of 
playing field associated with this site as part of planning application 
18/71890/OUTEIA. Therefore, part 10 of this policy is welcomed (Sport 
England).  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

In cognisance of its size, and geographical location in proximity to the SRN 
(2.6km from the M602 at Regent Road), the proposed allocation has the 
potential to have a potential impact on the SRN on an individual basis.  
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided 
(Highways England). 

Water  

It would be recommended based on the close proximity to the new Salford 
Basin, urban wetland and the new community asset at Castle Irwell, that 
new any development looks to potentially make a contribution towards the 
long term maintenance via section 106 or Community Infrastructure Levy of 
new conservation resource and public recreational asset, which will be a 
valuable new landscape and amenity asset for new residents (Environment 
Agency). 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/3: Land east of Langley Road, Irwell 
Riverside 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/3 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Criterion 1 – mitigating flood risk 

Support for this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Criterion 4 – easement to the River Irwell 

The Environment Agency commented that provision of access will be necessary 
alongside the river but suggested that criterion 4 should be reworded to state:  
 
“Proposed development must provide 8m clear access to the landward side or 
bank top of the river bank’”. 
 
The 8m easement should be from bank top, avoiding risk of any new built 
encroachment into the riparian corridor. 

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

In cognisance of its size, and geographical location in proximity to the SRN 
(3.4km from the M602 at Regent Road), the proposed allocation has the potential 
to have a potential impact on the SRN on an individual basis.  
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

Water 

The Environment Agency stated that in regards to housing design, particularly 
when this is riparian development and adjoins a key green infrastructure asset 
and environmental receptors, new development design should: 
  

 Ensure this is based around ‘front facing’ residential dwellings, where 
development positively integrates with river, and minimises future pollution risk 
and or inappropriate built encroachment 

 Integrate any flood storage and attenuation requirements with biodiversity and 
landscape enhancement measures, to attain multiple environmental and green 
infrastructure benefits. 
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 Incorporate long term conservation management/monitoring of the semi-
natural greenspaces retained within the site and/or adjoining semi-natural 
areas 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/4: Brackley Golf Course, Little Hulton 

 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/4 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
Note that following the close of the consultation period the site has been granted 
outline planning permission for 677 dwellings, comprised of 575 houses and 102 
apartments (reference 18/72605/OUTEIA). 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle of development 

MHE Investments strongly supports the proposed housing allocation at the site. 

Scale of development 

Planning application 18/72605/OUTEIA submitted to SCC proposed up to 690 
residential dwellings and therefore MHE also strongly supports the reference that 
the site will be developed for around 690 dwellings. The indicative schedule of 
accommodation provided as part of the planning application also proposed 
around 590 houses and 100 apartments (MHE Investments).  

Criterion 1 – recreation 

We are in the process of agreeing a mitigation package for the loss of playing 
field associated with this site as part of planning application 18/72605/OUT. 
Therefore, part 1 of this policy is welcomed (Sport England).  

As part of planning application 18/72605/OUTEIA, it has been agreed that 
allotment plots will be delivered by SCC off site by utilising the financial 
contribution which has been agreed between MHE and SCC towards youth and 
adult facilities and sports pitches. As a result, it is requested that the reference to 
20 allotment plots (each 125 sqm in size) is deleted from criteria 1 (MHE 
Investments). 

Criterion 2 – linear walking and cycling route 

Criterion 2 requires a linear walkway for walking and cycling; Friends of Walkden 
Station propose that this should be shared with Metrolink as an “active travel 
corridor” which would also improve active travel links to Logistics North from the 
north of Little Hulton. The route could be designed to be tree lined so as to 
provide a landscape buffer from the M61. 

Criterion 3 – impacts from the M61 

This criterion should be implemented in accordance with paragraph 51 of 
Highways England’s policy guidance document ‘Planning for the Future’, which 
states that "assessments undertaken by the promoter of the development should 
be sufficiently comprehensive to establish the likely transport-related 
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environmental impacts, including air quality, light pollution and noise, and to 
identify the measures to mitigate these impacts." (Highways England). 

Criterion 4 – natural grassland and deciduous woodland 

Support for this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

As part of planning application 18/72605/OUTEIA it has been agreed that 
extensive landscape buffers will be provided to the north and west of the site and 
that tree belts will be retained along the southern boundaries to the rear of 
properties adjoining the site on Clarke Crescent and Newcombe Drive (MHE 
Investments). 

Criterion 5 – protected species 

Support for this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Criterion 6 – wildlife 

Support for this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Criterion 9 – sustainable drainage systems 

The drainage strategy and its associated calculations submitted in support of 
outline application 18/72605/OUTEIA indicates that SUDS are not possible at this 
site owing to unsuitable ground conditions. It may be possible however for other 
SUDS techniques to be incorporated as part of a sustainable drainage strategy 
and this will be considered at the reserved matters stage (MHE Investments). 

Criterion 10 – primary school provision 

Extensive discussions have been undertaken between MHE and SCC and as part 
of outline application 18/72605/OUTEIA and it has been agreed that a financial 
contribution will be provided towards primary education provision. As a result it is 
requested that criteria 10 is amended to reflect the agreed position that a financial 
contribution will be provided and it is requested that the reference to the delivery 
of a school on site is removed (MHE Investments). 

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

In cognisance of its size, and geographical location in proximity to the SRN 
(1.8km from the congested M61 corridor at junction 4), the proposed allocation 
has the potential to have a potential impact on the SRN on an individual basis.  
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

Public transport 

Friends of Walkden Station commented that it will be particularly important to 
provide the site with excellent public transport links. For the Little Hulton Loop 
they propose a Metrolink stop at Brackley, giving the site direct tram- train links to 
central Salford, central Manchester, Walkden and Logistics North. In addition they 
also propose a stop at Harrop Fold which would directly connect the school to 
Brackley by tram. 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/5: Land at Ladywell Avenue, Little Hulton 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/5 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network (SRN) 

The allocation of this site is of a lower yield than some of the other allocations in 
the plan and therefore less likely to impact on the SRN (it is approximately 3.4km 
from the M61 J4).  
 
However, when combined with other smaller allocations in the plan (specifically 
H9/5, H9/6, H9/7, H9/9, H9/10, H9/11, H9/12 and H9/13) there is the potential for 
a cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and the 
congested M61 corridor.   
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

Public transport 

This would be within walking distance of our proposed Little Hulton tram stop. 
Note that this is not the same stop location as TfGM’s proposed “Little Hulton” 
station/stop which we have renamed Mort Lane as it isn’t close to the centre of 
Little Hulton at all (Friends of Walkden Station).  

 



223 
 

POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/6: Land south-west of Hilton Lane, Little 

Hulton 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 8 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/6 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope. 
 
Note that following the end of the consultation period planning permission has been 
granted for 209 dwellings on the site (reference 19/73971/FUL).  
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle of development 

Bellway Homes Ltd. commented that they have submitted a planning application 
for residential development on the site (reference 18/72845/FUL), and that the 
development will:  
 

 Positively contribute towards the borough’s housing target and create a 
balanced mix of dwellings, including responding to the demand for family 
housing 

 Be sustainably located close to Walkden town centre and a variety of 
employment uses, as well as good transport links to the wider Greater 
Manchester area 

 Support local services and facilities, direct job creation in the construction 
industry, new GVA through the increase in population and the associated 
employment  

 Provide allotments and linkages to the surrounding countryside 

 Make s106 contributions 

 Generate a significant capital receipt for the council 

Justification to the policy 

As set out at paragraph 12.43 of the supporting text, the submitted application 
will influence the final inclusion and wording of the allocation in the Local Plan- 
we are wholly supportive of this approach (Bellway Homes Ltd).  

Criterion 1 – wildlife 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Loss of playing field 

We are in the process of agreeing a mitigation package for the loss of playing 
field associated with this site as part of planning application 18/72845/FUL. 
Therefore, a clause needs to be included to mitigate the loss of 2.74ha of 
playing field land (Sport England). 

Biodiversity 

The land is home to nature, including a barn owl (individuals).  
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Community infrastructure 

Schools are full in the area (individual). 

Highways 

The allocation of this site is of a lower yield than some of the other allocations in 
the plan and therefore less likely to impact on the SRN (it is approximately 
4.7km from M61 J4 and 3.2km from M60 J14).   
 
However, when combined with other smaller allocations in the plan (specifically 
H9/5, H9/7, H9/9, H9/10, H9/11, H9/12 and H9/13) there is the potential for a 
cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and the 
congested M61 corridor.   
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

Site is totally inappropriate for housing development. Traffic levels and 
congestion on Hilton Lane and the surrounding road network is reaching critical 
levels, surveys have shown that nearby road junctions are operating beyond 
capacity. The neighbouring estate of 300+ houses is just reaching completion 
and yet residents are already selling up and leaving as they say it is impossible 
for them to access work due to the level of traffic on Hilton Lane (Cllr Crtichley).  
 
The land should not be developed until improved transport infrastructure is in 
place – the surrounding roads do not have capacity for 200 more houses 
(individuals), whilst it is a joke getting to the M60 in the morning peak 
(individual).   

Public transport 

This site would benefit from greater connectivity and service frequencies at 
Walkden station, and may also benefit from its proximity to the Harrop Fold 
Metrolink stop. If new housing on this site is mainly aspirational/higher value 
then realistically we can expect higher car use, which means that the site will 
also benefit from the provision of park and ride facilities at Walkden (Friends of 
Walkden Station).   

Other issues 

Having reviewed the supporting Sustainability Appraisal (January 2019), we 
agree that the site presents the opportunity to deliver a high-quality development 
and that sustainability objectives can be met through appropriate mitigation 
(Bellway Homes Ltd). 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/7: Land west of Kenyon Way, Little Hulton 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/7 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Criterion 2 – wildlife 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Criterion 3 – amenity spaces and walking and cycling routes 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network  

The allocation of this site is of a lower yield than some of the other allocations in 
the plan and therefore less likely to impact on the SRN (it is approximately 2.9km 
from M61 J4 and 5.3km from M60 J14).  
 
However, when combined with other smaller allocations in the plan (specifically 
H9/5, H9/6, H9/9, H9/10, H9/11, H9/12 and H9/13) there is the potential for a 
cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and the 
congested M61 corridor.   
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

Public transport 

While not especially close to stops on the Little Hulton Loop, this site could be 
well connected by bus to both the Mort Lane and Little Hulton stops, and also to 
Walkden Station with some optimisation of existing bus routes or introduction of 
new routes (Friends of Walkden Station).   
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/8: Orchard Street, Irwell Riverside 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/8 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
Note that an outline planning application for residential development on part of the 
allocated site, with all matters reserved except for means of access from Orchard 
Street, is pending determination (reference 19/73108/OUT). 
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle of development 

The site is occupied by a mix of employment uses, including heavy industrial, 
commercial, concrete crushing and recycling, and warehousing and storage of a 
variety of materials. Due to legislative changes in the demolition and disposal 
industry, the need to utilise the site for storage and recycling has reduced 
substantially and, overtime, the surplus yards have been sublet to a number of 
various occupiers for a variety of storage uses. However, due to a number of 
factors including competition from better located industrial areas, the changing 
nature of the surrounding area towards residential and conflict with industrial and 
storage uses, it has become increasingly difficult to attract viable occupiers and it 
is considered that the site would be better utilised for an alternative use (Connell 
Property Partnership Ltd and Shea Investment). 

Deliverability of the site 

Connell Property Partnership Ltd and Shea Investment consider that the site is 
deliverable for housing. In particular it is: 
 

 Available – the owners of the majority of the site are committed to bringing the 
site forward for development, 

 Suitable – development would be effective use of brownfield land, be 
sustainable development and create a mixed community. Area is increasingly 
becoming residential (Charlestown Riverside development and Castle Irwell 
permission). Is well connected to the A576/A6, M602, with 2 bus stops on 
northern boundary of the site. Proximity to Pendleton. Benefits to local area by 
removing HGVs, therefore improving residential amenity.  

 Achievable – housing is the most viable option for the future of the site. 
Technical documents submitted with planning application do not give any 
reasons to preclude residential development.  

 
Development would bring the following benefits: 
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 Development of high-quality family homes and apartments; 

 Enhancement of ecological interests; 

 Remediation of potential ground contamination; 

 An opportunity to strengthen the protected former canal line; 

 Improving the amenity for neighbouring non-industrial occupiers; 

 Significant contribution to the ongoing regeneration of the area; 

 Provision for open space; and 

 Construction jobs and direct and indirect investment into the local economy 
through increased household’s expenditure. 

Scale of development  

Up to 469 dwellings can be accommodated on the land in our clients ownership. 
Taking into account that the proposed allocation boundary includes additional 
land within the Council’s ownership, the Council should review the proposed 
amount of housing that could be delivered on that area in addition and adjust the 
proposed allocation accordingly. Therefore, we suggest that the policy wording is 
amended as follows to refer to a "minimum" of 470 dwellings, rather than the 
current wording of "around 470 dwellings" (Connell Property Partnership Ltd and 
Shea Investment). 

Mix of dwellings 

In the context of paragraphs 60 and 61 of the NPPF it is considered that the 
indicative housing mix as stated is too prescriptive at this stage and could restrict 
the developer from adequately responding to market signals and local need which 
is likely to change over the Plan period. A more flexible approach is requested to 
enable a housing mix to be delivered at the site which will be based on an 
assessment of local need which will be one by the developer in due course and 
will be reflective of need at the time of delivery. To address this, it is suggested 
that the wording of the policy is amended to delete the following text: 
 
"...., indicatively comprised of 370 houses and 100 apartments to provide a range 
of dwelling types and sizes to meet local needs, including family housing". 
 
(Connell Property Partnership Ltd and Shea Investment). 

Criterion 2 – mature trees 

Greater flexibility should be provided in terms of tree retention. In order to deliver 
a high-quality residential scheme, a balance is going to be required which could 
result in some loss of existing trees. An Arboricultural Assessment (January 2019) 
was prepared by TEP as part of the currently pending planning application which 
concluded that ‘there are only a small number of trees on the site and the majority 
of these are low value...the masterplan shows that there is significant provision of 
new planting in the streets, gardens and public open space that will offset losses 
and increase tree cover and quality throughout the site’. 
 
Forthcoming development can offset any landscaping loss, however the current 
policy is not written in a way that provides sufficient flexibility to deliver a 
comprehensive scheme which incorporates high quality landscaping proposals. 
As such, it is required that point (2) is amended to remove reference to retaining 
mature trees and further planning along the boundary. Instead point 2 should read 
as follows:  
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"Provide high quality planting and landscaping along the southern boundary to 
create a continuous corridor along it to help improve the ability of wildlife to move 
through the site;" 
 
(Connell Property Partnership Ltd and Shea Investment). 

Criterion 3 – Public amenity space and allotments 

Prescribing the exact typology of open space provision to be developed restricts 
the flexibility for the scheme to require to respond to local needs as a detailed 
scheme progresses. Therefore, the policy wording should be changed to provide 
greater flexibility. Reference to allotments should be deleted from the policy so 
that the criterion reads: 
 
"Provide public amenity space in line with the Council’s Open Space Standards"  
 
(Connell Property Partnership Ltd and Shea Investment). 

Criterion 6 – Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal 

We note and welcome reference to the protection of the line of the MB&B and 
incorporation of walking and cycling routes along it. We consider that the policy 
wording should be strengthened by reference to protection and enhancement of 
the MB&B and the creation of a positive frontage to the former canal corridor 
(Canal and River Trust). 

Criterion 7 – relocation of businesses 

Do not agree that all relocation should be limited to being only within the local 
area. This conflicts with the regeneration initiatives underway within the local area 
and all relocations will depend upon availability of suitable and alternative sites at 
the time of development. Therefore, it is requested that these words are removed 
to allow suitable flexibility (Connell Property Partnership Ltd and Shea 
Investment). 

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network  

In cognisance of its size, and geographical location in proximity to the SRN 
(2.7km from the M602 at Regent Road), the proposed allocation has the potential 
to have a potential impact on the SRN on an individual basis.  
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/9: Land to the south of Church of St. 
Augustine, Pendlebury 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/9 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle of development  

The Coal Industry Social Welfare Organisation (CISWO) owns part of the site 
shown in the Revised Draft Plan under site reference H9/9 and in principle wishes 
to support the allocation of site H9/9. 
 
The council will be aware of the appeal decision in relation to planning application 
07/55208/FUL. Although the appeal was dismissed this was essentially on a 
technicality due to the lack of a Section 106 agreement. Other than the lack of a 
Section 106 the appeal inspector concluded that the development would be 
acceptable.   
 
The CISWO land is available for development and deliverable (CISWO). 

Site boundary 

The new version of the plan is proposing to alter the proposed allocation at the 
western end; there is no objection to this because the allocation would now more 
closely reflect the shape of the available land (CISWO). 

Design quality 

Welcome the removal of the wording that previously required design of the 
‘highest quality’ and we objected to previously (CISWO).  

Criterion 1b – playing field  

Part b) of this policy refers to retaining or reorienting the playing field as an open 
space in its existing location. It is not clear why the playing field with its marked 
out football pitch has been included within the site allocation boundary as it sits to 
the east of the site unless it is to provide access into the site, in which case the 
policy should make that clear. If the playing field is not to provide access then it 
should be removed from the allocation boundary. We would not support use of 
this pitch becoming general open space as part of the development unless the 
pitch is relocated to a more sustainable location as an extension to a larger 
playing field site (Sport England). 

Criterion 3 – off-site recreation improvements 

Object to this criterion given that the existing green has no existing recreation. 
The welfare site has been vacant in excess of 18 years and therefore the former 
bowling green has not held any recreation value for almost two decades. The 
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delivery of quality homes and redevelopment of the welfare site should outweigh 
any perceived (potential) recreation value delivered by a disused bowling green. 
 
The Council is asked to recognise that CISWO is a charity and that the viability of 
delivering this development would be marginal if unreasonable expectations are 
placed on the scheme in terms of contributions. The residential development 
scheme, as a whole, would incorporate green space and enhanced green 
infrastructure (for example through the required footpath improvements) and we 
believe that that the opportunity to bring this area back into attractive use should 
outweigh the need to compensate for the loss of an abandoned bowling green. 
 
If, however, a requirement for a contribution is retained in the policy, it is unclear 
how the financial contribution would be calculated which gives uncertainty to 
future developers (CISWO). 

Criterion 4 - wildlife 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Criterion 7 – water quality  

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Green infrastructure  

Object to the development of greenfield land (individual). 

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network  

The allocation of this site is of a lower yield than some of the other allocations in 
the plan and therefore less likely to impact on the SRN (the site is approximately 
1.9km from M60 J16).  
 
However, when combined with other smaller allocations in the plan (specifically 
H9/5, H9/6, H9/7, H9/10, H9/11, H9/12 and H9/13) there is the potential for a 
cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and the 
congested M61 corridor.   
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/10: Land south of Hill Top Road, Walkden 
North 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/10 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Criterion 1 – wildlife 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network  

The allocation of this site is of a lower yield than some of the other allocations in 
the plan and therefore less likely to impact on the SRN (the site is approximately 
3.4km from M60 J14).  
 
However, when combined with other smaller allocations in the plan (specifically 
H9/5, H9/6, H9/7, H9/9, H9/11, H9/12 and H9/13) there is the potential for a 
cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and the 
congested M61 corridor.   
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

Public transport 

The site would benefit from service enhancements and improved facilities at 
Walkden station, along with improved bus, walking and cycling links (Friends of 
Walkden Station).   
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/11: Land south of Moss Lane, Walkden 

North 

 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/11 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope. 
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle of development and deliverability 

Site is in the ownership of Emerson Automation Solutions Final Control UK Ltd 
who have made the following comments: 
 

 The proposed allocation for residential development is supported, and is 
available for development now (within the 0-5 year period) 

 Development would provide a significant contribution towards meeting housing 
need 

 

Scale of development 

The identification of the site having a capacity of around 80 houses is supported 
and is in line with the minimum density of 35dph in policy H6.  
 
To make optimal use of the site in line with NPPF paragraphs 118 and 123, 80 
dwellings is considered to be the minimum the site can accommodate (Emerson 
Automation Solutions Final Control UK Ltd).  

Highways   

The allocation of this site is of a lower yield than some of the other allocations in 
the plan and therefore less likely to impact on the SRN (the site is around 2.4km 
from M60 J14).  
 
However, when combined with other smaller allocations in the plan (specifically 
H9/5, H9/6, H9/7, H9/9, H9/10, H9/12 and H9/13) there is the potential for a 
cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and the 
congested M61 corridor.   
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

Access should not be taken via Moss Lane (individual). 

Public transport 
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The site would benefit from service enhancements and improved facilities at 
Walkden station, along with improved bus, walking and cycling links (Friends of 
Walkden Station). 

Other issues 

It is vital that the developer contribute S106 payments for transport improvements 
as they will exacerbate the already unacceptable levels of traffic (individual).  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/12: Land north of Lumber Lane, Worsley 

 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 61 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/12 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Introduction / justification to the policy 

Paragraph 12.53 
Traffic is not just Manchester City Centre bound; access to the Leigh-Salford-
Manchester busway stop does not help the traffic which is not heading in to the 
City Centre. 
 
This paragraph also refers to the site being a 15 minute walk from Walkden Town 
Centre. With regards to this, an individual commented that the walk is uphill and 
will be almost impossible / impracticable for most people from a physical / time 
constraints perspective (especially those carrying shopping). Furthermore, it is 
highly unlikely that many people living in this proposed housing location would 
wish to walk into Walkden, other than young people going to school and college. 

Paragraph 12.55 
This paragraph in the Revised Draft Plan refers to the potential for restricting on-
street parking on Hardy Grove. A number of comemnts were made relating to this 
including: where will cars that currently park on Hardy Grove park instead?; what 
restrictions will be put in place? It was also commented that restrictions will simply 
displace parking to Lumber Lane which already has issues with car parking. 
 
Cllr Robin Garrido argued that the solution offered in this plan with regards to 
access from Hardy Grove (i.e. to have no parking restrictions), is just not 
acceptable due to the restricted on site parking for the existing houses. 
 
One individual noted that people with blue badges live on Hardy Grove. They 
consider that the Equality Act 2010 and Public sector Duty 2011 places 
requriements on public bodies when carrying out functions (disability is one of the 
needs that need to be considered). Legal Guidance from the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission is that the general equality duty must be complied with before 
and at the time a policy is under consideration, as well as at the time a decision is 
taken. A public authority cannot satisfy the general equality duty by justifying a 
decision after it has been taken. Having regard to this, it is impossible to see how 
council has complied with its legal obligation.  
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A further individual commented with regards to the reference to the potential 
relocation of the bus stop at Hardy Grove/Lumber Lane. Theuy stated that it is 
unclear where it would be relocated to, given that cars already park all along 
Lumber Lane. 

Criteria 1 to 9 

All of the above crtieria be included within the masterplan and are capable of 
being delivered by the proposed development of the site (The Peel Group). 

Criterion 1 – vehicular access 

Support the part of criterion 1 which states that development shall "maintain the 
quality and ecological connectivity of the recreation route;" (The Wildlife Trust for 
Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 

Criterion 3 – buffer to the main river 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Criterion 7 – pond, woodland and green infrastructure 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Criterion 8 – conservation area 

Reference in the draft plan to  the need for this proposal to 'preserve or enhance 
the character and appearance of the adjacent conservation area ' is disingenuous 
as Hardy Grove will actually soon lie within it (individual). 

Criterion 9 – noise and air pollution mitigation 

Support this criterion (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North 
Merseyside). 

Air quality and noise pollution 

A significant number of the representations highlighted the problems on the 
existing road network and noted that the area has air pollution levels that are 
among the worst in the country, with emissions exceeding permitted levels. This 
has a negative impact on health and well-being and contributes to a range of 
health conditions, including asthma and dementia. Pollution also has an impact 
on specific groups, such as children. 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 Cllr Karen Garrido).  

A number of individuals expressed concerns with regards to the air quality and 
noise associated with the site allocation, namely:  
 

 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 development of the site would be contrary to the objectives of several policies 
in the Revised Draft Local Plan relating to air quality (AQ1, CC1, EG1, EG2 and 
PH1). It was also noted that the land acts as a carbon sink and so developing the 
site would remove this fucntion (individuals). 

Amenity 

Concerns were expressed with regards to the impact on the amenity of local 
residents in terms of: 
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 Noise and general disruption during construction of the bridge over the 
loopline and the new houses 

 Loss of the physical barrier (trees and open land) between the Roe Green / 
Hardy Grove and the A580 

 Loss of privacy particularly to those properties on Hardy Grove, but also to 
those on Lumber Lane and Meadowcroft, and surrounding roads more 
generally 

 Visibility of the bridge 

 The impact on the tranquillity of the area 
 
It was highlighted that these impacts on amenity will be particularly significant to 
those on Hardy Grove given its narrow width (from the pavement edge to the 
fronts of properties), and use as the access road to the site.   

Development of the site would be contrary to a statement from the City Mayor to 
“make sure that planned development does not negatively impact the quality of 
life of existing residents or the environment” (individuals). 

Biodiversity 

It was highlighed by an indvidual that the site is an area of ecological importance, 
woodland,wildlife corridor area of search, and a priortiy habitat at the Greater 
Manchester level. Priority habitats need to be protected. 
 
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 wildlife including important and protected species (in particular bats and 
various bird species).  
 
It was suggsted by an individual that Peel’s Habitat and Protected Species survey 
from 2014 does not provide conclusive evidence that important and protected 
species do not inhabit the site. It was further stated that the 2014 survey is out of 
date and that circumstances have changed (particularly trees on the site could 
now provide conditions appropriate for roosting bats). The lack of an up to date 
survery is contrary to the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) 
Act 2006. 
 
Concerns were expressed with regards to the impact the development of the site 
would have on wildlife, in particular damage to:  
 

 Flora and fauna (individuals) 

 Hedgerows (individuals) 

 Brooks and ponds and standing water (individuals) 

 Mature trees from around the 1900s, particularly at the top of Hardy Grove, 
which provide a buffer from pollution (individuals).  

 Priority habitats (individuals) 
 
An individual further commented that loss of trees ignore criteria 3 and 4 of policy 
GI7 of the Revised Draft Local Plan. 

Community infrastructure 

Insufficient capacity of existing community infrastructure which will worsen as a 
result of new development. In particular schools are overcrowded / full, whilst 
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doctors, dentists, and bus services will be affected. Consideration should be given 
to investment in physical and social infrastructure (individuals). 

Flood risk 

Comments highlighted flood risk issues on the site; in particular the following 
location within the site are particularly prone to flooding: 
 

 The eastern end of the site 

 The brook (with debris blocking the culvert)  

 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  
 
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.  

Green infrastructure 

The site is located outside of the Green Belt and is not affected by any 
insurmountable environmental or technical constraints which would restrict its 
development over the plan period (The Peel Group). 

Several of the comments objected to the loss of green space with it being viewed 
as a green wedge / green lung that contributes to making the Worsley area an 
attractive place to live, and which people feel proud of.  
 
The comments also highlighted its value to people living in the local area and for 
visitors, how well it is used (walking for leisure and to and from school / running 
etc), and more generally the importance of local green spaces for health 
(including mental health) and well-being, and children’s development.  
 
It was noted by a number of individuals that the site’s openness provides a 
different experience to the loopline.   
 
(individuals) 

Some of the comments suggest that the development of the site is in conflict with 
the NPPF (reference made to 2012 NPPF, not the most recent version):  
 

 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 by various individuals for the site including:  
 

 Designate as local natural greenspace given it is not an extensive tract of land 

 As an open meadow with flowers and plants 

 An area for horse exercise 

 Other uses complementary to the loopline 
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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, and would be likely lead to 
the closure of the loopline for a period whilst it is under construction 

 The loopline is used by cyclists, joggers and walkers (including those going to 
Walkden High School) and would be decimated 

Appreciated that housing must be delivered in Salford, but it is consdered that 
there are more suitable and sufficient sites on previously developed land within 
Salford (RAID, individuals). 
 
Development would be contrary to the aim of policy H9 of the Revised Draft Plan 
to accommodate at least 80% of homes on previously developed land (individual).  

The integrity of Worsley Woods which is a local nature reserve would be affected 
(individuals). 

Development would be contrary to a statement from the City Mayor to “make sure 
that planned development does not negatively impact the quality of life of existing 
residents or the environment” 

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 and Cllr Karen Garrido).  

The loss of the site, removal of trees, and the building of the access bridge would 
be harmful to the nature and 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 RAID).  

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. 

The land should not be removed from the Conservation area; it is small enough 
already (individual). 

Highways 

Individuals, Cllr Karen Garrido and Cllr Robin Garrido 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. 

 There will be a significant in increase vehicle movements which would have a 
tremendous impact and lead to health and safety issues (including vulnerable 
residents, disabled and children) 
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 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; 

 The proposed access road would not make provision for cyclists; 

 Given the small gardens of properties on Hardy Grove, many children play on 
the road; 

 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 

 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) 

 Given the nature of Hardy Grove as a cul-de-sac, this has created a safe and 
secure community with a strong sense of community cohesion and 
neighbourhood. This would be destroyed (indvidual).  

 Would adversely affect the quality of life of residents and would be detrimental 
to the health of residents contrary to paragraphs 120 and 123 NPPF (2012 
version) 

A significant number of the comments highlighted that traffic/ congestion is a big 
problem in the local area (particularly at peak times), with many roads and 
junctions operating at capacity and raised concerns that the development of the 
site would exacerbate this. 
 
Key issues and problem areas identified include: 

 Motorway junctions (congestion/capacity)  

 Worsley Brow (congestion) 

 Leigh Road (congestion) 

 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), including car parking issues when there 
are events at  Roe Green Cricket Club and Ellesmere Sports Club 

 Old Clough Lane (congestion) 

 Exiting from Hardy Grove onto Lumber Lane (congestion) 

 Roe Green (limited permeability)  
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 Dangerous traffc junction at interscection of Hardy Grove, Lumber Lane and 
Greenleach Lane 

 Impact of school traffic/parking on some roads (Lumber Lane/Greenleach 
Lane)  

 Rat running to avoid Walkden Road 

 Traffic impacts of the busway  

 Safety for road users, pedestrians, cyclists and children walking to school, 
particularly as the recent introduction of 20mph speed limits are not being 
enforced and are ignored by most drivers 

 The need to consider cumulative impacts of other development proposals 
(including those outside Salford) such as RHS Bridgewater 

 
(Cllr Karen Garrido and individuals) 
 
RAID and a number of individuals commented that traffic problems in the area are 
already severe and so further large developments would excaerbate this. This 
would be contrary to the NPPF which says that planning applications should be 
refused where transport implications would be severe.  

The allocation of this site is of a lower yield than some of the other allocations in 
the plan and therefore less likely to impact on the SRN.  
 
However, when combined with other smaller allocations in the plan (specifically 
H9/5, H9/6, H9/7, H9/9, H9/10, H9/11, and H9/13) there is the potential for a 
cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and the 
congested M61 corridor.   
 
Highways England and their consultants will pay particular attention to the 
assessment of the site once the transport evidence base is provided (Highways 
England). 

A Letter from the City Mayor and Cllr Antrobus from January 2017 stated that “no 
additional housing plans will be developed for Worsley and Boothstown without a 
new road to ease congestion and a new primary school, to make sure Worsley 
and Boothstown children get the best possible education". Cannot see these 
proposals in the plan and so therefore allocating the land for housing is premature 
(individual).  

Public transport 

A number of issues were raised with regards to the capacity of the city’s public 
transport: 

 Capacity and reliability of bus services generally 

 Overcrowding on the V1/V2 buses by the time they reach the area. Buses 
don’t stop due to being full - this will get worse with the development of up to 
around 1,800 additional houses further along the guided busway towards 
Leigh in the Wigan area 

 Unlikely people will use the V1/V2 because the area is attractive for 
commuting because of the proximity of motorways and it is likely that most 
journeys will be by car; in addition people from"executive estates" will not walk 
15 minutes in the rain to a railway station in the winter 
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 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 

 Train services from Walkden station, where there is little parking, are poor, 
unreliable, and overcrowded with no disabled access 

The site would benefit from service enhancements and improved facilities at 
Walkden station, along with improved bus, walking and cycling links. It could also 
benefit if our second rapid transit option (the Bridgewater Line) was built, as it 
would be relatively close to our proposed stop at Roe Green (Friends of Walkden 
Station). 

Housing 

The site presents a sustainable development opportunity, capable of 
accommodating the need for high quality, family housing and affordable homes in 
a strong market area as required to attract and retain higher skilled economically 
active households in the City. (The Peel Group). 

None of the homes will be affordable; they will be executive homes with high price 
tags (individual). 
 
Developers only care about the profit, not the well-being of the area (individual). 

Policy H9 identifies a supply of 40,300 to meet a requirement in policy H2 of 
32,680 over the period 2018-37, which is an increase of 24%. Even accepting the 
need to increase the supply of houses (as set out at paragraphs 12.31-12.35 of 
the plan) the increase is far in excess of the requirement. Surely with such a 
margin for ‘error’ certain small difficult and disruptive sites such as this should not 
be considered for development (individual). 
 
The site is not needed to meet housing requirements – development of it will have 
have a huge impact on the lives of residents when adequate housing on more 
suitable sites has been identified (indvidiuals). 

The council’s own HELAA which forms part of the evidence base identifies the 
site as “not developable” because it is contrary to a number of UDP policies. 

Need to consider the cumulative impacts of new housing delopments in the 
Worsley area and loss of open spaces associated with this (individuals). 

Accept the need for new housing but empty homes and abandoned housing 
estates should be regenerated and brought back into use (individual). 

Viability 

The need for a buffer to the A580/M60 and to Kempnough Brook severely limits 
the extent of housing development that can be undertaken on the site. Together 
with the need to avoid a culvert of Kempnough brook, the overall advantages of 
building houses on the site are outweighed by the disadvantages, not least due to 
the limited number of houses that can be constructed due to the two buffers 
required and the need to avoid a culvert (individual).  

Water 

The site provides water features including the pond and Kempnough brook (a 
main river) and is of great value to the local area. They should be safeguarded 
(individuals). 

May be damage to water quality of Kempnough brook – contrary to NPPF 
paragraph 109 (2012 version) (individuals). 
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An issue in the local area is that water pressure is sometimes poor;   more water 
usage from new housing will exacerbate this (individual). 

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 (including who made the decision to remove it 
from the Greenway).  
 
Comments also suggested that the development of this site would fragment the 
Greenway and harm its character and amenity (individuals, Cllr Robin Garrido 
and Cllr Karen Garrido).   

Green Belt 

Site should be proposed as Green Belt as other parts of the Greenway are in the 
Revised Draft Local Plan. The loss of the site could lead to merging of 
Walkden/Roe Green and urban sprawl. (individuals, Cllr Robin Garrido and Cllr 
Karen Garrido).   

Other issues 

Local residents have not been informed or consulted, beyond the wider public 
consultation (indvidual).  

The council has not underatken a full imapct /option assessment of the proposals 
(individual). 
 
The Community Impact Assessment published as a supporting document takes 
no account of the health and wellbeing of residents of Hardy Grove or the 
negative impact on the quality of life of residents. There has been no assessment 
of increased noise, pollution, traffic movement, road safety, reduction in amenity, 
invasion of privacy and removal of opportunities for leisure for the residents of 
Hardy Grove and the surrounding area (individuals). 

Ubnlcear as to what processes the council followed to only consider / allocate the 
site for housing development (individuals).  

Despite previous objections from local residents detailing sound and strong 
reasons against this development it feels like the needs and concerns of the local 
people in the area are not being taken seriously (individual).   
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H9/13 Duncan Matheson playing fields and 

adjoining open land 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 54  
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/13 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Air quality 

Additional housing development would negatively impact local levels of 
pollution (Individuals). 

Biodiversity 

Habitats and species should be protected (individuals) 

Community infrastructure 

A significant number of representations expressed concerns that housing 
development would put additional strain on local health facilities and schools 
(Individuals). 

Flood risk 

A significant number of representations expressed concerns that the site is 
prone to flooding ((Cllr Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham, Individuals) 

Green infrastructure 

A significant number of representations considered that the site should be 
protected for recreation and sports (Cllr Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham), 
individuals). 

A significant number of representations considered that the site should be 
identified in the Recreation chapter and as one of the key hubs of citywide 
importance for outdoor sports (Individuals). 

A significant number of representations expressed concerns that the use of the 
site has been discouraged despite demand from local sports clubs and 
residents to use the playing fields (Cllr Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham, 
individuals). 

A significant number of representations considered that the site should be 
retained as an open space for active uses and the associated health and well-
being benefits (Cllr Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham, individuals) 

Green spaces provide a cooling environmental effect to the local area 
(Individual) 

Highways 

This allocation has a lower yield, and is therefore considered less likely to 
impact the strategic road network on an individual basis. However, as it is 
approximately 1.5km from M602 J2 there is the potential for a notable 
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cumulative impact on the M60 North West Quadrant (junctions 8 to 18), and 
the congested M61 corridor (Highways England) 

A significant number of representations expressed concerns that additional 
housing development would increase existing congestion, damage road 
surfaces and existing houses further and reduce road safety (Individuals). 

A significant number of representations referred to the Greater Manchester 
Mayor being opposed to building on recreation land and sports pitches 
(Individuals). 
 

Housing  

No objection to this policy in principle on the basis that Sport England will be 
fully consulted on the development and that the location of the houses meets 
exception policy E3 of Sport England’s Playing Fields Policy (Sport England) 

A significant number of representations objected to housing proposals on the 
site (Cllr Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham, individuals) 

Alternative funding sources should be sought for the proposed recreation and 
sports enhancements which exclude the need for enabling development (Cllr 
Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham) 

The site is owned by a charitable trust which has not fulfilled its objectives. 
Specific covenants protect the continuation of sports and recreation uses (Cllr 
Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham, individuals)  

Objection to the artificial ceiling of 50 dwellings referred to within the policy 
which is inappropriate and unsupported by any evidence and hence unsound, 
and will not deliver the wider improvements in recreation sought within the 
locality. The policy should be revised to allow greater flexibility as to how 
recreation facilities in the area be provided and the upper limit on the number 
of dwellings be removed. Suggested wording has been submitted for a revised 
housing allocation (H9/13).  
 
Supporting documents have also been submitted. 

 Appendix 1 - Boys and Girls Clubs of Greater Manchester Prospectus - 
January 2017 - detailing the activities and objectives of the Boys & Girls 
Clubs of Greater Manchester 

  Appendix 2 - Salford Community Sport Soccer and Rugby Application 
Pack 2017 - 2018 season 

 Appendix 3 - Professional Sportsturf Design (NW) for Barratt Homes - 
Agronomic Appraisal of Existing Playing Field - Duncan Mathieson 
Playing Fields - 17/03/2016 

(Greater Manchester Trust for Recreation) 

Houses of multiple occupation have already impacted local services 
(Individuals) 

If limited housing is accepted it is more likely that additional phases of housing 
will be permitted at a later date (Individual) 

If a level of enabling development is required then this should be reduced 
further to a maximum of 20 houses which also prevents the possibility of any 
future residential development and ensure that the site is saved for recreational 
use. (Cllr Pevitt, Cllr Reynolds, Cllr Bentham) 

Utilities 
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A significant number of representations expressed concerns that wastewater 
utilities are already at maximum capacity (Individuals) 

Other issues 

Many local people are not aware of the Revised Draft Local Plan consultation. 
The city council should contact individual households regarding proposals that 
are likely to impact on them  (Individual) 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/14: 91 Barton Lane, Barton 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/14 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

The size of allocations H9/14 to H9/18 means that the impact of them on 
development trips is unlikely to be discernible against normal daily fluctuations in 
traffic flow.  
 
However, the cumulative impacts of these sites, in conjunction with the other 
housing allocations and other committed developments could impact the SRN 
and any future transport impact assessment should be cognisant of this 
(Highways England).  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/15: Cleggs Lane Mill, Seddon Street, Little 
Hulton 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/15 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

The size of allocations H9/14 to H9/18 means that the impact of them on 
development trips is unlikely to be discernible against normal daily fluctuations in 
traffic flow.  
 
However, the cumulative impacts of these sites, in conjunction with the other 
housing allocations and other committed developments could impact the SRN 
and any future transport impact assessment should be cognisant of this 
(Highways England).  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/16: Land at the corner of Langworthy Road 
and Eccles New Road, Ordsall 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/16 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope. 
 
Note that following the close of the consultation period the site has been granted full 
planning permission for 44 apartments (reference 18/72424/FUL). 
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

The size of allocations H9/14 to H9/18 means that the impact of them on 
development trips is unlikely to be discernible against normal daily fluctuations in 
traffic flow.  
 
However, the cumulative impacts of these sites, in conjunction with the other 
housing allocations and other committed developments could impact the SRN 
and any future transport impact assessment should be cognisant of this 
(Highways England).  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/17: Land to the south of Asgard Drive and 
east of Ordsall Lane, Ordsall 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/17 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

The size of allocations H9/14 to H9/18 means that the impact of them on 
development trips is unlikely to be discernible against normal daily fluctuations in 
traffic flow.  
 
However, the cumulative impacts of these sites, in conjunction with the other 
housing allocations and other committed developments could impact the SRN 
and any future transport impact assessment should be cognisant of this 
(Highways England).  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Allocation H9/18: Land to the west of Ordsall Lane and 
north of West Park Street, Ordsall 
 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations and proposals for the overall scale and distribution of development. 
Allocation H9/18 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope. 
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Highways - impact on Strategic Route Network 

The size of allocations H9/14 to H9/18 means that the impact of them on 
development trips is unlikely to be discernible against normal daily fluctuations in 
traffic flow.  
 
However, the cumulative impacts of these sites, in conjunction with the other 
housing allocations and other committed developments could impact the SRN 
and any future transport impact assessment should be cognisant of this 
(Highways England).  
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H10 Housing for older people 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to H6 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Criterion A) – accessible and adaptable standards  

The PPG requires that evidence should be produced by the 
LPA to justify the use of this standard. The reasoned 
justification does not provide such evidence or make reference 
to any supporting evidence. As a result the draft policy is 
considered unjustified and not positively-prepared in 
accordance with NPPF paragraph 35 (English Cities Fund). 

Alongside the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document the city 
council has published a background report setting out the 
justification for the use of the accessible and adaptable 
standard. 

Criterion 4, point vii.   

Support that developments specifically targeted at older people 
should be designed to reflect best practice, particularly with 
regard to plants, trees and the natural environment (The 
Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 

The support is welcomed. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy H10 

Change Reason for change  

Deleted criterion B) as set out in the revised draft local plan 
policy has been deleted (this related to measures that enable 
people to stay within their existing homes, such as physical 
adaptations and energy efficiency enhancements). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Given this, criterion B) as set out in the revised 
draft local plan is considered to fall outside of the scope of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 



252 
 

 

The Revised Draft Local Plan required that in residential 
developments of over 100 dwellings, housing provision 
specifically targeted at older people shall be provided where 
practicable. In the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document the 100 
dwelling threshold has been removed and the requirement 
changed to a strong encouragement. 
 

In order to provide flexibility and also to recognise that it may 
be appropriate in some circumstances to secure housing 
provision for older people in residential developments of less 
than 100 dwellings. 

Added in cross reference to the definition of ‘Older people’ as 
set out in the NPPF. 

To provide clarity in the application of the policy. 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H11 Student housing 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to H7 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The word ‘immediately’ should be removed from Criterion A of 
the policy to allow sites in close proximity to the University 
Campus at Peel Park / Frederick Road to come forward for 
student housing, similar to the provisions made for the Salford 
Quays campus (Progressive Living).  

The area around the MediaCityUK campus has either been 
developed or is committed for other development, and so 
therefore the requirement for new developments to be 
immediately adjacent to that campus was removed at the 
revised draft local plan stage. The city council considers that 
the availability of sites immediately adjacent to the Peel Park / 
Frederick Road campus is not constrained in the same way. No 
change is therefore proposed in response to this 
representation. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy H11 

Change Reason for change  

Added in reference to when a reduced proportion of affordable 
housing may be considered acceptable.  

For consistency with the other affordable housing requirements 
in the Plan. 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H12 Gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to H8 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made on this policy.   

 

Other significant changes made to policy H12 

Change Reason for change  

Reference to the allocation of land at Duchy Road (reference 
H12/1) for gypsy and traveller use has been deleted from the 
plan. In addition reference to the relocation of the Fairways site 
has been deleted.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, the 
allocation of a new site for gypsies and travellers, and the 
relocation of the Fairways site, now relate to issues that fall 
outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Added a footnote to clarify that the reference to best practice 
for design and layout is to a document produced by DCLG in 
2008. As the footnote states, the document was withdrawn by 
DCLG in 2015 – the city council considers however that it 
remains relevant. 

For clarity. 
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Added in the definition of “gypsies and travellers” and 
“travelling showpeople” as set out in Planning policy for 
travellers. 

For clarity in the implementation of the policy. 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H13 Self-build and custom housebuilding 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to H9 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 
 

Many of our members will be able to assist the custom build 
sector either through the physical building of dwellings on 
behalf of the homeowner or through the provision of plots for 
sale to custom builders. We are, therefore, not opposed to the 
idea of increasing the self-build and custom build sector for its 
potential contribution to the overall housing supply. 
 
There are however concerns in relation to the policy approach 
which only changes the house building delivery mechanism 
from one form of house building company to another without 
any consequential additional contribution to boosting housing 
supply. The council should engage with landowners and work 
with custom build developers to maximise opportunities (Home 
Builders Federation). 

The policy has been amended to remove the requirement for 
5% of plots on developments of 100 houses or more to be in 
the form of serviced plots for sale to self-build and custom 
housebuilders. Instead the policy sets out that planning 
applications for self-build and custom housebuilding plots will 
be considered favourably (criterion 1), and encourages 
developers of larger sites to make plots available for self-build 
and custom housebuilding (criterion 2).  
 
Although this approach is considered to be less prescriptive, it 
should still lead to an increase in the supply of dwellings 
coming through the self-build and custom build sector, in order 
to meet demand as shown by those registered on Salford’s 
self-build and custom housebuilding register. This is fully in line 
with paragraph 61 of the NPPF which states that the housing 
needs of different groups, including those who wish to 
commission or build their own homes, should be reflected in 
planning policies.  

Bellway Homes commented that the policy could have a 
significant impact on housing delivery and place a 
disproportionate burden on the lead developer to provide 

 The policy has been amended to remove the requirement for 
5% of plots on developments of 100 houses or more to be in 
the form of serviced plots for sale to self-build and custom 
housebuilders. Instead the policy sets out that planning 
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mitigation and infrastructure, as well as affordable housing and 
S106 contributions.  
 
From experience there will be a limited demand for self and 
custom build dwellings within large scale developments and it 
runs contrary to what self-builders require.  Typically, custom 
built homes are delivered in low density, more standalone 
schemes. 
 
The policy is likely to slow down the delivery of housing in 
addition to causing negative design and practical implications. 
In addition the policy could: 
 

 Create undesirable masterplanning of sites 

 Lower the density of proposed schemes which will result in 
less houses being delivered on sites 

 Potentially lead to issues with services on site when looking 
to retrieve service quotes to inform building and delivery 
costs. The uncertainly on the number of units may affect 
quotes which will impact on overall costs, potentially 
deeming some housing sites unviable 

 Create health and safety issues if there are several custom 
build homes being developed alongside a market housing 
scheme (in terms of construction and traffic management on 
site) 

 Lead to fundamental issues with long term management, 
insurance and maintenance / security of the site 

 Create a lack of control over the quality of the self-build 
product which could impact on sales in the area, resulting in 
issues with housing need and supply. 

 
For the above reasons the policy should be deleted.  

applications for self-build and custom housebuilding plots will 
be considered favourably (criterion 1), and encourages 
developers of larger sites to make plots available for self-build 
and custom housebuilding (criterion 2).  
 
Although this approach is considered to be less prescriptive, it 
should still lead to an increase in the supply of dwellings 
coming through the self-build and custom build sector in order 
to meet demand, as shown by those registered on Salford’s 
self-build and custom housebuilding register. This is fully in line 
with paragraph 61 of the NPPF which states that the housing 
needs of different groups, including those who wish to 
commission or build their own homes, should be reflected in 
planning policies. 
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Other significant changes made to policy H13 

Change Reason for change  

The definitions for self-build and custom housebuilding have 
been moved into the policy, from the justification / introduction 
to the policy. 

For consistency with how other definitions are set out within the 
plan. 

The scope of the policy has been expanded to include 
community-led housing. A definition of community-led housing 
has also been added to the policy. 

To recognise the role that community-led housing can play in 
increasing the supply of dwellings (and the similarities to self-
build and custom housebuilding). 
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POLICY: Chapter 12, Policy H14 Conversion of existing houses, and new build residential developments of non-self-

contained units 

 
(The policy reference has been changed to H10 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made on this policy.   

 

Other significant changes made to policy H14 

Change Reason for change  

Added a new section to the policy setting out that the short 
term letting of dwellings (other than those specifically designed 
as serviced apartments) will not be permitted where this would 
result in them not being available for use as the primary 
residence of a household. Criteria to achieve this are set out in 
the policy i) to iii). 

The change has been made due to the increase in short term 
lettings of dwellings (both apartments and houses) to the 
detriment of the amenity of neighbouring occupiers, and also 
the character of areas. 
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Chapter 13 Town centres and retail development General comments 

(Chapter 13 has become chapter 12 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHAPTER: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Monitoring  

The target to maintain or increase the proportion of A1 retail 
uses conflicts with policies TC3 and TC4 which support 
alternative uses. The target should be amended so to increase 
all main town centre uses in town centres (The Prudential 
Assurance Company Limited).  
  

The target to maintain or increase the proportion of A1 retail in 
all centres has been amended to maintain a balanced mix of 
uses within individual centres to support their vitality and 
viability. 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 13 Town centres and retail development 

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 13, Policy TC1 Spatial strategy for designated centres 

(The title of the policy has changed to Network of Designated Centres in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 

Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 9 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General   

The text in paragraph 13.4 recognising the changing role of 
centres and the importance of increasing the number of people 
living in and around centres is supported (Derwent Holdings 
Ltd). 
 

The support is welcomed. This text is retained in paragraph 
12.4 of the SLP: DMP. 

Paragraph 13.4 could include reference to the need to improve 
access into and around town centres including enhancing the 
existing and creating new high quality walking and cycling 
routes into and through town centres and providing cycle 
parking facilities (Transport for Greater Manchester).  
 
It is questioned whether the policy should include a reference 
to improving the public realm and walking and cycling facilities 
into and through town centres (Transport for Greater 
Manchester).  
 

The introduction (paragraph 12.4) to Policy TC1 has been 
added to, setting out that: 
 
“opportunities will be taken to make the most of the unique 
identity of centres and the key assets and opportunities within 
them, improve walking and cycling access to and through 
centres, and deliver improvements to the public realm”. 
 
The beginning of the chapter, also already set out that a fairer 
Salford will be created by ensuring that all communities have 
access to a good range of shops and services within attractive 
town and local centres. 

The policy is supported (Theatres Trust).  
 

The support is welcomed. 

Local centres  

The range of alternative uses that could be provided in local 
centres should be expanded to include use classes A2-A5. D1 

The text under the sub-heading ‘local centres’ has been 
amended as follows (additions underlined): 
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and D2 uses to ensure there vitality (The Prudential Assurance 
Company Limited).  
 
Residential uses in local centres should also be supported (The 
Prudential Assurance Company Limited).  
 
The Prudential Assurance Company Limited suggests the 
policy text should read as follow (additions underlined and 
deletions also shown):  
 
“The network of local centres will have an important role in 
providing local shops, services and community facilities for the 
surrounding neighbourhoods, including uses within Classes A1 
- A5, D1 and D2. There will be an emphasis on maintaining a 
strong convenience goods retail function in each centre, so 
they can continue to provide sustainable top-up shopping 
facilities and minimise the need for residents to travel further, 
complemented by a range of other town centre uses. This will 
be achieved through the careful management of changes of 
use within centres. Residential development in local centres 
should be supported as part of a positive strategy to support 
the vitality and viability of local centres and to future-proof 
centres as they evolve over the plan-period”.  
 

 
“The network of local centres will have an important role in 
providing local shops, leisure opportunities, food and drink uses 
(subject to policy TC4) services and community facilities for the 
surrounding neighbourhoods”. 
 
In terms of residential development coming forward in 
designated centres: 
 

 Policy TC1 under the sub-heading ‘Local centres’ has been 
added to confirming “Residential uses above ground floor 
level will be encouraged within local centres”. 

 Policy TC3 has been amended as follows (deleting 
reference to secondary frontages): 

 
“Ground floor residential uses will only be acceptable in 
designated centres where they are in frontages with low 
levels of footfall, and there is no realistic prospect of 
securing an active use in the unit. The positive use of 
underused and vacant space on upper floors of properties 
within town or local centres, including for housing, will be 
encouraged”.   

 

 The introduction to Policy TC1 (Network of designation 
centres) also sets out that increasing the number of people 
living within and around the centres will help to generate the 
footfall necessary to support a good range of shops and 
services but it will be important that residential uses do not 
displace the essential retail, leisure, employment and 
community functions of the city’s designated centres. 

 



263 
 

 Policy TC1 under the sub-heading ‘Town centres’ already 
sets out “High density housing will be encouraged above 
active ground floor uses within town centres”. The policy 
has been added to confirming: “Housing at ground floor 
level will be required to complement and not displace main 
town centre uses”. 

 

The identification of locals centres a primary shopping areas is 
objected to, as this could be interpreted as they are for retail 
uses only. It is requested that the final paragraph of Policy TC1 
is amended to read as follows:  
 
"Annex B defines primary shopping areas together with primary 
and secondary frontages for each of the city’s town centres. 
Neither primary nor secondary frontages are identified for local 
centres" (The Prudential Assurance Company Limited). 

No changes have been made in response to this comment. 
 
The text under the sub-heading ‘primary shopping areas and 
frontages’ in Policy TC1 sets out that: 
 
 “Primary shopping areas are those parts of a defined centre 
where retail development is concentrated. It is important that 
the retail function of these areas is maintained to ensure that 
each centre’s retail offer functions effectively and supports the 
overall vitality and viability of that centre”.  
 
The wording of this part of the policy does not preclude other 
uses. Furthermore, the text under the sub-heading ‘local 
centres’ confirms that local centres will have an important role 
in providing a range of main town centre uses, services and 
community facilities for the surrounding neighbourhoods. There 
will be an emphasis on maintaining a strong convenience 
goods retail function in each centre, so they can continue to 
provide sustainable top-up shopping facilities and minimise the 
need for residents to travel further, complemented by a range 
of other town centre uses. 
 
 
 

Salford Quays town centre  
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***The following comments are also considered against policies 
TC3 and TC4*** 
 
The identification of secondary frontages for parts of the ground 
floor of the Lowry Outlet Mall fronting onto the waterside and 
plaza area is objected to on the grounds of noise and 
disturbance (Sovereign Point Residents’ Association). 
 

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.  
 
This could encourage more food and drink uses in the Lowry 
Outlet Mall, particularly those units fronting out onto the plaza 
and waterfront. However, SLP: DMP Policy TC4 (Food and 
drink uses within designated centres) 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 expected increase retail floorspace, leisure uses and 
community facilities at Salford Quays should be set out in the 
policy. It is not clear what evidence has been used to justify this 
potential increase. It is not clear how or whether this expansion 
would impact on town centres outside of Salford including 
Bolton town centre (Bolton Council).   

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of proposals and policies for the overall scale and 
distribution of development. Given this, these comments now in 
the most part relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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A background paper has been produced explaining the 
designation of new centres in the SLP: DMP, including Salford 
Quays. 

The designation of Salford Quays as a main town centre is 
strongly supported (Peel Media Management). 

The support is welcomed. 

The defined primary shopping area is supported, however it 
should be expanded to include plots C1, D1 and E1 of 
MediaCity:UK, as plots C1 and D1 include ground floor 
commercial space (use classes A1-A5, B1, D1 or D2) (Peel 
Media Management Ltd).  

The defined boundary of Salford Quays town centre primary 
shopping area has been amended to include plots C1, D1 and 
E1 of MediaCityUK. 

The potential extension to the primary shopping area is 
supported (Peel Media Management Ltd).  

The support is welcomed. 

Paragraph 13.3 explains that “Salford Quays is unique 
compared to other town centres”. This text is supported (Peel 
media Management Ltd).  

The support is welcomed. This text has been carried forward to 
the introduction (paragraph 12.3) to Policy TC1 in the SLP: 
DMP. 
 

The major expansion of the business, housing and tourism 
offer and a significant increase in retail, leisure and community 
facilities is strongly supported (Peel Media Management). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of proposals and policies for the overall scale and 
distribution of development. The emphasis of Policy TC1 is now 
on identifying the network of centres and outlining their 
function.  
 
However, the introduction to Policy TC2 (Development 
involving main town centre uses) recognises that there is a 
need for an increase in retail uses in Salford Quays town centre 
to support ongoing growth in the area’s residential, business 
and tourism populations (paragraph 12.8). 
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Policy AP2 (Salford Quays) also sets out that “Development 
shall maintain the wide mix of uses in Salford Quays, with its 
business, housing, shopping, tourism/leisure, food and drink, 
and cultural roles all being managed in a mutually supportive 
way, reinforcing the area’s interest, vibrancy and identity”. 
 

It is requested that under point 2) Salford Quays the text should 
be amended as follows “There will be a major expansion of the 
business, housing and tourism role of Salford Quays. There will 
also be a significant increase in the retail floorspace, leisure 
uses and community facilities in this part of the city to meet the 
needs of a rapidly growing living, working and visiting 
population” (Peel media Management Ltd).  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of proposals and policies for the overall scale and 
distribution of development. Given this, these comments now 
relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 

Point 2) Salford Quays states “The expansion of retailing will be 
managed to ensure that it does not have a significant adverse 
impact on the vitality and viability of other designated centres”. 
This text is objected to and should be deleted. It is contrary to 
national policy as the NPPF only requires an impact 
assessment if schemes are located outside of designated 
centres. There is not an evidence base document which 
confirms that if a major retail development takes place at 
Salford Quays, it would have a significant adverse impact on 
another defined centre, therefore a restriction should not be 
imposed. Including such a restriction is contrary to the main 
town centre allocation (Peel Media Management Ltd). 
 

This text has been deleted from the SLP: DMP. 

Walkden town centre  
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Paragraph 13.4 - The text setting out that any comprehensive 
redevelopment of centres should be guided by a masterplan. 
Derwent holdings is keen to work with the council to develop a 
new masterplan to guide the future of Walkden town centre 
(Derwent Holdings Ltd). 

The support is welcomed. The text has been carried forward to 
paragraph 12.4 (introduction to Policy TC1) of the SLP: DMP.  

Policy TC1 is not ambitious enough in relation to Walkden town 
centres. The offer of Walkden town centre should be 
rebalanced, moving away from a focus on retailing and more to 
dining and leisure (Friends of Walkden Station).   
 

No changes have been made in response to this comment. 
The introduction (SLP:DMP paragraph 12.4) carried forward 
from the Revised Draft Local Plan sets out:  
 
“Maintaining the vitality and viability of centres will be an 
ongoing challenge as shopping patterns and service delivery 
models change, especially with the growth of online retailing. 
Careful management of centres will be required in order to 
ensure their long-term success, with a clear focus on sustaining 
and creating vibrant destinations where activity can continue 
into the evening, with the retention of a robust retail presence 
complemented by a varied mix of uses including a strong 
leisure and community offer. At the same time opportunities will 
be taken to make the most of the unique identity of centres and 
the key assets and opportunities within them, improve walking 
and cycling access to and through centres, and deliver 
improvements to the public realm. Any comprehensive 
redevelopment of centres should be guided by a masterplan 
endorsed by the city council”. 
 

Improvements to pedestrian and cycling routes between 
Walkden station and the town centre are needed (Friends of 
Walkden Station).  

No changes have been made in response to his comment. 
However, the introduction (paragraph 12.4) to Policy TC1 has 
been expanded to set out that opportunities will be taken to 
improve walking and cycling access to and through centres.  
 
Policy A3 (Walking and cycling) also highlights the importance 
of the delivery of walking and cyclable neighbourhoods. 
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The extension to the centre close to Kingsley Road is 
supported (Derwent Holdings Ltd).  

The support is welcomed. 

The centre should be extended to include the land near 
Fereday Street with extant permission for an overflow car park 
(Derwent Holdings Ltd). 

No changes are made to the Walkden town centre boundary in 
response to this comment. 
 
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.  
 

The inset plan identifies the phase 4 block as secondary 
frontage except the new unit which should be included 
(Derwent Holdings Ltd). 

The inset plan for Walkden town centre has been amended and 
now identifies this new unit as secondary frontage. 

Lower ground, ground floor and first floor parts of the 
internalised mall should not be identified as primary frontage. 
These areas have high vacancy levels and this may restrict the 
ability to reoccupy the space.  A more appropriate solution 
would be to identify these areas as being a “town centre 
development opportunity” to be developed through a 
masterplan. Derwent Holdings has aspirations to provide a 
broad range of main town centre uses in this area including 
high density residential and evening economy uses (Derwent 
Holdings Ltd).  

No changes are made in response to these comments. 
 
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. 
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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.  
 
The introduction (paragraph 12.4) to Policy TC1 sets out “Any 
comprehensive redevelopment of centres should be guided by 
a masterplan endorsed by the city council”. 
 
Policy TC1 also sets out: “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” 
 
 
 

Swinton town centre  

The inclusion of Asda within Swinton town centre and within the 
primary shopping area is supported (Asda Stores Limited).  

The support is welcomed. 

Mocha Parade local centre  

The inclusion of the Victoria Theatre in the Mocha Parade local 
centre boundary is supported (Theatres Trust).  

The support is welcomed. 

Regent Road local centre  

The designation of Regent Road local centre is supported (The 
Prudential Assurance Company Limited).  

The support is welcomed. 

Peel Green local centre  

The inclusion of the Asda store within the extended local centre 
boundary is supported (Asda Stores Ltd).  

The support is welcomed. 
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Broughton Village local centre  

The retention of the Asda store within Broughton Village local 
centre is supported (Asda Stores Ltd). 

The support is welcomed. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy TC1  

Change Reason for change  

Salford Quays town centre is defined as a ‘town centre’ rather 
than a ‘main town centre’.   

For consistency with the emerging Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework (GMSF).  

The spatial strategy element of the policy has been deleted and 
the emphasis is now on identifying the network of centres and 
outlining their function. 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including proposals 
for the overall scale and distribution of development. Policy 
TC1 has been amended having regard to the plan’s revised 
scope.   
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POLICY: Chapter 13, Policy TC2 Development involving main town centre uses 

(The policy reference and title of the policy remains the same in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 

Management Policies and Designations Document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 6 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General 

Policy TC2 is broadly supported (Friends of Walkden Station).  The support is welcomed. 

Impact threshold 

The impact threshold set out is supported (Asda Stores Ltd).  
 

The support is welcomed. 

A robust evidence base and further justification to how the 
impact thresholds have been devised is needed (Bredale 
Properties Ltd).  
 
An impact assessment for proposal starting at 250m2 is 
objected to. There is no evidence to support this approach and 
this should be provided (Derwent Holdings Ltd).  

 

A background paper has been produced explaining the 
reasoning behind the impact thresholds. 

Criteria i-v of the impact assessment are overly onerous and 
inconsistent with national policy (Derwent Holdings Ltd). 
 

The impact assessment requirements are important for 
ensuring that the vitality and viability of designated centres is 
protected in accordance with national policy.  
 
Impact assessment criterion iii has been amended as follows 
(deletion shown as a strike through):  
 
“An impact assessment will be required for any development 
proposal outside the boundary of a designated centre identified 
in policy TC1 that would involve: b) iii) The nature of the 
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proposal and its potential to compete with similar uses in the 
centre.” 
 
The impact assessment criteria set out in SLP: DMP Policy 
TC2 are considered to accord with guidance set out in both the 
NPPF and NPPG. 
 

Sequential approach  

The approach taken for town centres where edge of centre is 
considered to be outside of the primary shopping area but 
elsewhere within the town centre is objected to (Derwent 
Holdings Ltd). 
 
The sequential test should be redrafted to better reflect what 
constitutes edge of centre as set out in the NPPF (Lifestyle 
Outlets).   
 

No changes are made in response to these comments. 
 
The approach taken for the sequential test is considered to be 
consistent with both the NPPF and NPPG. 

Salford Quays 

The approach to only support retail, leisure and community 
uses in the primary shopping area is objected to. This provides 
insufficient flexibility for new development outside of the 
primary shopping area and will prevent mixed-use 
developments with active ground floor uses coming forward 
(Bredale Properties Ltd).   
 
Policy TC2 should be amended to allow for small scale retail 
uses outside of the primary shopping area and also leisure, 
food and drink and community uses within the town centre 
boundary but outside of the primary shopping area. This will 
ensure that people how live in other parts of Salford Quays are 
adequately provided for (Bredale Properties Ltd).  
 

The introduction to Policy TC2 has been amended. Paragraph 
12.8 now sets out whilst the Salford Quays primary shopping 
area and potential extension to the primary shopping area 
“should be the main focus for activity, some small scale A1 
retail and food/drink uses outside of the primary shopping 
areas and expansion area within the boundary of the town 
centre would also add to the success of Salford Quays”.  
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An amendment to the policy should be made to the policy so 
that it is not necessary for ground floor commercial uses linked 
to high density apartment development to be subject to the 
sequential text, so long as they are of moderate scale ((Peel 
Media Management Ltd). 
 
 

There is conflict and contradiction between the uses that are to 
be supported in Salford Quays town centre, noting the wording 
of policies AP3 and TC2, with AP3 supporting retail, leisure and 
community facilities within the primary shopping area only and 
TC2 supporting retail, leisure and food and drink uses (Bredale 
Properties Ltd). 

Policy AP2 has been amended, changes include the following:   
 
“Development shall maintain the wide mix of uses in Salford 
Quays, with its business, housing, shopping, tourism/leisure, 
food and drink, and cultural roles all being managed in a 
mutually supportive way, reinforcing the area’s interest, 
vibrancy and identity, in accordance with the following: 
4) Salford Quays is designated as a town centre. Relevant 
uses will be managed in accordance with Policies TC1 to TC4.” 
 
The changes to Policy AP2 have ensured the policy is in 
accordance with Policy TC2.  
 

The primary shopping area is not logical as it includes the 
MediaCity area which currently has limited retail provision and 
there is limited scope to provide further retail facilities. Further 
information is needed to understand how the primary shopping 
area has been devised (Bredale Properties Ltd).   

 

A background paper has been produced explaining the 
designation of new centres in the SLP: DMP, including Salford 
Quays. 

The sequential approach set out for Salford Quays town centre 
is supported but further detail is required to how the second 
step (within the potential extension to the Salford Quays 
primary shopping area) is needed. It is suggested that sites 
should be considered sequentially from west to east in this area 
(Peel Media Management Ltd).  

The following text has been added to the policy to provide 
addition clarity to how the sequential test should be applied:  
 
“Proposals in sequentially less preferable locations will only be 
supported where it can be demonstrated that there are no 
available suitable sites or premises in sequentially preferable 
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 locations, and that a flexible approach to scale and format has 
been applied”. 
 
A background paper has also been produced explaining the 
designation of new centres in the SLP: DMP, including Salford 
Quays. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy TC2  

Change Reason for change  

Further detail added regarding the sequential test. To ensure the policy is clear in terms of how it should be 
applied. 

The impact assessment requirements have been altered. Out 
of centre impact assessments are now required for more than 
500 m2 leisure proposals, as well as 500m2 A1 retail. For 
proposals of between 250-500m2, and subject to criteria 
identified in policy TC2, impact assessments are only required 
for A1 retail. There is no longer a requirement for impact 
assessments for other main town centre uses.  

Both the NPPF and recently updated NPPG (July 2019) 
confirm the impact test applies to retail and leisure 
developments (not all main town centre uses) which would be 
located outside existing centres. 
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POLICY: Chapter 13, Policy TC3 Retail frontages, changes of use and redevelopments within designated centres 

(The policy reference and title of the policy remain the same in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 

Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Residential uses   

Paragraphs 13.9 and 13.10 are supported. In certain 
circumstances, opportunities should be taken to maximise the 
prospect of increasing the number of people living and being 
near centres through the day and evening to improve vitality 
and viability (Derwent Holdings Ltd). 
 

The support is welcomed. 
 
Policy TC3 has been amended to read as follows (deleting 
reference to secondary frontages): 
 
“Ground floor residential uses will only be acceptable in 
designated centres where they are in frontages with low levels 
of footfall, and there is no realistic prospect of securing an 
active use in the unit. The positive use of underused and 
vacant space on upper floors of properties within town or local 
centres, including for housing, will be encouraged”.   
 
The introduction to Policy TC1 (Network of designation centres) 
also sets out that increasing the number of people living within 
and around the centres will help to generate the footfall 
necessary to support a good range of shops and services but it 
will be important that residential uses do not displace the 
essential retail, leisure, employment and community functions 
of the city’s designated centres. 
 
Policy TC1 under the sub-heading ‘Town centres’ already sets 
out “High density housing will be encouraged above active 
ground floor uses within town centres”. The policy has been 

The policy should be amended recognising that residential 
uses in centres play an important role and should be 
encouraged. The policy text does not go far enough. There are 
no secondary frontages in local centres so this would prevent 
residential in such centres. The policy does not accord with 
NPPF paragraph 85, as drafted, the policy places residential as 
an afterthought to the delivery of other uses (The Prudential 
Assurance Company Limited).  
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added to confirming: “Housing at ground floor level will be 
required to complement and not displace main town centre 
uses”. 
 
Policy TC1 under the sub-heading ‘Local centres’ has been 
added to confirming “Residential uses above ground floor level 
will be encouraged within local centres”. 
 

Salford Quays  

***The following comments are also considered against policies 
TC1 and TC4*** 
 
The identification of secondary frontages for parts of the ground 
floor of the Lowry Outlet Mall fronting onto the waterside and 
plaza area is objected to on the grounds of noise and 
disturbance (Sovereign Point Residents’ Association). 

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. This could encourage more food and drink uses in 
the Lowry Outlet Mall, particularly those units fronting out onto 
the plaza and waterfront.  
 
However, SLP: DMP Policy TC4 (Food and drink uses within 
designated centres) 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. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy TC3 

Change Reason for change  
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None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 13, Policy TC4 Food and drink uses within designated centres 

(The policy reference and title of the policy has not changed in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 

Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

The policy is supported (The Prudential Assurance Company 
Limited) 
  

The support is welcomed. 

Salford Quays  

***The following comments are also considered against policies 
TC1 and TC3*** 
 
The identification of secondary frontages for parts of the ground 
floor of the Lowry Outlet Mall fronting onto the waterside and 
plaza area is objected to on the grounds of noise and 
disturbance (Sovereign Point Residents’ Association). 

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. This could encourage more food and drink uses in 
the Lowry Outlet Mall, particularly those units fronting out onto 
the plaza and waterfront.  
 
However, SLP: DMP Policy TC4 (Food and drink uses within 
designated centres) 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. 
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Other significant changes made to policy TC4  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 14 A Learning City General Comments 

(Chapter 14 has become chapter 13 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The difficulty in getting access to school places was raised by a 
number of respondents. 
 

Policy ED2 (Residential developments and education places) of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document is clear that residential 
developments shall enable an increase in education places 
where there is a projected shortfall. This will typically be 
through a financial contribution to the expansion of an existing 
education facility, or the provision of additional education 
facilities in other locations that can meet the needs of the 
development. Policy ED2 requires that in all cases 
development shall be phased so that education places are 
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 14  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 14, Policy ED1 A learning city 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support for the reference in criterion 1 to enabling people to 
understand better their natural environment (Lancashire Wildlife 
Trust) 
 

The support is welcomed. However, Since the City Council 
consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has been 
made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on 
development management policies and designations. A range 
of modifications have been made to the document to reflect this 
change in scope. Policy ED1 (A learning city) has been deleted 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
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POLICY: Chapter 14, Policy ED2 Schools and further education facilities 

(The policy reference has been changed to ED1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Parents struggle to find school places for children. More 
houses will create a need for more places.  

Policy ED2 (Residential developments and education places) of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document is clear that residential 
developments shall enable an increase in education places 
where there is a projected shortfall. This will typically be 
through a financial contribution to the expansion of an existing 
education facility, or the provision of additional education 
facilities in other locations that can meet the needs of the 
development. Policy ED2 requires that in all cases 
development shall be phased so that education places are 
delivered before demand exceeds existing capacity.  
 

Sport England support parts (3) and (4) of this policy The support is welcomed. 
 

Friends of Walkden Station’s proposals for Metrolink/Tram-train 
in Little Hulton are designed to link housing developments with 
major schools, particularly Harrop Fold. These proposals would 
make Little Hulton much better connected to higher education 
establishments, particularly the University of Salford. 
 
Our Bridgewater Line proposal could link the system more 
closely with Walkden High School (Friends of Walkden Station) 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted.  
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
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further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy ED2 

Change Reason for change  

The scope of the policy has been widened to include reference 
to refer to include reference to improvements for early years 
and post 16 facilities (at the revised draft stage it referred to 
only schools and further education facilities). 

To provide clarity that improvements will be sought in the 
quality and accessibility of education facilities for all ages. 
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POLICY: Chapter 14, Policy ED3 Residential development and school places 

 
(The policy reference has been changed to ED2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document. The title of the policy has been amended to ’Residential development and education places’) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed  
 

Instances where a contribution will be required  

Supports the revised approach proposed within the policy and 
and the supporting text which confirms that new housing 
developments will only be required to support the delivery of 
the additional school places for which they generate demand 
(The Peel Group).  

The support is welcomed. 

Calculation of financial contribution  

As stated previously, the policy should include a clear 
methodology for calculating the level of financial contribution 
which developments will be expected to make towards 
increasing school place provision. If this is to be detailed within 
a separate SPD, this should be made clear within the policy or 
its explanatory text (The Peel Group). 

The policy has been amended to set out the formula for 
calculating the scale of any financial contribution. This formula 
is as follows: 
 
Financial contribution = Pupil yield factor x Cost per place 
 
The explanatory text information is clear that the elements 
needed to calculate the financial contribution will be updated 
and published regularly.  

Setting aside of land  

Paragraph 2 of the policy which deals with the setting aside of 
land is inconsistent with PPG paragraphs ID 23b-007 and 008 
which is clear that Government provides funding to local 
authorities for the provision of new school places, but that this 

The policy is clear that where a residential development would 
contribute to a projected shortfall in education places, it shall 
enable an increase in education places proportionate to the 
number of people it is likely to accommodate. This will typically 
involve making a financial contribution to the expansion of an 
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is reduced to take into account developer contributions 
(paragraph 007).  
 
As the emerging Local Plan must forecast school provision to 
meet needs over the plan period arising from forecast 
household / population growth (008), then it follows that 
developers should either, support direct provision of a new 
school (either from a single developer or pooled contributions) 
or provide a commuted sum as part of its contribution having 
regard to overall funding assumptions made by Government. 
As written the policy could potentially deny the authority funding 
and lead to a shortfall. 
 
The policy as drafted fails to consider circumstances of parental 
choice, free schools and academisation. Not all school place 
provision is in the control of the local authority. Indeed, PPG 
even refers to consideration to be given to support schools 
outside an authority area is evidence allows. 
 
It is proposed that a more simplified policy to seek appropriate 
developer contributions where there is evidence of a shortfall in 
capacity at the time of the implementation of the development 
is a more appropriate approach, or to use a tariff / CIL 
approach. 
 
(English Cities Fund).  

existing education facility or the provision of additional 
education facilities that can meet the needs of the 
development.  
 
Setting aside of land is only a requirement where it is not 
practicable for the city council to expand within existing 
education facilities. This will be by negotiation. This approach is 
considered to be wholly appropriate; if it was not included then 
a development would not be able to mitigate its impact with 
regards to the provision of education places directly arising 
from it. 
 
The approach taken by the city council within this policy is 
wholly consistent with the DfE November 2019 publication 
‘Securing developer contributions for education’. As explained 
on page 4 of the guidance, it is underpinned by four principles. 
Principle 3 is clear that developer contributions towards new 
school places should provide both funding for construction and 
land where applicable. 
 
Issues such as parental choice, free schools and 
academisation fall outside of the scope of policy ED2 of the 
SLP: DMP.  
 
 

Other issues  

The need for more housing is understood, but the schools in 
the area are already oversubscribed. What is being done to 
tackle this? (individual). 

Where the city council does not have options for directing a 
financial contribution to an existing school, then land should be 
set aside as part of any development for education provision, in 
a location and of a shape and size to enable criteria 1-4 of 
policy ED1 to be met. 
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Other significant changes made to policy ED3 

Change Reason for change  

The scope of the policy has been widened to make reference to 
seeking contributions for education places for people aged 0-
19 years where appropriate (the revised draft policy made 
reference simply to pupils).  

To provide clarity with regards to the implementation of the 
policy and to be consistent with the planning obligations section 
of the PPG (paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 23b-008-20190315) 
which states that: 
 
“Plan makers and decision makers should consider existing or 
planned/committed school capacity and whether it is sufficient 
to accommodate proposed development within the relevant 
school place planning areas. Developer contributions towards 
additional capacity may be required and if so this requirement 
should be set out in the plan. Requirements should include all 
school phases age 0-19 years…” 
 

With regards to the setting aside of land within a development 
for education provision, the policy has been changed so that 
reference is made to such land being of a size and shape that 
enables criteria 1-4 of policy ED1 to be met. 
 

To ensure that any land that is set aside for a school is 
appropriate for that purpose.  

Added definitions to the policy. To provide clarity and assist in the implementation of the policy. 
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POLICY: Chapter 14, Policy ED4 University of Salford 

(The policy reference remains ED3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The line of the Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal should be 
referenced in policy ED4 in terms of safeguarding and potential 
future use. It should also be identified in Figure 12. The 
approach should be consistent with that set out in policy AP1. 
 
With investment, the canal could assist with the delivery of 
aspirations in policy ED4 relating to public realm, walking, 
cycling and green infrastructure (Manchester Bolton and Bury 
Canal Society) 

Reference to the Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal is now 
referenced in criterion 7 of the Policy in the Publication Salford 
Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. The line of the canal has also been 
added to Figure 12. 
 
 

Support for criterion (3) (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) The support is welcomed.  

The policy should include reference to the MediaCityUK 
campus of the University of Salford (Peel Media Management 
Ltd). 
 
The policy should highlight the Salford Innovation Triangle 
which is focused around knowledge based businesses at 
MediaCityUK, the University of Salford and Salford Royal 
Foundation Trust. The area has the potential to be a focus for 
innovation and digital activity. Referencing it within the policy 
would help to give it more status and support the promotion of 
the area nationally and internationally. (Peel Media 
Management Ltd). 

The MediaCityUK campus is referenced in the justification to 
the policy, paragraph 13.10 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document. The first part of the policy applies to the University 
of Salford as a whole, the second part specifically the Peel 
Park and Frederick Road campuses. It is not considered that 
further reference to the MediaCityUK campus would aid 
understanding of the policies requirements. 
 
Reference to the Salford Innovation Triangle has been added 
to criterion 4 of the policy, complemented by a specific policy 
(Policy AP4 - Salford Innovation Triangle).   
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The University of Salford Campus boundary should be 
extended to reflect the university’s masterplan. The area to the 
north of the proposed boundary between the campus and 
Innovation Park boundaries should be included within the 
campus boundary in order to allow the development of this 
area for learning facilities and supporting accommodation. This 
would encourage collaboration between the university and 
businesses whereas the current boundary would restrict 
collaboration between the Innovation Park and the university. 
(1 response from a developer with a land interest at Wallness 
Lane) 

The campus area shown on figure 12 of the Revised Draft 
Local Plan has been revised in the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
Document to more accurately reflect the extent of the existing 
University campus. Should the campus area change this can 
be picked up through future reviews of the plan. 
It is not considered that a revised campus boundary would 
necessarily encourage any greater level of collaboration 
between the Innovation Park and the University. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy ED4  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 15 Health, general comments 

(Chapter 15 has become chapter 14 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Physical activity 
 

 

It is suggested that there should be an additional bullet within 
the introduction setting out that opportunities should be 
maximised to increase physical activity amongst the physically 
inactive (Sport England).  

Policy D1 (Design principles) has been amended, and now 
refers to the Active Design principle. The policy sets out that 
design and access statements should clearly set out how 
development delivers this principle and others included in the 
policy.  
 
The beginning of Chapter 14 (Health) sets out that a fairer 
Salford will be created through maximising opportunities for 
physical activity. 
 
The introduction to Chapter 14 (Health) also explains that 
health considerations are integrated into all aspects of the plan, 
for example with it promoting healthy lifestyles and increased 
physical activity through the design of new development 
(chapter 19), by improving the city’s green infrastructure 
network (chapter 22), enhancing the quality and accessibility of 
recreation opportunities (chapter 24) and expanding the 
network of attractive pedestrian and cycling routes (policy A3). 

Broad health concerns  

There are concerns about pollution levels, gridlock on the 
roads, difficulty of getting GP appointments and securing 

No changes are proposed in response to these comments. 
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school places and the impact this is having on health 
(individual).  

Pollution levels 
 
At the beginning of each of chapter in the SLP: DMP it is set 
out how the policies aim to create a fairer Salford. The health 
chapter sets out a fairer Salford will be created by tackling the 
negative impacts of climate change, particularly on human 
health, which are more likely to be felt by the most vulnerable. 
Similarly Chapter 25 (Air quality, pollution and hazards sets out 
a fairer Salford will be shaped by: taking a comprehensive 
approach to minimising pollution and the adverse impacts it can 
have on residents, also supporting improvements in air quality 
and therefore promoting better health and quality of life. 
 
Policy HH1 (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.  
 
The introduction to Chapter 25 (Air quality, pollution and 
hazards) recognises pollution can have a major impact on 
health. The introduction has been added to in the SLP: DMP 
highlighting that Grater Manchester local authorities are 
working on a joint Clean Air Plan to bring nitrogen dioxide on 
local roads within legal limits. This will have a positive impact 
on health. 
 
Policy PH1 (Pollution control) sets out development will not be 
permitted where it would result in unacceptable levels of 
pollution, either individually or cumulatively with other existing 
or proposed developments, or would itself be subject to 
unacceptable levels of pollution. The policy has been added to 
following deletion of Policy AQ1 setting out development shall 
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be consistent with achieving a substantial improvement in 
Salford’s air quality and meeting statutory air quality targets.   
The importance of minimising and mitigating pollution is also 
highlighted in Policy CC1 (Climate change). 
 
Traffic 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now largely relate to issues that fall outside of the 
scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
 
However, a key strategic objective of the SLP: DMP is to 
significantly enhance accessibility and reduce congestion. 
Various policies in the SLP: DMP contribute to this objective 
including policies set out in Chapter 15 (Accessibility).  
 
GP appointments 
 
Policy HH2 (Provision of health and social care facilities) sets 
out “improvements in the quality and accessibility of health and 
social care facilities will be supported”. Furthermore, “areas that 
are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall ensure that 
appropriate provision is made for primary health care facilities. 
Where satisfactory provision cannot otherwise be made in the 
local area, other individual developments that would generate 
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additional demand for primary health care will be required to 
incorporate appropriate primary health care facilities”. 
 

School places 

 

Policy ED2 (Residential development and education places) 
sets out: “Where a residential development would contribute to 
a projected shortfall in education places, it shall enable an 
increase in education places proportionate to the number of 
people aged 0-19 that it is likely to accommodate”. 
 

Poor health and respiratory conditions are directly related to the 
amount of nitrogen dioxide in the atmosphere from traffic. 
Mental health can be much improved by living close to open 
green spaces. Housing proposals are in conflict with 
aspirations to improve health (councillor).  

No changes are made in response to these comments. 
The introduction to the health chapter highlights that health 
considerations are integrated into all aspects of the plan, for 
example with it promoting healthy lifestyles and increased 
physical activity through the design of new development 
(chapter 19), by improving the city’s green infrastructure 
network (chapter 22) and enhancing the quality and 
accessibility of recreation opportunities (chapter 24). 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments in part now relate to issues that fall outside of the 
scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
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Other significant changes made to the chapter 15  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 15, Policy HH1 Supporting better health 

(The policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Green infrastructure / recreation / pedestrian and cycling routes 

The recognition that green infrastructure is important for 
improving physical and mental health is welcomed (Canal and 
River Trust). 
   
Criterion 3 is supported (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, 
Manchester & North Merseyside).  
 

The support is welcomed. However since the city council 
consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on 
development management policies and designations. A range 
of modifications have been made to the document to reflect 
this change in scope, including deleting policy HH1 (Supporting 
better health). However, the introduction to the health chapter 
explains that health considerations are integrated into all 
aspects of the plan. 
 

Active Design  

The inclusion of an additional point to increase opportunities for 
physical activity through the use of Active Design in all 
developments would be welcomed (Sport England). See: 
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/ 

Policy D1 (Design principles) has been amended, and now 
refers to the Active Design principle. The policy sets out that 
design and access statements should clearly set out how 
development delivers this principle and others included in the 
policy.  
 
The beginning of Chapter 14 (Health) sets out that a fairer 
Salford will be created through maximising opportunities for 
physical activity. Moreover, the introduction to Chapter 14 
(Health) explains Health considerations are integrated into all 
aspects of the plan, for example with it promoting healthy 
lifestyles and increased physical activity through the design of 

https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
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new development (chapter 19), by improving the city’s green 
infrastructure network (chapter 22), enhancing the quality and 
accessibility of recreation opportunities (chapter 24) and 
expanding the network of attractive pedestrian and cycling 
routes (policy A3). 
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POLICY: Chapter 15, Policy HH2 Development and health 

(The policy reference has changed to HH1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Active design 

The inclusion of an additional point to increase opportunities for 
physical activity through the use of Active Design in all 
developments would be welcomed (Sport England). See:  
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/ 
  

Policy D1 (Design principles) has been amended, and now 
refers to the Active Design principle. The policy sets out that 
design and access statements should clearly set out how 
development delivers this principle and others included in the 
policy.  
 
The beginning of Chapter 14 (Health) sets out that a fairer 
Salford will be created through maximising opportunities for 
physical activity. Moreover, the introduction to Chapter 14 
(Health) explains Health considerations are integrated into all 
aspects of the plan, for example with it promoting healthy 
lifestyles and increased physical activity through the design of 
new development (chapter 19), by improving the city’s green 
infrastructure network (chapter 22), enhancing the quality and 
accessibility of recreation opportunities (chapter 24) and 
expanding the network of attractive pedestrian and cycling 
routes (policy A3). 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy HH2  

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A 

https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
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POLICY: Chapter 15, Policy HH3 Provision of health and social care facilities 

(The policy reference has been changed to HH2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Doctors and dentists 

There is considerable difficultly to get an appointment to see a 
doctor when needed, also many people are unable to register 
at dental practices due to lack of places. There is a need for 
more GPs and dentists (individual).   
 

No changes are made in response to this comment. 
 
 
Policy HH2 (Provision of health and social care facilities) sets 
out “improvements in the quality and accessibility of health and 
social care facilities will be supported”. Furthermore, “areas that 
are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall ensure that 
appropriate provision is made for primary health care facilities. 
Where satisfactory provision cannot otherwise be made in the 
local area, other individual developments that would generate 
additional demand for primary health care will be required to 
incorporate appropriate primary health care facilities”. 

Primary health care contributions 

The policy should be amended to be clear how the need for 
health care facilities will be calculated. It is questioned how 
‘significant additional demand’ would be measured. 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. Additional 
information is needed in the policy (The Peel Group).  

The policy has been amended as follows:   

“Areas that are subject to a masterplan under Policy EF2 shall 
ensure that appropriate provision is made for primary health 
care facilities. Where satisfactory provision cannot otherwise be 
made in the local area, other individual developments that 
would generate additional demand for primary health care will 
be required to incorporate appropriate primary health care 
facilities”. 
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Other significant changes made to policy HH3 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 15, Policy HH4 Salford Royal Hospital 

(The policy reference has changed to HH3 the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Metrolink 

The extension of Metrolink to Salford Royal Hospital to reduce 
congestion of the roads is supported (Friends of Walkden 
Station).  
  

No changes are made to this policy in response to this 
comment.  
 
Friends of Walkden Station (FOWS) propose two schemes for 
the West Salford area involving light rail Metrolink style 
technology as an alternative to the introduction of tram-train 
services on the Wigan to Manchester line referenced in the 
Revised Draft Local Plan. It is noted that FOWS highlight that 
one of these options (The Bridgewater line) could potentially 
link up with the Eccles Metrolink line.  
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
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feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 
More generally, SLP: DMP Policy HH3 supports an increase in 
the proportion of people accessing the hospital by sustainable 
modes.   

 

Other significant changes made to policy HH4  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 16 Accessibility – general comments 

 (Chapter 16 has become chapter 15 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 12 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Evidence base  

Concerns were expressed by Highways England (HE) 
regarding the transport evidence base for the Local Plan, in 
particular that it:  
 

 Is insufficient to identify the impact the SRN/adjacent 
local highway at an individual site allocations level or 
cumulatively.  

 Is not known what investment on the SRN in Salford 
would be needed as a consequence of the local plan 
growth to ensure its function is not compromised.  

 
HE considers that reliance on the GMSF evidence is 
insufficient to underpin the Local Plan as this does not take 
account of all site allocations. HE notes that the North West 
Quadrant Study will not assess the impact of the local plan 
allocations and there is no guarantee that there will be funding 
in place for any of the interventions.  
 
HE considers that Salford City Council should produce its own 
transport evidence which HE would then review. The evidence 
base should show the extent of the pressure on the SRN, 
outline existing conditions, future capacity requirements and 
the infrastructure required to support growth. HE refers to its 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 
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) and the Combined Authority. 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. The ten Greater Manchester local authorities and 
Highways England are engaged in this process. 
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guidance which states that ‘capacity enhancements and the 
infrastructure required to deliver strategic growth should be 
identified at the local plan stage. In this way options for road 
capacity enhancement or other transport infrastructure to 
support strategic development sites can be considered long 
before the planning application stage.’  
 
With reference to the GM Transport Strategy 2040 (referred to 
in the Local Plan), it lacks transport evidence and references 
schemes as being GMSF schemes when they were planned off 
the back of existing traffic issues.  
 
None of the allocations contain transport related development 
requirements and there is no policy requirement to deliver sites 
in accordance with a masterplan/SPD which would promote a 
planned approach to growth/mitigation. 
 
(Highways England).  
 

Diagrams  

The following comments were made in relation to figure 13 
(Accessibility Strategy):  
 

 Unclear if figure 13 relates to policy A1 (TFGM).  

 There are no details of the proposed improvements to 
radial/orbital routes in the text (TFGM, Highways 
England)  

 There was no strategy to support transport proposals on 
the diagram i.e. Salford Quays transport interchange, 
improvements to radial/orbital routes (developer)  

 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development.  
 
Figure 13 previously identified the priority destinations for 
accessibility improvements (as previously referred to in policy 
A1), which was linked to the scale and location of development 
proposed in the plan and the location of key employment and 
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leisure allocations within it. Figure 13 has been deleted having 
regard to the revised scope of the plan and these comments 
therefore relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 

Manchester Airport should be included on figure 14 
(Manchester Airport Group).  
 

Manchester Airport has been added to the ‘Transport 
infrastructure’ diagram (figure 13 in the Publication Salford 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document).  
 

Other  

Support 16.1 but have differing views as to how this should be 
achieved, specifically object to the proposal to convert the rail 
line between Manchester and Wigan to tram-train and consider 
that the proposals of Friends of Walkden Station are realistic, 
would address accessibility issues and offer good value for 
money (Friends of Walkden Station).  
 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted. 
 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
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projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
 

Request reference to ‘Greater Manchester Moving.’ (Sport 
England) 

The ‘Greater Manchester Moving’ document is not referred to 
specifically in the Local Plan having regard to its timeframe 
(2016-2021) in relation to the local plan period (2019-37). Its 
principles are however reflected in various policies across the 
plan including policies A2 (Transport hierarchy and sustainable 
streets), A3 (Walking and cycling), D1 (Design principles), GI1 
(Development and green infrastructure) and Chapter 24 
(Recreation).  
 

The absence of proposed road infrastructure on figure 14 was 
also noted (Highways England).  
 

Figure 13 (transport infrastructure) (previously figure 14) details 
the existing motorways and A-roads. 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) and the Combined 
Authority. 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. The need for further 
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highways proposals in Salford will therefore be informed by the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and its transport 
evidence base. 
 
 

Concerns expressed about the poor public transport system 
(individual).  
 

Policy A4 positively supports the development of public 
transport schemes that have the potential to help increase the 
use of public transport and meet the needs of travel generated 
from development, Whilst the plan explains that the council will 
continue to work with other stakeholders and transport 
operators to deliver a range of public transport improvements, 
Transport for Greater Manchester will have a central role in 
identifying and securing improvements in public transport 
infrastructure during the plan period.   
 

Concerns expressed that the type of housing built in West 
Salford would generate a significant number of additional car 
journeys (in addition to the RHS traffic), increased 
traffic/pollution and impact on health (councillor).  
 

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) and the Combined Authority. 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. The need for further highways proposals in Salford 
will therefore be informed by the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and its transport evidence base. 
 
It is recognised that pollution associated with road transport is a 
significant concern and challenge. The ten Greater Manchester 
local authorities are currently working on a joint Clean Air Plan 
to bring nitrogen dioxide on local roads within legal limits. This 
will be complemented by various policies in the local plan 
including A1-A3, H3, A10 and chapter 22 (green infrastructure). 
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Policy PH1 (Pollution control) has a significant role to play in 
this regard, requiring that development minimises and mitigates 
pollution and not permitting development where it would result 
in unacceptable levels of pollution or would itself be subject to 
unacceptable levels of pollution.  
 
With regards to the RHS, as part of the planning application 
determination process for the RHS Garden Bridgewater, it was 
acknowledged that there were already issues of congestion at 
peak times in the area local to the application site and that this 
is a concern for residents. The assessment of transport impacts 
as part of the application process found that, leaving aside 
issues of existing congestion, traffic generated by the proposed 
development during peak periods would be minimal. In order to 
mitigate the effects of any additional traffic from the garden 
during the highest departure times, a highway scheme was 
agreed. The works, which have now been completed, 
comprised an improved site access from Leigh Road, a 
widened flared approach from Leigh Road onto the Junction 13 
roundabout, and an improved pedestrian crossing on the 
northern exit from the roundabout.  
 
Further improvements to Junction 13 of the M60 are due to 
commence in early 20205 including additional flares on the 
approaches to both roundabouts, additional lanes and lining on 
the two roundabouts, keep clear markings on the roundabouts 
to discourage drivers from blocking local access roads. 
Advance signage and road markings and improvements to the 
pedestrian and cycling environment via a widened shared use 

                                                           
5 Reported to the City Council’s Procurement Board 10 July 2019. 
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footway on the north of the roundabouts will also be 
implemented. 
 

Concerns expressed that the plan does not identify many of the 
transport schemes that need to be delivered. Development 
should demonstrate it can be delivered with no additional car 
journeys. Consider that this may be challenging for the GMSF 
allocations, and they may need to be safeguarded but not 
developed in the current plan period (parish council).  
 

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) and the GM Combined Authority. 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. The need for further highways proposals in Salford 
will therefore be informed by the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and its transport evidence base. 
 
Various policies in the plan should help to reduce the need to 
travel (Policies (EF1 (Efficient use of land) and H3 (Housing 
density)) and support a shift to more sustainable modes of 
travel (Policies A1 (Supporting sustainable transport) A2 
(Transport hierarchy and sustainable streets), A3 (Walking and 
cycling) and A4 (Public transport)).  
 
 

Close working with TFGM in the production of the plan is 
required having regard to the congestion/pollution issues 
(individual).   
 

TFGM has been consulted on the plan throughout its 
production, and regard had to any comments made. 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) and the Combined Authority. 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. The need for further highways proposals in Salford 
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will therefore be informed by the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and its transport evidence base. The ten Greater 
Manchester local authorities and Highways England are 
engaged in this process. 
 

Worsley Brow roundabouts which are operating beyond 
capacity (individual)  
 

Improvements to Junction 13 of the M60 are due to commence 
in early 20206 including additional flares on the approaches to 
both roundabouts, additional lanes and lining on the two 
roundabouts, keep clear markings on the roundabouts to 
discourage drivers from blocking local access roads. Advance 
signage and road markings and improvements to the 
pedestrian and cycling environment via a widened shared use 
footway on the north of the roundabouts will also be 
implemented. 
 
Further to the above, 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) and the Combined 
Authority. 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. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to chapter 16  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 

  

                                                           
6 Reported to the City Council’s Procurement Board 10 July 2019. 
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A1 Sustainable transport strategy 

(This remains policy A1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document. The title of the policy has changed to ‘Supporting sustainable transport’) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Alignment of the plan with the Transport Strategy 2040 
demonstrates cooperation/shared working. A shared evidence 
base can strengthen the case for the plan’s 
soundness/deliverability (TFGM).  
 

Comments noted. Reference continues to be made to the 
Greater Manchester Transport Strategy 2040 within paragraph 
15.3.  

Measures to improve transport infrastructure and accessibility 
and support the identification of Manchester Airport as a priority 
destination for access improvements are welcomed. Effective 
transport links between the airport and Salford is important and 
opportunities for orbital routes the airport should continue to be 
explored (Manchester Airport Group).  
  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Having regard to 
this, policy A1 no longer continues to identify key priorities for 
access improvements and now focusses on the ways in which 
development can support sustainable transport through for 
example, the location and density of development, enabling a 
modal shift and any mitigating any adverse impacts.  
 

Concerns expressed about the lack of public transport in 
Worsley and Boothstown (councillor).  

Policy A4 of the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations document supports a 
range of identified public transport schemes and seeks to 
ensure that development is consistent with and where 
appropriate facilitates these. There are some schemes 
identified within the policy which relate to the areas identified 
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as being of concern, including the further expansion of rapid 
transit schemes along the A580 and the enhancement of the 
city’s rail stations. Transport for Greater Manchester will have a 
central role in identifying and securing improvements in 
Salford’s public transport infrastructure during the plan period.  
 

Concerns expressed that the growth strategy is not informed by 
a transport strategy and with a defined list of projects 
(developer).  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy A1 

Change Reason for change  

Policy A1 has been shortened significantly to remove those 
elements of the policy that relate to supporting growth, 
including the priority destinations for access improvements.  
 

To reflect the changed scope of the plan.  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A2 Transport hierarchy  

(This remains policy A2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document. The title of the policy has changed to ‘Transport hierarchy and sustainable streets’) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The policy is supported (Sport England, Culcheth and 
Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish Council and Friends 
of Walkden Station) 
 

Support is welcomed.  

Friends of Walkden Station note that at Walkden Station, motor 
traffic currently has top priority, then bus users, cyclists and 
finally pedestrians. The transport hierarchy should be 
addressed at transport hubs (Friends of Walkden Station).  
 

Policy A2 explains that the transport hierarchy should be 
applied to development and transport infrastructure schemes, 
and would therefore be applicable to any future schemes at 
Walkden Station. Policy A4 (Public transport) is also of 
relevance to these comments, as it supports the enhancement 
of the city’s rail stations, particularly in terms of passenger 
facilities and public access.  
 

Suggested that the policy should refer to the global street 
design guide hierarchy which has been adopted by the GMCA 
and appears in the GMSF (TFGM).  
 

The introduction to policy A2 has been amended to refer to the 
Global Streets Design Guide and explain that it provides further 
ideas and guidance with regards to the design and 
management of streets.   
 

Highways England notes that road-based transport is placed at 
the bottom of the transport hierarchy to promote sustainable 
travel, but suggests that this does not reduce the importance of 
assessing highway impacts and identifying additional 
infrastructure having regard to existing network pressures 
(Highways England).  
 

These issues are covered in part by policy A6 (Highway 
Network) of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document, which 
requires that developments that are likely to generate 
significant amounts of movement are supported by a transport 
statement or assessment, including transport modelling where 
appropriate.  
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Policy A6 also supports investment in the city’s existing 
highway network to address congestion and enhance capacity, 
where this is consistent with environmental and social 
objectives. It is noted that 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) and the Combined 
Authority. 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. The ten Greater 
Manchester local authorities and Highways England are 
engaged in this process. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy A2 

Change Reason for change  

Policies A2 (Transport hierarchy) and A3 (sustainable streets) 
from the Revised Draft Local Plan have been combined into a 
single policy (A2 Transport Hierarchy and sustainable streets)  
 

It is considered helpful to bring these issues together, as in 
applying the transport hierarchy, consideration should be given 
to the sustainable streets principles.  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A3 Sustainable streets  

(This policy has been combined with policy A2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document. The title of the policy has changed to ‘Transport hierarchy and sustainable streets’) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 6 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The policy is supported (Sport England, Wildlife Trust for 
Greater Manchester, Friends of Walkden Station, Culcheth and 
Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish Council)  
 

Support is welcomed.  

The policy should refer to ‘Streets for All’ - an integrated 
approach to the design/management of streets across Greater 
Manchester. This is in the GMSF and Transport Strategy 2040 
Delivery Plan (TFGM).  

The introduction to the policy has been amended to refer to 
‘Streets for All’ (paragraph 15.7), and explains that it provides 
further ideas and guidance with regards to the design and 
management of streets.  
  

Whilst Highways England would support a planning approach 
to achieving a modal shift from car use to sustainable modes, a 
significant focus should be placed on the road network, 
including enhancements to the SRN. (Highways England).  
 

Policy A6 (Highway network) supports investment in the city’s 
existing highway network to address congestion and enhance 
capacity, where this is consistent with environmental and social 
objectives. It is noted that 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) and the Combined 
Authority. 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. The ten Greater 
Manchester local authorities and Highways England are 
engaged in this process. 
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Other significant changes made to policy A3  

Change Reason for change  

Policies A2 (Transport hierarchy) and A3 (sustainable streets) 
from the Revised Draft Local Plan have been combined into a 
single policy (A2 Transport Hierarchy and sustainable streets)  
 

It is considered helpful to bring these issues together, as in 
applying the transport hierarchy, consideration should be given 
to the sustainable streets principles.  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A4 Walking and cycling 

(The policy reference has been changed to A3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The policy is supported (Sport England, Friends of Walkden 
Station), including reference to developing the potential of the 
city’s waterways as walking and cycling routes (Canal and 
River Trust). Friends of Walkden Station also offered support to 
work together with the council to improve access, facilities and 
safety at Walkden Station.   
 

Support is welcomed. Reference to developing the potential of 
the city’s waterways is retained, as is connecting new 
development to the network of walking and cycling routes, 
particularly where this would enable safe and convenient 
access to local facilities such as public transport stops. Policy 
D9 (4) also seeks to enhance access to, along and across the 
waterways.  
 
With reference to Walkden Station, Policy A4 (Public transport) 
of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies is also of relevance to these comments, 
as it supports the enhancement of the city’s rail stations, 
particularly in terms of passenger facilities and public access. It 
is understood that improved cycle links to Walkden Station 
have been delivered during 2019 through the Cycle City 
Ambition Grant.  
 

Concerns expressed about the health and safety issues 
associated with increased cycling (including people riding on 
the pavement) and the insufficient capacity of the road 
infrastructure (individual).   
 

Comments noted. Policy A3 (Walking and cycling) of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document directs development to 
contribute to the delivery of more walkable and cyclable 
neighbourhoods, including encouraging the provision of 
segregated routes and the reallocation of road space to provide 
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dedicated cycle lanes, which could assist in addressing the 
concerns expressed.  
 

Whilst Highways England would support a planning approach 
to achieving a modal shift from car use to sustainable modes, a 
significant focus should be placed on the road network, 
including enhancements to the SRN (Highways England).  
 

Policy A6 (Highway network) of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document supports investment in the city’s existing highway 
network to address congestion and enhance capacity, where 
this is consistent with environmental and social objectives. It is 
noted that 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) and the Combined Authority. 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. The ten Greater Manchester 
local authorities and Highways England are engaged in this 
process. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy A4  

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A5 Public transport  

(The policy reference has been changed to A4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Transport infrastructure priorities – new Metrolink lines  

TFGM provided an update with regards to the Metrolink 
proposals identified within this policy:  
 
1) Metrolink from Victoria to Salford Crescent Station: it is 

difficult to establish if a quality bus transit scheme, Metrolink 
or tram-train journeys should terminate at Victoria or at 
other locations in the city centre or form part of a cross city 
service.  

2) Metrolink from Salford Quays to Salford Crescent Station: a 
modal shift is required to sustain growth. In the next 5 years 
TFGM aim to complete a business case for delivery of a 
quality bus transit (QBT) scheme (a QBT priority alignment 
which could be transformed to Metrolink in the longer term), 
options for this Metrolink connection, and options for the 
conversion of the conversion of the Wigan line to 
Metro/tram-train.  

 

Reference to the development of a new Metrolink line between 
Victoria Station and Salford Crescent Station has been 
removed and replaced with a more general reference to the 
development of further public transport links into the City 
Centre’s existing rail stations, employment, cultural and leisure 
opportunities.  
 
Reference has been made to the expectation that, initially a 
quality bus transit scheme will be delivered in this location, to 
be transformed into a Metrolink line in the longer term (see 1b)) 
of policy A4.  

Support was expressed for the provision of a new Metrolink line 
between Salford Quays and Salford Crescent Station 
(developer and Friends of Walkden Station).  

Support is welcomed and reference to this proposal is retained 
within the plan.  

Transport infrastructure priorities – conversion of rail lines to tram-train 

Friends of Walkden Station (FROW) does not support the total 
conversion of the rail line between Salford Crescent and Wigan 

The alternative light-rail proposals put forward by Friends of 
Walkden Station are noted.  
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to tram-train and considers that it would have negative 
consequences for Walkden and the wider connectivity of west 
Salford. FROW highlights that the proposal does not align with 
the Salford Rail Strategy and is proposing two alternative 
schemes to introduce light rail into West Salford.  
 
FROW considers that these proposals would bring various 
benefits:  promoting a fairer and healthier Salford, assisting in 
reducing congestion whilst protecting existing rail services and 
serving proposed developments in this part of the city, which 
includes some of the most deprived neighbourhoods.  
 
Their proposals involve the reuse of disused infrastructure 
along the Wigan line. The two alternative proposals are 
summarised briefly:  
 

1) The Little Hulton Loop: To connect Little Hulton and 
Logistics North with central Manchester via Salford. The 
line would use some disused railway alignment, some 
new formation, some stretches of shared track and a 
new on street route between Pendleton and the City 
Centre. There would be an interchange with heavy rail 
services at Walkden Station. A more detailed description 
and plan of the route is provided within the 
representation.  

2) The Bridgewater Loop: Same route as option 1 but 
instead of re-joining the Atherton line after the Little 
Hulton loop it would pass beneath it to continue south on 
a low level route to Monton. A more detailed description 
and plan of the route is provided within the 
representation. 

 

 
Transport for Greater Manchester (TFGM), on behalf of the 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), has 
proposed to develop options for Metro/tram-train services 
across Greater Manchester, including connections between 
Manchester and Wigan via Atherton, within the draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan (2020-2025). This requires 
further investigation and development work to determine the 
feasibility and work up proposals in more detail. Any proposals 
will also be subject to business case approval and funding. 
Before proposals for the Atherton corridor proceed further, 
TFGM is proposing to undertake 3 tram-train “pathfinder” 
projects on different routes in Greater Manchester to test the 
feasibility of this rapid transit technology (see draft 2040 
Transport Strategy Delivery Plan Map 2). Further information 
was published in September 2019, on behalf of the GMCA and 
the Mayor within ‘Our Prospectus for Rail’. It is understood that 
a revised Transport Delivery Plan will be published soon.  
 
Policy A4 (Public Transport) has been amended to remove 
reference to the conversion of the Manchester to Wigan line for 
tram-train use, and it now refers to investigating the potential to 
convert rail lines to tram-train use and considering how 
accessibility can be maximised having regard to heavy and 
light rail solutions. 
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FROW considers that tram-train services should go no further 
than the Little Hulton loop as Wigan is too far for light rail and 
the service would be too slow. It is also considered that Wigan 
rail passengers would move to faster rail services on the Chat 
Moss line causing congestion. FROW considers that Salford 
Crescent’s role as an interchange will not be strengthened if 
ease of connections between Victoria, Piccadilly services from 
Bolton and Walkden are removed and replaced by changes to 
and from street level.  
 

Transport infrastructure priorities – Salford Central Station improvements  

Improvements are overdue and should be prioritised. Services 
from Walkden to Salford Central could interchange here with 
services from Liverpool, relieving congestion (Friends of 
Walkden Station).  
 

Comments noted. Policy A4 (criterion 4) supports the continued 
improvement of Salford Central Station, recognising its 
importance as the main western rail gateway to the central 
business district of the City Centre.   
 

Transport infrastructure priorities – Salford Crescent Station 

Improvements should include additional platforms, 
junction/capacity improvements and improved facilities to 
function as a transport hub and entrance into central Salford 
(Friends of Walkden Station).  
 

Comments noted. Policy A4 supports the transformation of 
Salford Crescent Station into a major public transport 
interchange, and makes specific reference to investigating the 
potential to increase the number of platforms. Policy A4 refers 
to enhancing passenger facilities at all of the city’s rail stations.  
 

Other comments  

It was suggested that bus services are inadequate, and 
schedules cannot be maintained due to congestion, which will 
be worsened by further housing development (individual).   
 

Policy A4 positively supports the development of public 
transport schemes that have the potential to help increase the 
use of public transport and meet the needs of travel generated 
from development, Whilst the plan explains that the council will 
continue to work with other stakeholders and transport 
operators to deliver a range of public transport improvements, 
Transport for Greater Manchester will have a central role in 
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identifying and securing improvements in public transport 
infrastructure during the plan period.   
 
An addition has been made to the policy (criterion 7) to support 
the development of an improved local bus network, including 
the investigation of opportunities for bus priority where 
appropriate.   
 

Whilst Highways England would support a planning approach 
to achieving a modal shift from car use to sustainable modes, a 
significant focus should be placed on the road network, 
including enhancements to the SRN (Highways England).  
 

Policy A6 (Highway network) of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document supports investment in the city’s existing highway 
network to address congestion and enhance capacity, where 
this is consistent with environmental and social objectives. It is 
noted that 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) and the Combined Authority. 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. The ten Greater Manchester 
local authorities and Highways England are engaged in this 
process. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy A5 

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A6 Sustainable movement of freight  

(The policy reference has been changed to A5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The policy is supported (developer, Highways England) Support is welcomed.  
 

It was questioned whether the Manchester Ship Canal would 
see an increase in traffic or whether more HGV movements 
would be generated as a result of Port Salford. It was also 
suggested that it may be used as a stepping stone to gain more 
Green Belt for development (individual).  

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, and it will be important to ensure that a 
significant amount of the freight is moved in this way rather 
than on the road. Port Salford is a scheme with planning 
permission that is currently under construction, and the 
transport impacts of the scheme have therefore already been 
assessed and considered in determining the planning 
application. Policy EC2 (Port Salford) of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document protects the permitted Port Salford as 
a tri-modal freight facility in the long term.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy A6  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A  

 



322 
 

POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A7 Highway Network   

(The policy reference has been changed to A6 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY:  

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Manchester Ship Canal crossings 

The only proposal for a link across the Manchester Ship Canal 
is the Western Gateway Infrastructure Scheme (WGIS). Full 
WGIS has not secured funding and there is no clear 
programme for its delivery. The policy wording should be 
deleted and a new section of wording added to state that the 
council will work with its partners to secure the delivery of 
further phases of WGIS (developer).  
 

It is considered useful to outline the requirements in respect of 
links over the Manchester Ship Canal, to ensure that the 
relevant issues are addressed should any further proposals for 
crossings come forward during the plan period. This reference 
is therefore maintained.  
 
Policy A6 (criterion 4) supports investment in the city’s highway 
network to address congestion and enhance capacity where 
this is consistent with environmental and social objectives. This 
will involve working with key stakeholders in the delivery of 
infrastructure projects.  
 

Connectivity over the Manchester Ship Canal should be a 
priority as there is congestion due to a lack of crossing points to 
major employment opportunities (individual) 
 

Comments noted. 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) and the Combined 
Authority. 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. The ten Greater 
Manchester local authorities and Highways England are 
engaged in this process. 
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Highway capacity issues  

Concerns expressed about the capacity of the existing highway 
network, with particular reference to Leigh Road as an access 
route to the M60, Regent Road, Greenleach Lane and more 
generally roads around the Worsley and Boothstown area 
(individuals and councillor). Concerns were expressed about 
the impacts of the additional traffic on air pollution, road safety 
and travel times and further traffic calming measures were 
suggested (individual). 
 

Various policies within the local plan seek to ensure that the 
transport and pollution impacts of development are properly 
assessed and considered.  
 
These issues are covered in part by policy A6 (Highway 
Network) of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document, which 
requires that developments that are likely to generate 
significant amounts of movement are supported by a transport 
statement or assessment, including transport modelling where 
appropriate. Policy A6 explains that development will be 
refused on transport grounds if there would be an unacceptable 
impact on highway safety or the residual cumulative impact 
would be severe, having regard to issues such as traffic 
generation, access, parking etc.  
 
Policy A6 also supports investment in the city’s existing 
highway network to address congestion and enhance capacity, 
where this is consistent with environmental and social 
objectives. It is noted that 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) and the Combined 
Authority. 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. The ten Greater 
Manchester local authorities and Highways England are 
engaged in this process. 
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It is recognised that pollution associated with road transport is 
a significant concern and challenge. The ten Greater 
Manchester local authorities are currently working on a joint 
Clean Air Plan to bring nitrogen dioxide on local roads within 
legal limits. This will be complemented by various policies in 
the local plan including A1-A3, H3, A10 and chapter 22 (green 
infrastructure). Policy PH1 (Pollution control) has a significant 
role to play in this regard, requiring that development minimises 
and mitigates pollution and not permitting development where it 
would result in unacceptable levels of pollution or would itself 
be subject to unacceptable levels of pollution.  
 

Evidence base   

Concerns that 16.17 only identifies one potential measure. It is 
crucial that a transport assessment of the allocations is 
completed to identify infrastructure requirements across 
Salford. It is not sufficient to rely on the outcomes of studies 
such as the North West Quadrant Study (NWQS) in lieu of 
undertaking analysis to assess the impacts of local plan growth. 
There is no guarantee that funding will be in place for any of the 
interventions in the NWQS (Highways England).  
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Other comments  

Whilst the policy is generally welcomed, mitigation as part of a 
development proposal should be proportionate to the impact of 
that proposal only, and development should not be expected to 
fund mitigation which addresses existing network capacity 
issues (developer).  
 

Any planning conditions and/or obligations required to address 
the impacts of development will be sought in accordance with 
policy PC1 (Planning conditions and obligations).  
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Other significant changes made to policy A7 

Change Reason for change  

Reference to the key priorities for investment in the highways 
network have been removed from the policy.  
 

To reflect the changed scope of the plan. The need for 
highways proposals in Salford will be informed by the Greater 
Manchester Spatial Framework and its transport evidence 
base. 
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A8 Motor vehicle parking provision and drop off facilities in new developments  

(The policy reference has been changed to A7 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No comments received N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to policy A8  

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A9 City Centre car parking  

(The policy reference has been changed to A8 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Suggest the following additional text to the policy: ‘For 
applications involving basement car parking, a surface water 
management strategy will be required to specifically identify 
overland flow paths to ensure surface water and other flood 
waters will not flood the proposed development’ (United 
Utilities).   

The following addition has been made to policy A7 (Motor 
vehicle parking provision and drop off facilities in new 
developments) in response to these comments: ‘In the case of 
basement car parking, consideration shall be given to surface 
water management and flood risk.’ It is considered preferable 
to note this within policy A7 so as to ensure that this issue is 
considered in all basement car parks and not just those within 
the city centre.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy A9  

Change Reason for change  

None   N/A  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A10 Park and Ride  

(The policy reference has been changed to A9 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support was expressed for recognising the need to develop 
park and ride facilities in conjunction with Highways England. 
Careful consideration should be given to sites near to the 
strategic road network and engagement with Highways 
England should take place at an early stage (Highways 
England). 
 

Support is welcomed. Criterion 1 of the policy is clear that 
schemes will be supported where they form part of a wider 
strategy for promoting public transport use and/or walking and 
cycling, developed in conjunction with Transport for Greater 
Manchester and organisations such as Highways England.  

Park and ride at Walkden station was identified as a top priority 
for the Friends of Walkden Station and it is considered to meet 
the tests of policy A10 (Friends of Walkden Station).  
 

Comments noted.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy A10 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A11 Electric vehicle charging points  

(The policy reference has been changed to A10 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Two developers expressed concerns about the policy’s lack of 
flexibility and highlighted the uncertainty associated with the 
take up of electric vehicles, the potential for technological 
advances, costs and development viability and grid capacity.  
 
Suggested alterations to the policy included:  

 Allowing the provision of less charging points having 

regard to viability 

 Increased flexibility with regards to the form of charging 

point (i.e. a plug socket in garages).  

 The negotiation of provision this infrastructure on a case 

by case basis 

 
(developers)  

 

No changes are proposed to the policy in response to these 
comments. The National Planning Policy Framework 
(paragraph 110 (e)) directs development to be designed to 
enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission 
vehicles in safe, accessible and convenient locations, and 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 (paragraph 105).  
 
There has been a significant uptake in ultra-low emission 
vehicles in recent years, 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 published its Clean Growth Strategy in 
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 

Additional evidence for the level of requirement should be 
provided as justification to the policy (developer)  
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world, and recognises that residential and workplace 
charging forms part of this.  

 In 2018, the government published the ‘Road to Zero’ 
strategy, which set out a package of support for all new 
cars and vans to effectively be zero emission by 2040.  

 In July 2019, the government published ‘Electric Vehicle 
Charging in Residential and Non-Residential Buildings’. 
The consultation document proposes the creation of a 
new part to the English Building Regulations requiring 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure in new buildings 
and buildings undergoing material change of use and 
major renovation. 

 
Within Greater Manchester, there is 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. The standards 
proposed in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies are the same as those which were 
included in the Revised Draft Local Plan (January 2019) and 
were developed having regard to the Greater Manchester Air 
Quality Action Plan (GMAQAP) (2016-2021).  
 
With regards to the issues raised in respect of viability, the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies has been subject to a plan-wide viability assessment, 
which factors in the costs associated with the provision of 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure.  
 
With regards to increased flexibility in respect of the form of 
charging point, dedicated domestic charging units allow vehicle 
owners to charge their vehicles more safely and quickly than 
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using a conventional three pin socket, therefore providing 
consumers with greater flexibility and supporting the uptake of 
electric vehicles. 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.7 The requirement for residential 
dwellings with a garage or driveway to include a dedicated 
charge point is therefore considered appropriate and 
proportionate. 
 
Having regard to the more recent advancement of this 
technology and the government’s commitment to it, the 
proposed requirement within policy A10 is considered to be 
both appropriate and consistent with paragraphs 105 and 110 
of the NPPF.  
 

The council should work with energy providers to ensure that 
there is sufficient capacity to meet the standards (Homes 
Builders Federation).  

It is understood that Electricity North West (ENW) assess the 
long term capacity of their network on an ongoing basis and 
have identified the potential for overloading over the longer 
term, particularly in central areas. ENW are making provision to 
address potential network constraints and an understanding of 
expected growth will assist in informing their future planning. 
Policy A10 is clear about requirements for electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure, and the expectation that the network of 
such points will be expanded, which will allow ENW to consider 
this issue as part of their future forecasting and planning.   

                                                           
7 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). 
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Other significant changes made to policy A11  

Change Reason for change  

Reference is made to the standards being applied unless 
superseded by higher standards in the Building Regulations.  

Having regard to the government’s recent consultation on the 
creation of a new part to the building regulations which would 
require the provision of electric vehicle charging infrastructure 
in new buildings and buildings undergoing a material change of 
use.  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A12 Barton Aerodrome   

(The policy reference has been changed to A11 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

One representation was received from the owner of the airport. 
Whilst they support the policy, some changes are sought:  

 

 Rename the policy to City Airport and Heliport 

 Policy to be more positively worded to refer to the 
business use of the facility. The comments explained 
that the airport’s role can be grown over the plan period 
and further investment will take place to ensure it grows 
sustainably. This may involve a new/realigned runway, 
additional hangers/operational facilities, enhanced 
passenger facilities, tourism/leisure/education facilities, 
car parking, landscaping. It also has the potential to be 
used for events.  

 
Amended policy wording provided  
 
(landowner) 

 

No changes are made in response to these comments.  
 
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.  
 
No detailed proposals have been submitted in respect of the 
future development of the airport, and reference to protecting 
and improving the aerodrome as a general aviation facility is 
considered to be appropriate to enable any such proposals to 
be considered. Paragraph 15.27 of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document explains that the airport’s general 
aviation role involves serving a range of needs, including 
business and recreational.  
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Other significant changes made to policy A12 

Change Reason for change  

Reference is made within the policy to development protecting 
and enhancing the Foxhill Glen Site of Biological Importance.  

It is considered useful to highlight within the designation that 
any development within this area should protect and enhance 
the designated biodiversity asset that is located within it.   
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A13 Protection of aviation safety at Manchester Airport  

(The policy reference has been changed to A12 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

 The only comments received to the policy were from the 
Manchester Airports Group who strongly welcomed the policy 
and its wording. A couple of minor amendments are sought as 
follows:  
 

 The final sentence of 16.29 should be deleted (i.e. 
However the safeguarding zones are neither the 
responsibility nor the proposal of the city council.) 

 Some additional text is required to advise that the extent 
of the safeguarding zones is subject to review and may 
be amended in the future.   
 

The sentence referred to has been deleted in response to the 
comments. 
 
Paragraph 15.30 has been amended to state that ‘The current 
boundaries of the safeguarding zones are shown on the 
Policies Map, but these may be subject to review and amended 
in the future, and the latest versions will be used.’ 

 

Other significant changes made to policy A13 

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A  
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POLICY: Chapter 16, Policy A14 Safeguarding potential transport routes   

(The policy reference has been changed to A13 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The only comments received were from the Friends of Walkden 
Station (FROW), who highlighted the importance of protecting 
the lines from development given the greater chance of their 
reuse due to advances in rapid transit technology. Where lines 
are proposed for rapid transit use, FROW would support their 
reuse as active travel corridors incorporating rapid transit, 
walking and cycling infrastructure.  

 

Comments noted. It is considered that policy A13 of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations is consistent with these objectives.     

 

Other significant changes made to policy A14 

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A  
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Chapter 17 Digital Infrastructure General Comments 

(Chapter 17 has become chapter 16 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document)  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No comments received.   N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 17  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter Digital infrastructure, Policy DG1 Digital infrastructure 

(The policy reference remains DG1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Criterion E is supported (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, 
Manchester & North Merseyside).   

The support is welcomed. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy DG1 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter Digital infrastructure, Policy DG2 Protecting existing digital infrastructure 

(The policy reference remains DG2 and the policy title has been changed to Protecting digital infrastructure in the 

Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No comments received.   N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to policy DG2  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 18, Energy General Comments 

(Chapter 18 has become chapter 17 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document)  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No comments received.  N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 18  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 18, Policy EG1 Sustainable energy 

(The policy reference remains EG1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Building regulations  

Criterion A - Requiring new residential schemes 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 is required by any subsequent revisions to 
Building Regulations should not be a mandatory requirement. 
Any approach should be consistent with national policy and the 
cost of this requirement should be taken into account. The 
requirement as currently set out should be removed from the 
policy (Homes Builders Federation). 
 
Criterion A – there is no justification for the requirements set 
out in criterion A (Bellway Homes Ltd, submitted by Indigo 
Planning).  
 
Criteria A and B –Reducing carbon dioxide emissions is 
supported, but a degree of flexibility is needed, adding the 
wording ‘except where it can be clearly demonstrated that this 
is impracticable due to site specific factors’ (Bellway Homes 
Ltd, submitted by Indigo Planning).  
 
Criterion A is objected to. It is not explained by a 19% 
exceedance has been decided. Exceeding building regulations 
is not permitted for energy efficiency. Part L (2013) will be 

The proposed approach is in accordance with the climate 
change section of the National Planning Policy Guidance. This 
sets out that in their development plan policies, local planning 
authorities can set energy performance standards for new 
housing or the adaptation of buildings to provide dwellings that 
are higher than the building regulations, but only up to the 
equivalent of Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  
 
The Future Homes Standard published on 1 October proposes 
changes to energy efficiency standards for homes. The Future 
Homes Standard consultation also confirms there will be a 
future consultation on changes to building regulations for non-
residential buildings.  
 
The energy efficiency standards consulted on exceed those set 
out in Policy EG1. To ensure that the policy is compliant with 
any future changes to building regulations the Policy has been 
amended accordingly.  
 
The city council has prepared a strategic viability assessment 
that has been published as a background report to the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. This has taken into account the cost of 
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consulted upon on Spring 2019 and there could be a tension 
with the content of this criterion and the consultation (English 
Cities Fund and Legal & General Property Fund UK). 
 
 

 

exceeding the fabric efficiency required under part L of the 
building regulations 2013 by 19%. 
 
The background report on sustainable energy also sets out 
further reasoning for the energy efficiency standards in Policy 
EG1.   
 

District heat network development areas  

Salford should not be requiring developments to connect to or 
restricting the use of particular heating methods. If the policy is 
to be taken forward then consideration needs to be given not 
just to whether the development is technically viable but also 
financially viable and subject to viability testing. This policy may 
cause issues for future occupants as it is restricting future 
consumer choice to that particular provider of heat (Home 
Builders Federation).  
 
The cost for enabling or safeguarding the space for district heat 
network connections is likely to be significant and could have 
implications for the viability of development. Given the 
availability of district heating networks that even if buildings are 
designed to allow for future connections they may never be 
utilised leading to unnecessary costs to the developer and 
purchaser (Home Builders Federation).  
 
The part of the policy focussing on district heat networks is 
supported. However, it is questioned when it is already 
accepted to be unviable to connect, why should developers still 
provide the space to connect to a district heat network.  

Policy EG2 recognises that connection to a district heat 
network, or being designed to allow for future connection, may 
be impracticable or financially unviable. When this can be 
demonstrated, connection or future connection will not be 
required. The requirement to connect will also be waivered 
where it can be demonstrated there are more effective 
alternatives for minimising carbon emissions. These policy 
requirements are carried forward from the Revised Draft Local 
Plan.  
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Designing so to allow future connection may affect scheme 
viability and deliverability (English Cities Fund and Legal & 
General Property Fund UK).   
 
It should be recognised in the policy that choice may be 
restricted or lost through a district heat network to the detriment 
of competition and price for future occupiers (English Cities 
Fund and Legal & General Property Fund UK).  
 
The part of the policy on district heat networks sets a very low 
threshold. The reasoning behind this threshold is not explained 
and there may be viability issues (English Cities Fund and 
Legal & General Property Fund UK).  

 

Other significant changes made to policy EG1 

Change Reason for change  

The introduction/justification to Policy EG1 now refers to the 
target set by Salford to become carbon neutral by 2038. This 
has been set as part of the climate emergency declared by 
Salford City Council on 17 July 2019. It is further noted in the 
introduction/justification to Policy EG1 that the same target has 
been established for Greater Manchester as a whole, with an 
ambition that all new development should be net zero carbon 
by 2028. This target is included in the 5-Year Environment Plan 
for Greater Manchester: 2019-2024. 
 

To reflect Salford declaring a climate emergency and also the 
content of the 5-Year Environment Plan for Greater 
Manchester.  

The policy has been amended to set out that the retrofitting of 
existing buildings with measures to reduce energy consumption 
will be encouraged.  

To acknowledge the contribution that retrofitting existing 
buildings will make to becoming carbon neutral by 2038. Since 
consultation on the Revised Draft Local Plan, the Greater 
Manchester report entitled ‘De-carbonising Greater 
Manchester’s Existing Buildings’ has been published which 
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highlights the importance of retrofitting existing buildings with 
energy efficiency measures. 
 

Criterion A (energy efficiency) has been amended.  
 
 
 

Amended to accord with guidance set out in the NPPG climate 
change chapter (paragraph 012, revision date 15 March 2019) 
which sets out “in their development plan policies, local 
planning authorities can set energy performance standards for 
new housing or the adaptation of buildings to provide dwellings, 
that are higher than the building regulations, but only up to the 
equivalent of Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes”.  
 
Point A has also been amended to reflect the potential for more 
stringer energy efficiency for homes through building 
regulations (detailed in The Future Homes Standard 
Consultation (of October 2019). The consultation sets out two 
options to uplift energy efficiency standards and requirements: 
 

 Option 1: 20% reduction in carbon emissions compared to 
the current standard for an average home. It is anticipated 
this could be delivered by very high fabric standards 
(typically with triple glazing and minimal heat loss from 
walls, ceilings and roofs). 

 Option 2: 31% reduction in carbon emissions compared to 
the current standard. It is anticipated this could be delivered 
based on the installation of carbon-saving technology such 
as photovoltaic (solar) panels and better fabric standards, 
though not as high as in option 1 (typically double not triple 
glazing). 

The identification of longer term opportunities for connection to 
a district heat network development area in the Pendleton area 

The MediaCityUK feasibility study8 concluded there was a 
weak economic case for investment.  

                                                           
8 ARUP on behalf of Salford City Council (March 2016) The Greater Manchester Heat Network Programme: MediaCityUK Heat Network Expansion Feasibility Study 
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of the city has been deleted from both the Policies Map and 
Figure 14 (locations with the greatest potential for renewable 
and low carbon energy).  
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POLICY: Chapter 18, Policy EG2 Renewable and low carbon energy schemes 

(The policy reference remains EG2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General comments  
 

 

The overall approach taken in Policy EG2 is supported 
(Manchester Airport Group). 
 

The support is welcomed. 
 

Hydropower  

Hydropower is supported. However all schemes will need to 
ensure there will be no deterioration to the Water Framework 
Directive waterbody to which the hydropower scheme is to be 
introduced. Hydropower schemes should improve the 
ecological potential of the waterbody and allow for the 
movement of multiple fish species (Environment Agency). 
 
Applicants will need to apply to the Environment Agency for a 
number of different permits https://www.gov.uk/guidance/new-
hydropower-scheme-apply-to-build-one). Prior to applying for 
planning permission the applicant should contact the 
Environment Agency to obtain detailed advice about the 
process of applying to build a hydropower scheme 
(Environment Agency). 
 
The hydropower section of the policy is supported (The Wildlife 
Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside).  
 

The support afforded by the Environment Agency and The 
Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside 
to the hydropower part of the policy is welcomed.  
 
Small additions have been made to the first sentence under the 
hydropower part of the policy to refer to biodiversity and 
geodiversity.  
 
The policy then sets out in criterion B that such schemes allow 
for the movements of multiple species and sizes of fish. This 
has been taken forward from the Revised Draft Local Plan. 
This part of the policy is considered to address the 
Environment Agency’s comments on the movement of fish.  
 
The policy has also been added to, setting out schemes shall 
protect and enhance water quality in accordance with Policy 
WA1 (criterion A).  
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The policy has been added to setting out developers should 
engage with the Environment Agency at the earliest 
opportunity in order to obtain advice on permits and licences 
required and the process of applying to build a hydropower 
scheme. 

Wind  

The following text is supported: "Wind energy development 
involving one or more turbines is potentially suitable in all parts 
of Salford except for Chat Moss (with Chat Moss defined under 
Policy GI3 and shown on the Policies Map)" (The Wildlife Trust 
for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside).  

The support afforded to the policy by The Wildlife Trust for 
Lancashire, Manchester is welcomed.  
 
 

It is requested that point 3 of the policy is amended to include 
air traffic safety, radar and communications. Suggested wording 
is as follows: “Wind energy development will be permitted in a 
potentially suitable location where it can be clearly 
demonstrated that: (3) There would be no unacceptable impact 
on amenity or public safety in terms of noise, shadow flicker, 
vibration, topple distance, or visual dominance and no 
unacceptable effect on air traffic safety, radar and 
communications” (Manchester Airports Group).  

Criterion 3 of the policy has been amended to reflect the 
impacts on air traffic safety, radar and telecommunications. 
 

Sustainable energy opportunities map  
The diagram indicates that there is an opportunity for 
minewater heat extraction on the current location of the 
Ellesmere Golf Course. This is a concern and will need to be 
clarified prior to being considered in the final version of this 
document (individual). 

Revised Draft Local Plan Figure 15 (sustainable energy 
opportunities) identifies areas with the greatest potential for 
renewable and low carbon energy. Should an opportunity 
identified on the diagram come forward, all other material 
planning considerations will need to be taken account when 
making a recommendation on the proposal.    
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy EG2  

Change Reason for change  
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The ‘Geothermal’ sub-heading has been added to the policy, 
setting out that “Development of geothermal schemes shall 
protect the hydrology of the Manchester Mosses Special Area 
of Conservation’. 

To ensure geothermal development is in accordance with 
Policy BG2 (Development and biodiversity), and paragraph 175 
of the NPPF. This reflects recommendations of the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment. 
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Chapter 19 Water General Comments 

(Chapter 19 has become chapter 18 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The Local Plan currently refers to the 2011 Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment which has been superseded by updated 
flood risk information (e.g. revised flood models and climate 
change allowances). 
 
The Level 1 SFRA has identified areas where further work will 
be needed as part of a Level 2 SFRA. 
 
The 2019 Greater Manchester Level 1 SFRA should be used 
to inform the next stage of the Local Plan and to determine 
which sites may need further work to apply the requirements 
of the Exception Test and/or further assessment of future 
climate change impacts. 
 
This is necessary in order to be confident that the quantum of 
development is both justified (based on up to date evidence) 
and effective (deliverable in the context of flooding). 
(Environment Agency) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate largely to issues that fall outside of the 
scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the flood risk figures which provide 
context within the chapter have been updated in light of these 
comments. In addition, work is currently under way on a Level 
2 Hybrid Flood Risk Assessment for Greater Manchester. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 19  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 19, Policy WA1 Water strategy 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed  
 

The overall increase in the number of people living and/or 
working in a flood risk area could have an impact on the city 
council in terms of emergency planning and evacuation. Refer 
to paragraphs 039 and 040 of the National Planning Practice 
Guidance for advice on safe access and egress and safe 
evacuation and flood response procedures (Environment 
Agency) 
 
The replacement of existing buildings at risk of flooding with 
new/alternative accommodation with a lower risk of being badly 
affected by a flood event should only occur if it can be shown 
that the proposed development would be safe for its lifetime 
(Environment Agency) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy WA1 has been deleted 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

General support (Environment Agency, Lancashire Wildlife 
Trust) 

Support is welcomed. However, as noted above and below, 
Policy WA1 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope. 

  

Other significant changes made to policy WA1 

Change  Reason for change  

Policy WA1 (Water Strategy) has been deleted, although much 
of the policy is covered elsewhere in the chapter. 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
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document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy WA1 has been deleted 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
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POLICY: Chapter 19, Policy WA2 Delivering the North West River Basin Management Plan 

(The policy reference has been changed to WA1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Major environmental improvements are needed to enhance the 
functioning and ecological quality of the majority of Salford’s 
river corridors: 

 Many waterbodies in Salford are identified as heavily 
modified. Hydromorphological impacts are one of the 
greatest pressures affecting the ability of these 
waterbodies to perform as a high quality ecological 
network and multifinctional green infrastructure asset. 

 Waterbodies have been heavily encroached by previous 
poor development leaving limited or no natural 
greenspace buffers; 

 Weirs have been introduced that impede ecological 
connectivity and inhibit natural geomorphological 
processes 

 Modified channels with limited or no safe access to river 
edge 
 

Policy WA2 should emphasise these issues and highlight 
opportunities to restore and re-naturalise watercourses. (Links 
to guidance documents supplied) (Environment Agency) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development.  
 
Policy WA2 has been amended having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope and these comments are considered to relate to 
issues that fall outside of the scope of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

No viable solution to improve oxygen levels in the Manchester 
Ship Canal beyond Salford Quays has been found whilst 
enabling the Ship Canal to maintain its principal freight 

Reference has been added into this policy (now policy WA1) to 
refer to improvements being compatible with the shipping 
function of the Manchester Ship Canal. 
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function. Point 4 of the policy should be amended to either 
remove reference to “the rest of the Manchester Ship Canal” or 
to set out an intention to continue working with partners to 
explore options for achieving the desired improvements whilst 
ensuring the shipping function of the Ship Canal is not 
prejudiced in any way. (The Peel Group) 

General support (Lancashire Wildlife Trust, Environment 
Agency) 

The support is welcomed. 

  

Other significant changes made to policy WA2 

Change  Reason for change  

Policy WA2 (now Policy WA1) has been restructured but the 
content has largely been retained, except the references to  
controlling activities that could result in water pollution and  
minimising discharge to surface water to the sewer network, 
which are included within other policies in the plan.  
 
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope. Policy WA2 has been 
amended having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
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POLICY: Chapter 19, Policy WA3 Water supply and water efficiency 

(The policy reference has been changed to WA2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Surface water supplies can be vulnerable to drought, as per 
the summer of 2018. Decreased volumes of water in 
watercourses can lead to problems with water quality. 
Therefore: 

 Recommend a greater emphasis on reduction of water 
usage  

 Recommend active promotion of water efficiency 

 Recommend that water efficiency be expected as part of 
any new development in Salford. (Environment Agency) 

Policy WA3 encourages development to incorporate water 
efficiency and water recycling measures. The city council is not 
aware of any evidence which would support requirements in 
Salford that go beyond national requirements. 

  

Other significant changes made to policy WA3 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 19, Policy WA4 Flood-related infrastructure 

(The policy reference has been changed to WA3 and the title of the policy has been changed to Flood risk management 

and infrastructure in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Future development along the riparian corridor should 
maximise multiple green infrastructure benefits: 

 River Irwell is identified as a major green infrastructure 
opportunity area. 

 New Flood Basin at Castle Irwell/ Kersal Wetland 
shows it is feasible within urban context to create 
multifunctional green infrastructure. 

 There may be opportunities to create more 
multifunctional high quality green infrastructure as part 
of riparian development. 

 The Environment Agency would welcome opportunities 
to restore canalised sections of the River Irwell such as 
the Cambridge area. (Environment Agency) 

Policy WA4 (now Policy WA3) has been amended to include a 
requirement that new flood risk management infrastructure 
should incorporate multifunctional green infrastructure where 
practicable. 

An integrated catchment based approach and assessment of 
potential opportunity to adopt Natural Flood Management 
Measures such as those achieved at Stroud and Belford would 
be welcomed. (Environment Agency). 

Reference to natural flood management measures has been 
included in the policy. Reference to a catchment based 
approach has been included in the reasoned justification. 
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Other significant changes made to policy WA4 

Change  Reason for change  

Policy WA4 (now WA3) has been renamed to reflect a wider 
approach to flood risk management and not just “hard” 
engineered structures. 
 

In response to the Environment Agency comments detailed 
above and changes made to the policy as a result. 
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POLICY: Chapter 19, Policy WA5 Development and flood risk 

(The policy reference has been changed to WA4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

It is not clear within the Local Plan how the proposed 
allocations have been sequentially tested. (Environment 
Agency) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations. Given this, these comments now 
relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy WA5 

Change  Reason for change  

WA5 (now policy WA4) has an additional sentence supporting 
the relocation of highly vulnerable uses that already exist within 
the high flood risk area. This was originally included within 
policy WA1, albeit it was expressed differently.  
 

The relocation of vulnerable uses was previously in Policy 
WA1, which has been deleted as a result of the change in 
scope of this plan. 
 

An additional sentence has been added stating that 
development shall take opportunities to reduce flood risk 
wherever practicable. 

This takes account of NPPF paragraph 157. 
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POLICY: Chapter 19, Policy WA6 Surface water and sustainable drainage 

(The policy reference has been changed to WA5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Welcome the adoption of SUDS but recommend there be a 
preference for above ground SUDS options wherever feasible 
in order to maximise the wider benefits such systems provide. 
(Environment Agency). 

It is considered that this is covered by the requirement for on-
site measures to be designed as multi-functional green 
infrastructure wherever possible. 

Point (2) should specify above ground storage of rainwater 
(United Utilities) 

It is considered that rainwater recycling would come second in 
the hierarchy regardless of where the water is stored. 
 

Concern that current foul and surface water sewers in 
Boothstown are inaccurate and additional housing will add to 
the problems (1 individual response). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, 
comments on additional houses now relate to issues that fall 
outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 
Notwithstanding the changed scope of the plan, these 
concerns have been passed on to the city council’s drainage 
engineer and to United Utilities, which is responsible for 
adopted sewers. 
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General support for WA6 and particularly the inclusion of a 
drainage hierarchy (United Utilities) 

The support is welcomed. 

There are no circumstances in which surface water would be 
allowed to enter a foul only sewer. This should be removed 
from the policy. (United Utilities) 

This change has been made. 

WA6 should require evidence of why SUDS are inappropriate 
before discharge to a combined sewer is permitted (suggested 
text provided). (United Utilities) 

A requirement to provide evidence that preferable options in 
the drainage hierarchy are not possible has been added to 
criterion 7 of this policy. 

Suggest an additional clause that “Any early phases of 
development should provide the sustainable surface water 
drainage infrastructure to meet the needs of any later 
interconnecting phases of development. Any drainage proposal 
that includes interconnecting phases as part of a wider 
allocation should ensure unfettered access for following 
phases and prevent the formation of ‘ransom strips’ to avoid a 
piecemeal approach to drainage and ensuring the most 
sustainable option to discharge surface water is available.” 
(United Utilities) 

The opening sentence of this policy now requires that 
development across the whole site is managed in a co-
ordinated, sustainable way. The inclusion of the term “co-
ordinated” is considered to address the concern expressed in 
this representation. 

  

Other significant changes made to policy WA6 

Change  Reason for change  

Policy WA6 (now Policy WA5) now includes a statement that 
the removal of existing impermeable hard surfaces will be 
encouraged. 
 

This reference has been added as part of a proactive approach 
to mitigating and adapting to climate change in line with 
paragraph 149 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  
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Chapter 20, Design General Comments.  

(Chapter 20 has become Chapter 19 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document)) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General support for the suite of design policies. (Canal & River 
Trust) 

Support is welcomed. 

Reference should be made within the introductory points to the 
Active Design guidance which helps planners, developers and 
such like to incorporate key principles into new development 
which creates physical activity opportunities. (Sport England) 

Comments noted.  Policy D1 has been amended to reflect the 
10 characteristics in the National Design Guide but an 
additional principle (number 11) relating to active design has 
also been included within the policy.  This principle reads 
“Active design: buildings and spaces that promote physical 
activity as part of everyday life.” 

 

Other significant changes made to chapter 20  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D1 Design Principles  

(Policy D1 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

 Reference should be made within the policy to the Active 
Design guidance which helps planners, developers and such 
like to incorporate key principles into new development which 
creates physical activity opportunities. (Sport England) 

Policy D1 has been amended to reflect the 10 characteristics in 
the National Design Guide but an additional principle relating to 
active design has also been included within the policy.  This 
principle reads “Active design: buildings and spaces that 
promote physical activity as part of everyday life.” 
 

Support for the principles identified under 9) and 10) of the 
policy which relate to the principles of environmentally 
sustainable and wellbeing (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, 
Manchester and North Merseyside) 

Comments noted.  The policy has been amended to reflect the 
10 characteristics set out in the National Design Guide which 
encompass issues of environmentally sustainable and 
wellbeing. 
 

The policy is unclear.  What constitutes “significant design 
issues” and what is the proposed procedure for a “local design 
review” (Bellway Homes) 

It is not appropriate to define “significant design issues” as they 
are likely to vary from one case to the next.  However, all 
developments will be considered on their merits on a case by 
case basis.    
 
A footnote has been added to provide further explanation 
regarding the local design review.  This says: “An independent 
consideration of the planning application proposal undertaken 
by a panel of relevant professionals prior to the formal 
determination of the proposal by the city council, with all costs 
met by the applicant.” 
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Other significant changes made to policy D1  

Change Reason for change  

The policy has been amended to replace the design principles 
with the 10 characteristics set out in the National Design Guide. 

The National Design Guide was published in October 2019 and 
it was appropriate that the policy should accurately reflect this 
guidance. 
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POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D2 Local character and distinctiveness 

(Policy D2 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

 New development on the river front should be based around 
“front facing” dwellings where development positively integrates 
with the river, and minimises future pollution risk and or 
inappropriate built encroachment into the green infrastructure 
asset. (Environment Agency) 

These comments relate more to policy D9 Waterside 
development. In this respect criterion 1) of policy D9 
requires development to “Provide a high quality frontage to 
the waterside” whilst criterion 3) requires waterside 
development to provide “natural surveillance and activity”.  
Criterion 7) also seeks to enhance the role of the waterway 
corridor and therefore also the green infrastructure asset.  
 
Given the above, no changes are therefore considered 
necessary to policy D2. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy D2  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D3 Layout and access  

(Policy D3 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Reference should be made within the introductory points to the 
Active Design guidance which helps planners, developers and 
such like to incorporate key principles into new development 
which creates physical activity opportunities. (Sport England) 

Comments noted.  Policy D1 specifically refers to active 
design (point 11). 

Drainage should be a consideration at an early stage when 
considering housing layout rather than once permission has 
been granted.  It is recommended that an additional criteria 8) is 
added to the policy to state “Demonstrate a layout that is 
designed to drain the development in the most sustainable way 
by making use of topography, landscaping and ground 
conditions” (United Utilities) 

Comments noted. A cross reference has been incorporated 
into the introduction to the policy (last sentence) to policies 
GI1 (Development and green infrastructure) and WA5 
(Surface water and sustainable drainage).  

 

Other significant changes made to policy D3 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D4 Spaces 

SUMMARY OF REVISED DRAFT LOCAL PLAN CONSULTATION REPRESENTATIONS 

Policy D4 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Reference should be made within the policy to the Active 
Design guidance which helps planners, developers and such 
like to incorporate key principles into new development which 
creates physical activity opportunities. (Sport England) 

Comments noted.  Policy D1 sets out the 10 individual 
characteristics of good design as set out in the National Design 
Guide.  An additional principle has also been included in the 
policy which states “Active design: buildings and spaces that 
promote physical activity as part of everyday life.”  Reference is 
also made in the last sentence of the introduction to the policy 
to advice produced by other organisations with Active Design 
given in the footnote as an example. 
 

Recommend the inclusion of the following in the policy “A 
developer may be required to accommodate an element of 
open space for the discharge of surface water through the 
incorporation of sustainable drainage systems”. (United 
Utilities) 

Noted. There is a cross reference in policy D4 to policy GI1.  
Policy GI1 refers to development providing sustainable urban 
drainage systems. 

Criteria 7) should include adopting long term conservation 
management/monitoring of the semi-natural greenspaces 
retained within the site and the adjoining semi-natural areas, to 
maximise and enhance existing biodiversity and green 
infrastructure assets. (Environment Agency) 

Criteria 7 has been amended to make reference to policies GI1 
and BG2 of the SLP: DMP which require long term 
management and monitoring of green infrastructure. 
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Other significant changes made to policy D4 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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 POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D5 Amenity 

 (Policy D5 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

A policy should be included in line with paragraph 182 of the 
NPPF that highlights that new development should be integrated 
effectively when in an area of existing, sensitive uses.  The 
following wording is recommended: 
“Development adjacent to sensitive uses.  New development 
must be integrated with consideration given to existing 
surrounding uses.  When existing uses surrounding new 
development may be detrimental to the amenity of future 
residents/occupiers, applicants are required to submit 
appropriate evidence that demonstrates how the occupiers of 
new developments will enjoy an appropriate standard of amenity 
and will not be adversely affected by neighbouring uses and vice 
versa.” (United Utilities) 

Comments noted.  This point is already adequately 
addressed through criterion 2 of the policy which seeks to 
ensure that a development shall not have an unacceptable 
impact on the amenity of the users of other buildings and 
spaces.  As part of this process if there was any area of 
concern the applicant would be asked to provide additional 
evidence to demonstrate how particular areas of amenity 
would be satisfied. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy D5  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D6 Design and Crime  

(Policy D6 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made on this policy.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy D6  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D7 Housing Design  

(Policy D7 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed  
 

Flexibility needs to be added into the wording of the policy in 
the event that the standards referred to in the policy (space 
standards, accessibility standards and energy efficiency) 
cannot be met for a variety of reasons.  Due to its restrictive 
nature it could currently pose as a constraint to development 
coming forward. (Bredale Properties Ltd, Monkton Properties, 
Bellway Homes, English Cities Fund) 

As noted in the introduction to the policy these standards are 
considered to be important in order to deliver a fairer and more 
inclusive Salford.   
 
With regards to the space standards these are considered vital 
to securing a high standard of amenity which in turn would 
have health benefits. 
 
With regards to the accessible and adaptable standards, 
flexibility has been included as it recognised that there may be 
occasions where this is impracticable due to site-specific 
factors.  Notwithstanding this though, the requirement for 
developments to meet these standards will have limited impact 
on housing affordability when compared to the overall cost of 
buying a new dwelling.  
 
The energy efficiency standards are in accordance with the 
climate change section of the National Planning Policy 
Framework.  This sets out that in their development plan 
policies, local planning authorities can set energy performance 
standards for new housing or the adaptation of buildings to 
provide dwellings that are higher than the building regulations, 
but only up to the equivalent of Level 4 of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes.  
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The policy requires all residential development to be accessible 
and adaptable in accordance with M4(2).  It the council can 
provide the appropriate evidence to justify the inclusion of 
optional higher standards, then it is recommended that an 
appropriate transition period is included within the policy. 
(Homes Builders Federation) 

The evidence to support this requirement has now been 
published in support of the SLP: DMP.  In association with 
including a transition period, the Housing: Optional Technical 
Standards do not require a transition period to be incorporated 
for accessible and adaptable dwellings and therefore it is not 
considered necessary to include one here. It is also noted that 
this requirement has been included within the policy since the 
Draft Local Plan stage providing developers a level of 
understanding in advance for future requirements. 
 

Requiring new residential schemes 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 is 
required by any subsequent revisions to Building Regulations 
should not be a mandatory requirement. Any approach should 
be consistent with national policy and the cost of this 
requirement should be taken into account. The requirement as 
currently set out should be removed from the policy (Homes 
Builders Federation). 
 

The proposed approach is in accordance with the climate 
change section of the National Planning Policy Guidance. This 
sets out that in their development plan policies, local planning 
authorities can set energy performance standards for new 
housing or the adaptation of buildings to provide dwellings that 
are higher than the building regulations, but only up to the 
equivalent of Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  
 
The Future Homes Standard published on 1 October proposes 
changes to energy efficiency standards for homes. The Future 
Homes Standard consultation also confirms there will be a 
future consultation on changes to building regulations for non-
residential buildings.  
 
The energy efficiency standards consulted on through the 
future homes standard exceed those set out in Policy EG1. To 
ensure that the policy is compliant with any future changes to 
building regulations the Policy has been amended to reflect 
this.  
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The city council has prepared a strategic viability assessment 
that has been published as a background report to the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. This has taken into account the cost of 
exceeding the fabric efficiency required under part L of the 
building regulations 2013 by 19%. 
 
A background report on sustainable energy also sets out 
further reasoning for the energy efficiency standards in Policy 
EG1.    
 

The policy should also consider site specific factors such as 
vulnerability to flooding, site topography and other 
circumstances.  Policies for wheelchair accessible homes 
should only be applied where the local authority is responsible 
for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling. 
(Homes Builders Federation) 

Comments noted. The provision for wheelchair user housing in 
the policy is only encouraged rather than being a requirement, 
reflecting the optional requirement in the Building Regulations 
2010. The guidance in the PPG around the allocation or 
nomination of wheelchair accessible homes is noted.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy D7 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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 POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D8 Alterations and Extensions  

(Policy D8 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made on this policy.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy D8  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 20, Policy D9 Waterside Development  

(Policy D9 remains in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 6 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support for the inclusion of the Manchester Bolton & Bury 
Canal as one of Salford’s waterways (Manchester Bolton & 
Bury Canal Society) 

Support is welcomed.  

The policy should be amended slightly to refer specifically to 
the provision of high quality “active” frontages where possible. 
(Canal and River Trust) 

Comments noted.  It is considered that criterion 3 achieves this 
by seeking to provide natural surveillance and activity along the 
waterside.  It is not always necessary however for the length of 
a waterfront to be physically developed to be active.    
 

Support that the policy advocates high quality frontages to the 
waterside (Environment Agency, Peel Media Management Ltd) 

Support is welcomed. 
 
 

Support for the inclusion of criteria 5) which states “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 Wildlife Trust for 
Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 

Support is welcomed.  It is noted that criteria 5 is now identified 
as criterion 7 in the SLP: DMP. 

Support for any steps that secure full pedestrian access to The 
Quays waterfront in all new developments so that a 
comprehensive walkway overlooking the Irwell and the Ship 
Canal is protected and maintained at all times. (Sovereign Point 
Residents’ Association) 

Support is welcomed. 

The policy includes a more flexible approach to the location of a 
new crossing over the Manchester Ship Canal (than in Policy 
AP3) which leaves options open to find a genuinely deliverable 
solution and is therefore supported. (Peel Media Management) 

Support is welcomed. 
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Other significant changes made to policy D9 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 21, Heritage General  

(Chapter 21 has become chapter 20 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
  
 

There are a number of positive references to the protection and 
restoration of the Manchester Bolton & Bury Canal (MB&B) which 
are welcomed and supported.  However it is considered that the 
plan’s approach to the protection and restoration of the MB &B 
would be strengthened and clarified by the inclusion of a specific 
strategic policy relating to it in the Plan. (Canal and River Trust)  

Comments noted. Policy HE6 Canals has now been included 
in the chapter. The MB&B is specifically included and 
identified as one of 5 important named heritage assets within 
the policy.  

The line of the MB&B should be shown as a waterway on all 
figures where waterways are included on the legend.   (It is 
currently shown on figs 14 & 15 but not on fig 1) (Canal and River 
Trust) 

The line of the MB&B is shown on figures where this is 
considered to be relevant. This includes the Spatial Portrait, 
heritage and green infrastructure diagrams.  

The potential heritage value of all canals within Salford including 
the MB&B should be acknowledged.  This will ensure appropriate 
protection is afforded to the MB&B and particularly in the context 
of policy HE7 Heritage Information and Interpretation. (Canal and 
River Trust) 

Comments noted.  A new Policy HE6 Canals has been 
included in the Heritage chapter which acknowledges the 
importance of Canals as one of the city’s important heritage 
assets. This includes the MB&B canal.  

The existence of so many heritage assets in our area opens up 
opportunities to encourage more inward visitors to enjoy them.  
For example many improvements have been made to Irlam 
station and they make a big difference to the passenger and 
visitor experience. (Friends of Walkden Station) 

Comments noted. 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 21  
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Change Change 

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 21, HE1 Heritage Spatial Strategy 

 (This policy reference has been changed to HE1 Heritage Protection in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 

Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The NPPF clearly differentiates between designated and non-
designated heritage assets.  This policy should be revised to 
make this same distinction. (The Peel Group) 

Noted. Criterion 1 now differentiates between designated and 
non-designated heritage assets.  

The introductory paragraph should be clear that heritage assets 
should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their 
significance to reflect the NPPF. (The Peel Group) 

Comments noted. Reference has been made in the last 
sentence of paragraph 20.10 which states “National planning 
policy emphasises the irreplaceable nature of heritage assets, 
both designated and non-designated, and the need to conserve 
them in a manner appropriate to their significance.” 
 

The policy should make it clear that “great weight” should be 
given to the conservation of designated heritage assets and it 
should reflect the NPPF in relation to the consideration of harm 
to designated heritage assets. (The Peel Group) 

Comments noted.  The second sentence of the third paragraph 
of the policy states “The acceptability of any such harm will be 
determined in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Planning Policy Framework.” 
 

In relation to non-designated assets the policy should reflect 
the NPPF and the balanced judgement that is required, having 
regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of 
the asset. (The Peel Group) 

Noted.  See comments above. 

It should be acknowledged that setting is not a heritage asset 
but that its importance lies in what it contributes to the 
significance of the asset. (The Peel Group) 

Noted.  The policy includes the definition of significance of an 
asset and states clearly that significance derives not only from 
an asset’s physical presence but also from its setting.  It is not 
necessary or appropriate to include within the policy that setting 
is not a heritage asset. 
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Peel has provided extensive comments to the Draft Roe 
Green/Beesley Green Conservation Area Appraisal including a 
series of proposed amendments to the suggested conservation 
area boundary. (The Peel Group) 

Comments noted.  The Roe Green / Beesley Green 
conservation area boundary has been amended following the 
adoption of the Roe Green / Beesley Green Conservation Area 
Appraisal. 
 

It is noted that the Roe Green/Beesley Green CAA has not 
been adopted by the council and that the boundary as shown 
on the proposals map is the same as that presented in the 
UDP. (The Peel Group) 

See comments above. 

The requirements of the policy to “enhance” heritage assets 
and the historic environment is not consistent with the statutory 
duties of S66 of the Planning (LB & CAs) Act 1990.  It is 
appropriate that policies encourage taking account of the 
desirability of sustaining and enhancing heritage assets but it 
must make clear that this is not a requirement.  Case law has 
established that development which preserves and causes no 
harm to the significance of designated assets is acceptable. 
(The Peel Group). 

Comments noted. Wording within the first sentence of the 
policy amended to read “Salford’s heritage assets and their 
setting will be conserved and their enhancement encouraged, 
ensuring that…..” 

 

Other significant changes made to policy HE1  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 21, HE2 Heritage Assets  

(Chapter 21 has become chapter 20 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document and part of the policy has been deleted, with the latter part relocated to HE1 heritage protection 

policy) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support for the introductory paragraphs 21.7 and 21.8 to the 
policy. (Cllr K Garrido) 

Comments noted. These paragraphs have now been broadly 
incorporated into the introduction to policy HE1. 
 

The following should continue to be supported and protected: 
The Delph, Worsley Road, Lime Kiln Barton Road, Buile Hill Park 
and Weaste Cemetery 
(Cllr K Garrido) 
 
 

Noted.  These are all Scheduled Ancient Monuments and 
identified in policy HE1 Heritage Protection as such. 

Other significant changes made to policy HE2  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 21, HE3 Heritage Protection  

(The policy reference HE3 has been changed to HE3 A positive future for heritage assets in the Publication Salford Local 

Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document and) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The requirements of the policy to “enhance” heritage assets and 
the historic environment is not consistent with the statutory duties 
of S66 of the Planning (LB & CAs) Act 1990.  It is appropriate that 
policies encourage taking account of the desirability of sustaining 
and enhancing heritage assets but it must make clear that this is 
not a requirement.  Case law has established that development 
which preserves and causes no harm to the significance of 
designated assets is acceptable.(Peel Group) 

Comments noted.  Reference to the enhancement of heritage 
assets has been removed and replaced with conservation of 
assets.  The first sentence of the second paragraph now reads  
 
“The use secured should be consistent with the protection and 
conservation of the asset’s heritage significance and its 
sustainable long-term use.” 

  

Other significant changes made to policy HE3  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 

 



381 
 

POLICY: Chapter 21, HE4 Managing change  

(The policy reference has been changed to HE2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document).   

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The Manchester Bolton Bury Canal is an important historic asset 
and should be included in the policy. (Manchester Bolton & Bury 
Canal Society) 

Noted.  A new policy (HE6 Canals) has been included in the 
chapter and this specifically identifies the MB&B Canal as one of 
five important heritage assets to be protected across the city. 
 

The large scale new development proposed in the vicinity of the 
MB &B and the need to secure investment in the area’s large 
number of heritage assets, could include the potential for 
interpretation of the MB&B as part of any planned development. 
(Canal and River Trust) 

Policy HE5 relates to heritage information and interpretation and 
would address this issue at the planning application stage. 

Support for criterion F) which relates to the potential for peat to 
retain important palaeo-environmental evidence and possibly bog 
bodies. (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & 
Merseyside).  

Support is welcomed.  Criterion F in HE4 has been retained under 
criterion F in policy HE2. 

Paragraph 21.14 should be amended to read “Finding appropriate 
uses for Salford’s heritage assets is therefore an important 
priority, and the city council will work with developers, Historic 
England and other relevant statutory and non-statutory 
consultees in achieving this.” (Theatres’ Trust) 

This paragraph has now been incorporated into paragraph 20.15.  
The last sentence reads : 
 
“Finding appropriate uses for Salford’s heritage assets is 
therefore an important priority, and the city council will work with 
developers, Historic England and stakeholders in achieving this.” 
 

It is important that SCC work closely with the RHS, FOWS and 
other stakeholders to maximise this opportunity so that the area 
does not become blighted with road traffic, and that public 

Comments noted. 
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transport access and usage to these locations is maximised. 
(Friends of Walkden Station) 

 

Other significant changes made to policy HE4  

Change Reason for change 

Policy HE4 is now policy HE2 and has been reworded to explain 
how development will be managed within the historic areas. 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, 
a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the document 
to focus on development management policies and designations. 
A range of modifications have been made to the document to 
reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of some.    
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POLICY: Chapter 21, HE5 A positive future for heritage assets  

(The policy reference HE5 has been changed to HE3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 

Policies and Designations document)  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Support for the policy for which emphasises the need to explore 
continued community or cultural use with the building’s form as a 
first priority and where an alternative use is proposed for it to be 
robustly demonstrated that continued community or cultural use is 
not viable and there is no need for the facility.  This is particularly 
relevant for the Victoria Theatre. (Theatres Trust) 

Support is welcomed. 

Welcome the reference to the Theatres Trust and the Theatres at 
Risk list in paragraph 21. 19 (Theatres Trust) 

Support is welcomed.  Paragraph 21.19 of the RDLP is now 
paragraph 20.20 in the SLP: DMP. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy HE5  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 21, HE6 Heritage at Risk  

(The policy reference has been changed to HE4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document)  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Welcome that the council will work with owners, occupiers, 
communities and other stakeholders (which would include 
ourselves) to identify ways of securing the long-term future of 
such assets. (Theatres Trust) 

Support is welcomed. 

  

Other significant changes made to policy HE6  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 

 



385 
 

POLICY: Chapter 21, HE7 Heritage information and interpretation  

(The policy reference has been changed to HE5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made on this policy.  

  

Other significant changes made to policy HE7  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 22 Green Belt and Agriculture General Comments 

(Chapter 22 has become chapter 21 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 7 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

In reference to creating a fairer Salford, the Green Belt should 
continue to be protected against GMSF Allocations 32 and 33. 
Once you have allowed the developers to deprive Salford of its 
Greenbelt in these large areas, they will be back for more and I 
feel then your case in so called protecting the Greenbelt for 
future generations will be considerably weaker (Individual) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

In reference to GM Allocations 32 and 33, disappointed in the 
decision to hand over the fate of the Greenbelt to the GMSF 
and in doing so abnegated the responsibility with respect to the 
the Green Belt of Chat Moss, the greatest natural asset that 
Salford can and should be proud of. Control should be taken 
back and this process stopped (Individual)  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
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Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

It is essential that further Green Belt release is considered as 
part of the GMSF exercise (including safeguarded land to 
address needs post 2035), together with an explicit expectation 
of more localised Green Belt reviews taking place at individual 
LPA level, as these will be necessary within each of the local 
planning authority areas to ensure that smaller and medium 
sized sites can be identified and brought forward over the 
GMSF Plan period (Abbot Associates) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Green Belt additions  

Whilst additions to the Green Belt are generally welcomed, 
where playing fields are included the designation needs to 
ensure it does not restrict the ability to build ancillary facilities 
that may be required to make the site sustainable in future. 
These facilities can range from changing rooms to flood lit 
Artificial Grass Pitches (Sport England) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document (SLP:DMP). 
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Policy GB1 of the SLP: DMP reflects national guidance relating 
to Green Belt as set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
 

Support for the the addition of the ‘West Salford’ which is a vital 
community resource for recreation and well-being of residents 
from Salford and beyond (RAID) 

The GMSF will take decisions about whether Green Belt 
boundaries in Salford should be altered, including the 
designation of new Green Belt. Given this, these comments 
relate to issues being considered through the Greater 
Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 

Support desigation of West Salford Greenway as new Green 
Belt (G1.5) and to designate each of the individual fields as 
Local Green Space (Policy G1.6). Taken together these 
proposals may finally secure the priceless green infrastructure 
of the area for the benefit of all the city's residents (Individual). 

Support for designation of West Salford Greenway as new 
Green Belt is welcomed. However, the GMSF will take 
decisions about whether Green Belt boundaries in Salford 
should be altered, including the designation of new Green Belt. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 22  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Policy GB1 Green Belt  

(The policy reference remains GB1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document, the title of the policy has been change to Green Belt) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 8 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Object to the unnecessary use of greenfield / Green Belt for 
housing (Individual) 
 
The NPPF is clear that the government "attaches great 
importance to Greenbelt" and that decision makers should 
continue to afford the Greenbelt the highest protection 
(Individual) 
 
Betrayed policy in not opposing GM Allocations 32 and 33 
(Individual) 

Policy GB1 of the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations Document maintains 
the designation of the existing Green Belt in Salford without any 
alterations to its boundaries and describes that the Green Belt 
will be afforded strong protection in accordance with national 
planning policy. 
 
It should be recognised however that the Greater Manchester 
Spatial Framework will set out the overall spatial strategy for 
Greater Manchester, including identifying the appropriate scale 
and distribution of housing and employment development 
across Greater Manchester. This includes identifying the 
housing requirement for Salford and taking 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. Given this, the 
comment relates to issues being considered through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 
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Support for policy wording "In particular, the enhancement of its 
green infrastructure functions will be encouraged, such as 
habitat restoration" (Wildlife Trust) 

The support is welcomed.  
 

Changes to Green Belt boundaries  

Consider that additional land, including Green Belt will need to 
be released to meet the city’s housing needs (Peel Group) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, the comment relates to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Support for identification of Hazelhurst and East of Boothstown 
GM allocations on the proposals map (Peel Group) 

The comment relates to two site allocations on Green Belt land 
proposed through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework.  
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, the comment relates to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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Lumber Lane should remain within the Greenway and 
proposed Green Belt (Cllr Karen Garrido) 

In respect of the designation of land on Lumber Lane as Green 
Belt, decisions regarding changes to Green Belt boundaries will 
be taken through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. 
In this regard the comment relates to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Object to Green Belt additions at Worsley / West Salford 
Greenway and west of Burgess Farm. Unjustified and 
exceptional circumstances have not been shown (Peel Group) 

The GMSF will take decisions about whether Green Belt 
boundaries in Salford should be altered, including the 
designation of new Green Belt. Given this, these comments 
relate to issues being considered through the Greater 
Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication 
Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 

 

Other significant changes made to policy GB1  

Change Reason for change  

Text has been added to the policy to describe that “a positive 
approach will be taken to the provision of essential 
infrastructure within the Green Belt, where it would be 
consistent with maintaining the openness of the Green Belt and 
the purposes of including land within it.” 
 

Decisions relating to essential infrastructure development will 
be taken in line with national Green Belt policy and in many 
cases may fall under the exceptions identified in paragraphs 
145 and 146 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
Nevertheless, given the essential nature of such infrastructure, 
and specifically in response to comments received from United 
Utilities in this regard, it has been considered helpful to express 
a positive approach to its provision as described.  

 



392 
 

POLICY: Chapter 22, Policy GB2 Soils and agricultural land 

(The policy reference remains GB2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document)  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 6 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Reasoned justification to the policy  

Support for paragraph 22.7 (Wildlife Trust) The support is welcomed. The paragraph has been retained in 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document (paragraph 21.7) 
 

Object to paragraph 22.8 questioning whether the 
environmental benefit of the development outweighs the overall 
environmental impact (Wildlife Trust) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  

Broadly support paragraph 22.9 however it lacks any specificity 
on what and how the Salford Local Plan would and could 
deliver such outcomes on agricultural land, given that 
agricultural land-use is largely outside the town & country 
planning system. We would welcome discussion on this 
(Wildlife Trust) 

The support is welcomed.  
 
It is recognised 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 
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much agricultural activity will not be subject to planning 
controls. 
 
Nevertheless, the paragraph referred to and the requirements 
of Policy GB2, together with a number of other policies within 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document, ensure that where 
proposals do fall under the definition of development the 
requirements in this regard are clear.  
 

General  

Development (soil sealing) has an irreversible adverse 
(cumulative) impact on the finite stock of BMV land. Avoiding 
loss of BMV land is priority, as mitigation is rarely possible. 
Retaining higher quality land enhances future options for 
sustainable food production and helps secure other important 
ecosystem services. In the longer term, protection of BMV land 
may also reduce pressure for intensification of other land 
(Natural England) 

Comments noted. Policy GB2 of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
document describes that the loss of agricultural land shall be 
avoided wherever possible, and that where such development 
is proposed, it shall be demonstrated that: 
 
1) Preference has been given to the use of lower grade land; 
and 
2) The scale of loss has been minimised. 
 

Soils of high environmental value (e.g. wetland and carbon 
stores such as peatland) should also be considered as part of 
ecological connectivity in Policy GB2 (Natural England) 

The protection of soils is relevant to a number of policy areas in 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations Document including water (Chapter 
18), climate change (Policy CC1), Green Belt and agriculture 
(Chapter 21), green infrastructure (Chapter 22), biodiversity 
and geodiversity (Chapter 23), and pollution control (Policy 
PH1). Through these policies issues around the environmental 
value of soils, including as a carbon store can be considered. 
Links to these various policy areas have been identified with 
cross references to relevant chapters/ policies in the reasoned 
justification to Policy GB2 (paragraph 21.5).  
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Broadly support the above policy as it would appear to preclude 
unsustainable farming practices that would, inevitably, lead to 
further soil loss, particularly of peat soils, through oxidation and 
erosion. However, this policy should align more with the GMSF 
policy GM-G10 commitment to "ensure protection of peat-
based soils" (Wildlife Trust) 

The protection of soils is relevant to a number of policy areas in 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations Document including climate change 
(Policy CC1), Green Belt and agriculture (Chapter 21), green 
infrastructure (Chapter 22), biodiversity and geodiversity 
(Chapter 23), and pollution control (Policy PH1). These links 
have been emphasised with cross references to relevant 
chapters/ policies in the reasoned justification to policy GB2 
(paragraph 21.5). 
 
In respect of these linked policy areas, the reasoned 
justification to Policy BG3 (Geodiversity), which itself includes a 
cross-reference back to Policy GB2, references the peat soils 
of Chat Moss. The policy describes that “development that 
would have a significant adverse impact on the value of any 
feature of geodiversity interest will not be permitted”.  
 

Policy requirements  

Welcome policy requirements to provide safeguards and retain 
environment functions (Natural England) 

The support is welcomed.  
 
 

To strengthen this policy further a requirement could be for 
development to provide a robust evidence base and field 
surveys where necessary, to establish the status of agriculture 
land that could be Best and Most Versatile (BMV) land (Natural 
England) 

Policy GB2 of the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations document describes 
that the loss of agricultural land shall be avoided wherever 
possible, and that where such development is proposed, it shall 
be demonstrated that: 
 
1) Preference has been given to the use of lower grade land; 
and 
2) The scale of loss has been minimised. 
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The necessary evidence in support of the consideration of 
these issues can be determined at the pre-application / 
planning application stage. 

 The final sentence should be expanded to specifically 
include the points raised within paragraph 22.9 on 
minimising greenhouse gas emissions and enhancing 
biodiversity (Wildlife Trust) 

As identified the reasoned justification provides examples of 
wider environmental objectives. It is not considered necessary 
to repeat these examples within the policy itself.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy GB2 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 22, Policy GB3 Farm Diversification 

(The policy reference remains GB3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

 There should be an addition clause "There would be no 
adverse environmental impacts." To ensure that there would, 
as far as practicable, be no adverse environmental impacts 
consequent on such diversification (Wildlife Trust) 

The environmental impacts of development are considered 
through a number of policies in the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
document including those of chapters 18 (Water), 21 (Green 
Belt and agriculture), 22 (Green Infrastructure), 23 
(Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and 25 (Air Quality, pollution 
and hazards). It is not considered that a further general 
reference in Policy GB3 is necessary. 
 
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. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy GB3  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Policy GB4 Agricultural, forestry and other occupational dwellings within the Green Belt 

(The policy reference remains GB4 in the Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

Document) Plan) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made on this policy   

 

Other significant changes made to policy GB4 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 23 Green Infrastructure, General comments 

(Chapter 23 has become chapter 22 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

The monitoring indicators are weak as there are no suggested 
targets (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

Targets and a baseline have now been added to the 
monitoring indicators. 

Release of green field/ Green Belt sites for housing 
development conflicts with the vision / aims of this chapter (a 
relatively small number of individuals). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

  

Other significant changes made to Chapter 23  

Change  Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY GI1: Green infrastructure spatial strategy 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Point (B) of this policy should note that the Manchester Bolton 
and Bury Canal is a major feature of the Irwell Valley (point B) 
of this policy. (Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal Society). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Policy GI1 has been deleted 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 
The Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal is referenced within 
the supporting text to policy GI3 Irwell Valley. 
 

The new Castle Irwell wetland shows there is opportunity to 
create multifunctional green infrastructure assets. Hopefully 
more such projects can be developed in Salford in the future. 
(Environment Agency) 

The support is welcomed. 

Support policy, in particular: 

 Aim to develop a high quality green infrastructure 
network that is well designed and managed 

 Reference to NPPF definition of green infrastructure 
(Natural England) 

The support is welcomed. However, since the City Council 
consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on 
development management policies and designations. Policy 
GI1 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised 
scope.   
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Policy could be improved by reference to Natural England 
definition of green infrastructure (link provided). (Natural 
England). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy GI1 has been deleted having regard to the 
plan’s revised scope.   
 
The new policy GI1 (formerly GI2) includes a definition of 
green infrastructure. 
 

The principle of equitable access should be considered, in line 
with 25 Year Environment Plan (p77) which has intitial focus 
on areas with shortage of accessible / high quality green 
infrastructure. 
 
Forthcoming national framework of green infrastructure 
standards should be considered (Natural England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy GI1 has been deleted having regard to the 
plan’s revised scope.   
 
The new policy GI1 (formerly GI2) includes a definition of 
green infrastructure. 
 

GMSF allocations 32 and 33 conflict with this policy ( 
individual) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
and employment development across Greater Manchester. 
This includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford 
and taking 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. Given this, these comments relate to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document.  
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Support for the many positive references to canals within the 
plan and the wider recognition given to the benefits of green 
infrastructure including policy GI1 which acknowledges the role 
of canals in as part of a high quality green infrastructure 
network (Canal and River Trust) 

The support is welcomed. However, since the City Council 
consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on 
development management policies and designations.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, a new policy on canals has also 
been added to the plan (policy H6). Policy GI1 has been 
deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope. References 
to canals remain in the introduction to the chapter and the 
definition of green infrastructure contained within new policy 
GI1 (formerly GI2). 
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POLICY GI2: Green infrastructure requirements for development 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to GI1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 
 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Support for point (f) – measures to support the waterway 
network – provided that it includes the Manchester Bolton and 
Bury Canal (Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal Society) 

The support is welcomed. 
 
This criteria would be applicable to the Manchester Bolton and 
Bury Canal 
 

There are still major environmental improvements needed to 
enhance the majority of Salford’s riparian corridors, both in 
water quality and hydromorphology (river modification) terms 
 
There may be significant opportunity as part of new 
development along riparian corridors to enhance these key 
ecological networks and green infrastructure assets 
 
Policy should highlight that high proportion of Salford green 
infrastructure is associated with waterways and at present 
most of these are failing statutory objectives under the River 
Basin Management Plan and identify ways to positvely 
integrate and enhance river and canal corridors 
 
Any new riparian development should assess and include 
where feasible: 

These issues are to a large extent covered in other policies of 
the SLP: DMP, including WA1 Delivering the North West 
Management Plan and D9 Waterside Development. 
 
This policy includes at criterion f that within and around the 
waterway network and other water bodies, measures to 
achieve ‘good’ status of the water body in accordance with 
Policy WA1 and encourage movement of species are a priority 
for green infrastructure provision.  
 



403 
 

 Create continuous and much enlarged open space areas 
adjacent to rivers, removing buildings which encroach up 
to bank top 

 “Front facing” residential dwellings which integrate 
positively with river 

 Integrate flood storage and attenuation with biodiversity 
and landscape enhancement 

 Minimise hard bankside engineering 

 Assess opportunity to remove any existing redundant 
walled structures 

 Height and massing along river corridor should be carefully 
controlled to ensure good daytime light provision 

 Look to open up culverted watercourses 

 Restore heavily modified and canalised river channels 

 Look to remove or modify redundant weir structures, or 
include fish passes 

 Long-term conservation management of semi-natural 
greenspaces (Environment Agency) 

With reference to point (b), as well as green roof and green 
walls, there are many opportunities as part of development to 
incorporate bio-engineering approaches within new 
development design (link supplied which relates to 
river/estuary banks) (Environment Agency)  

This information is noted but is considered to be an 
unnecessary level of detail for inclusion in the plan. 

General support for policy GI2 (Natural England) The support is welcomed. 

Policy must be based on a robust and up-to-date assessment 
of open space (NPPF paragraph 96) and should also include a 
baseline assessment of existing green infrastructure provision. 
The needs of local communities to access greenspace to 
address health inequalities and improve wellbeing should be 
considered (Natural England) 

Key background documents include the Salford Greenspace 
Strategy (2019) and the supporting open space chapter of the 
Salford Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2019). These provide a 
robust and up-to-date assessment of open space which is 
regularly updated.  



404 
 

Measures such as street trees, green roofs and walls, pocket 
parks and pedestrianisation can complement urban 
greenspace in densely developed areas. (Natural England) 

The policy makes reference to these functions. There is an 
intention to produce supplementary guidance on green 
infrastructure upon adoption of the Local Plan. 
 

The Local Plan should align with GMSF GM-G9 policy, which 
uses the Accessible Natural Greenspace Standards (ANGSt) 
published by Natural England. 
 
The policy could be strengthened by reference to commitment 
in 25 Year Environment Plan for national Framework of Green 
Infrastructure Standards, expected to be complete late 2019 
and subsequently incorporated into national planning 
guidance/policy. 
 
Once the new standards become available the Local Plan 
could include an objective to assess green infrastructure 
provision across the city using the new standards. The new 
framework should be incorporated into Policy GI2. (Natural 
England) 

No changes are proposed at this stage as a result of these 
comments.  
 
Policy R1 identifies the local standards that Salford intends to 
take forward and/or adopt. Salford has already adopted the 
majority of the ANGSt standards as local standards, with an 
intention to adopt a new local nature reserve standard. 
However it is considered impractical to create 100 hectare and 
500 hectare greenspace within the boundaries of a single local 
authority where they do not already exist.  
 
Further changes can be considered to this policy once 
additional guidance and standards have been produced. 

Further explanation is required to clarify what the priority 
functions illustrated in Figure 18 are. 
 
Figure 18 would benefit from a landscape context and further 
explanation of what the white areas on the map represent. 
 
The mapping is assumed to be based on future supply of 
green infrastructure as there does not appear to be a baseline 
assessment of existing green infrastructure needs  
 
(Natural England) 

The policy has been revised to provide further explanation of 
the priority functions. Minor changes have been made to the 
associated diagram which concentrates on the key functions 
where these can be easily mapped. 
 
The monitoring indicators at the end of the chapter provide a 
baseline which is based on more detailed indicators from other 
relevant chapters. 
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Other significant changes made to policy GI2 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY GI3: Chat Moss 

(The policy reference has been changed to GI2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 11 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Support for the protection and enhancement of Chat Moss and 
biodiversity heartland which supports the objectives of the GM 
Wetlands Nature Improvement Area. (Wigan Council, 
Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

The support is welcomed. 

There needs to be consistency between policy BG1 (point 5) 
and policy GI3 in terms of reference to breeding birds, brown 
hare and water vole. Policy GI3 currently says nothing about 
these species (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope. However, reference to these species has now 
been added to policy GI2. 
 

Shaw Brook and Glaze Brook are failing statutory Water 
Framework Directive objectives. Therefore opportunities to 
integrate and enhance these brooks and riparian corridors as 
part of conservation effort in the Chat Moss area would be 
welcomed (Environment Agency). 

Reference to seeking opportunities to restore a more natural 
hydrology to Shaw Brook and Glaze Brook has been added as 
criterion 8 of the policy. 

There is a lack of supporting evidence that the enhancements 
sought can be achieved and they are undeliverable in the 
absence of landowner support and are therefore not “effective” 
and the policy is unsound. The foloowing points were also 
made: 
 

 Most of the land covered by Policy GI3 is owned by Peel 
and is tenanted agricultural land. 

 There is no public access beyond existing rights of way 

There are a number of different ways in which the 
enhancements sought might be achieved. 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 significant work has 
now been undertaken to support the introduction of biodiversity 
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 Other than limited restoration proposals required by 
planning conditions on specific sites, there are no 
proposals to deliver the objectives of the policy. 

 There has been no engagement over the detail and intent 
of the policy with the major landowners and tenants who 
rely on the area for the operation of their agricultural 
business 

 There is no basis to conclude that the policy can achieve 
any enhancements in this area. 
 

Peel has previously [in response to GMSF Jan 2016] set out its 
ideas for the creation of a Mossland Park which could achieve 
the objectives of the policy. However the restrictive approach 
being taken by the GMSF and Salford Local Plan prevent 
these proposals from being realised. If changes were made to 
the GMSF/Local Plan the Mossland Park proposals could be 
brought back into consideration. (The Peel Group). 

net gain requirements, which may lead to more investment in 
the biodiversity value of Chat Moss. 
 
Public consultation on the Salford Local Plan 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 Supplementary Planning 
Document, and there would be further engagement on details 
at that stage. 
 
The latter part of the comments (with regards to the creation of 
a Mosslands Park) relates to issues being considered through 
the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 

Policy could be improved by being more specific about 
reducing the drainage on the Moss to restore a more natural 
hydrology and the ecological and carbon sequestration 
functions that such restoration would support. (Lancashire 
Wildlife Trust) 

A reference to seeking opportunities to restore a more natural 
hydrology to Shaw Brook and Glaze Brook has been added as 
criterion 8 of the policy. The policy already makes clear that 
within the Biodiversity Heartland securing the restoration of 
lowland raised bog will be a priority. 
 

Building on Green Belt is not protecting Chat Moss (2 
individuals)  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
and employment development across Greater Manchester. 
This includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford 
and taking 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.  
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Given the above, these comments relate to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. Notwithstanding this, reference has been added to 
the justification to policy GI2 to highlight that some of Chat 
Moss may be allocated in the future for development through 
the GMSF; any such development would have to take into 
account policy GI2 of the SLP:DMP. 
 

Chat Moss is a fantastic resource for Greater Manchester. It 
should be celebrated and promoted as a natural oasis for 
wildlife, clean air, walking and cycling, currently used and 
appreciated by locals and further reaching communities. (1 
individual) 

This is what the policy is seeking to achieve. 

  

Other significant changes made to policy GI3 

Change  Reason for change  

The boundary of Chat Moss has been changed to include 
areas which have been proposed for development in the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. 
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Therefore, it is not considered 
appropriate to define a boundary for Chat Moss based on 
future development proposals at this time (particularly given 
the stage the GMSF is at in plan preparation and the need for it 
to be Examined).  
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The boundary for Chat Moss in the SLP: DMP broadly reflects 
the boundary in the Revised Draft Local Plan but includes 
areas which are under consideration for allocation for 
development as part of the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework. Any allocations within the area covered by this 
policy would need to have regard to the priorities set out in the 
Chat Moss policy (now GI2). 
 

Criterion 2 of this policy now includes reference to avoiding 
additional pressure on nearby Special Areas of Conservation in 
the context of enhanced public access. 

In order to take into account findings of the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment. 
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POLICY GI4: Irwell Valley 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to GI3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

A major feature of the Irwell Valley is the Manchester Bolton & 
Bury Canal (Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal Society) 

The canal is referenced in the preceding justification of the 
policy as it is an important heritage, landscape and recreation 
feature of the Irwell Valley. 
 

As well as management of flood risk and improvement of water 
quality, the River Irwell is identified as a heavily modified 
waterbody and failing watercourse as identified in the current 
River Basin Management Plan, this policy should recognise the 
need to improve the river’s hydromorphology and will also be 
key to achieving improvements in the Irwell valley. 
 
We would therefore recommend that there also be a strong 
emphasis on: Restoring the River Irwell’s natural 
hydromorphological and geomorphological form and function 
i.e., restoring natural floodplain, restoring canalised rivers 
sections or assessing opportunities to remove or modify 
redundant weir structures,  that will provide opportunity to 
create a higher quality and more multifunctional green 
infrastructure asset. 
 
The River Irwell has significantly improved as a wildlife 
resource in last few decades, and the watercourse now 

These issues are largely addressed in Policy WA1 Delivering 
the North West River Basin Management Plan. This includes a 
requirement that: 
 
“Where practicable, development shall take opportunities to 
support the improvement of water bodies to at least ‘good’ 
status, including through: 
i) The provision and design of green infrastructure; 
ii) Utilisation of sustainable drainage systems; 
iii) Control of pollution; 
iv) Remediation of contamination; 
v) Naturalisation of watercourses; and 
vi) Reducing obstacles to the movement of wildlife.” 
 
In addition, policy GI4 (now policy GI3) notes at criterion 5 that 
there will be a strong emphasis on  
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supports species such as otter, kingfisher, brown trout, 
goldeneye, and welcome the opportunity to further expand and 
strengthen these populations and other key riparian species as 
part of development in the Irwell Valley (Environment Agency) 

“Improving the water quality of the river, and contributing to 
other North West River Basin Management Plan objectives 
including naturalisation of the riverbed, river banks and 
associated environments where possible.” 
 
This list is not exhaustive and is considered to encompass the 
issues raised in this response. 
 

Part C in particular is welcomed which emphasises two of the 
stratgeic hubs for outdoor sports (Sport England) 

The support is noted. Since the City Council consulted on the 
Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has been made to narrow 
the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. Given this criterion C 
of policy GI4 has been deleted from the plan. However, an 
additional policy has been added to the SLP: DMP relating to 
outdoor and indoor sports (policy R5). 
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy GI4 

Change  Reason for change  

The previous list of new and improved recreation opportunities 
within the Irwell Valley has been deleted from the revised 
policy (GI3)  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. 
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POLICY GI5: West Salford Greenway 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to GI4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 341 
 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

There was overwhelming support from residents for the 
ongoing protection of the West Salford Greenway and its 
designation as Green Belt (over 330 individual responses as 
well as two community/resident groups) 
Some responses added details such as: 

 A place children can see animals in fields not just in a 
petting area 

 An asset for people beyond Worsley (1 respondent said 
they used to visit Worsley Woods from Little Hulton and 
know others who do) 

 It’s possible to “almost forget one is in the middle of 
suburbia” 

 A place people can go without having to get in cars or 
travel far 

 People use looplines for running, walking with children, 
cycling. Consequent health benefits reducing demands 
on health and social services. 

 The green spaces are what keeps the area attractive 
and without them the long term economic prospects of 
the area will be compromised 

 Increased density of future housebuilding makes such 
greenspaces more important than ever 

The support is noted 
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 It is important to have green corridors rather than 
isolated green patches 

 Worsley already faces issues such as congestion and 
pollution and associated asthma; shortage of school 
places 

Opposition to further building in the Worsley / Worsley 
Greenway area. (10 individuals, Friends of Roe Green) 
Further building in the Worsley Greenway area would cause or 
worsen: 

 Traffic congestion (public transport in the area is very 
poor) 

 Road safety issues 

 Poor air quality 

 Health problems / increased stress 

 Overloading local services 

 Spoil the beauty of the local area (10 individuals) 

The opposition to further development in this area is noted. 
 

 West Salford Greenway incorporates Salteye Brook and 
Worsley Brook which are failing Water Framework 
Directive objectives and suffer multiple hydromorphological 
and water quality issues 

 The Environment Agency would welcome recognition for 
these important green infrastructure assets which form the 
spine of the Greenway 

 Opportunities to more positively integrate and enhance 
these waterbodies and their tributaries should be pursued. 

 Issues these waterbodies face include urban diffuse 
pollution, previous poor riparian development and poor 
land management (Environment Agency) 

The policy has been expanded to make references to Salteye 
Brook and Worsley Brook. In addition, policy WA1 notes that 
schemes aimed at improving the status of waterbodies will be 
supported. 

The Peel Group objects to the designation of the West Salford 
Greenway under policy GI5, and considers it to be inconsistent 
with the presumption in favour of sustainable development and 

Policy context  
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unsound. A summary of the main reasons for this is provided 
below: 
 
Policy context  

 The policy context has changed since it was first 
designated, and its continued designation is not 
justified. It takes no account of the need to meet 
qualitative and quantitative development needs and that 
insufficient housing land has been identified in Salford.  
 

Evidence base for designation 

 Concerns were raised regarding the justification for the 
designation and the evidence base supporting it, in 
relation to a range of issues including: its biodiversity, 
and green infrastructure value; its value as open land to 
communities and their identity; its strategic role as open 
land; its contribution to the significance or setting of 
heritage assets, and the impact that built development 
in the Greenway would have on those assets.  

 
Access  

 A significant proportion of the Greenway is private land 
where public access is restricted to public rights of way. 
The rights of way could be retained and enhanced 
through development and proposals could result in a net 
gain in publicly accessible green infrastructure (e.g. 
formal play space, informal recreation areas, amenity 
land). 
 

Recreation 

 The sites proposed for development by Peel within the 
Greenway are not identified as greenspace in the 

The decision to take forward the Salford Local Plan in two 
parts has narrowed the scope of the SLP: DMP from that of 
earlier versions of the plan. It is not the purpose of the SLP: 
DMP to consider the scale of development needs within the 
city or allocate land to deliver it. These issues will be 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework (GMSF) and the subsequent Salford Local Plan: 
Core Strategy and Allocations document (SLP: CS).  
 
Until the GMSF is adopted, in accordance with national 
guidance, the housing target for the city will be the Local 
Housing Need figure calculated using the latest published 
Government Methodology. As of December 2019, this is 1,370 
dwellings per annum. In this regard the Salford Housing and 
Economic Land Availability assessment (September 2019), 
and associated five year supply position (1 April 2019 to 31 
March 2024), suggests that the city’s Local Housing Need over 
the plan period can be accommodated without having to 
amend / delete any existing designations as currently adopted 
in the Saved Policies of Salford’s UDP. The identification of 
development needs beyond this nationally prescribed 
requirement, and the allocation of sites to meet them, fall 
outside of the scope of the SLP: DMP.  
 
Evidence base for designation 
 
The Greenway has been protected as a single entity since the 
adoption of Salford’s first Unitary Development Plan in 1995 
and policies protecting various elements of it date back to 
earlier Town Maps. There is a significant evidence base 
supporting the Greenway designation. This evidence includes, 
but is not necessarily limited to: 
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Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Open Space (2019) and do 
not not have a recreation function at present.  

 This part of the city has good levels of accessibility to 
recreation facilities and accessible greenspace in 
Worsley/Boothstown is well above the Salford average. 

 

 

 Sites of biological importance and habitats surveys (various 
dates) 

 Greater Manchester Assessment of Proposed Additions to 
the Green Belt (LUC, 2018) 

 Landscape Character & Sensitivity Assessment (LUC, 
2018)  

 Open Space Chapter of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(SCC, 2019) 

 Landscape Character Assessment (SCC, 2007) 
 
Collectively, these show the importance of the West Salford 
Greenway as strategic green infrastructure providing a broad 
range of environmental and social functions and demonstrate 
that it is appropriate to continue to protect it. Although some of 
the documents listed above were prepared some time ago, 
they remain relevant today, as was noted by the Planning 
Inspector and the Secretary of State in a 2018 appeal decision 
on land within the Greenway (particularly in relation to the 
Salford Landscape Character Assessment). 
 
Access 
 
The Inspector’s report on the 2018 planning appeal discussed 
at length the benefits of maintaining the openness of the 
Greenway, even on areas where public access is currently 
limited to public rights of way (discussed further below). 
 
Recreation  
 
The Greenway contains a wide range of recreation 
opportunities, helping to meet some of the environment-based 
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and informal standards. Whilst the Greenway does not have 
the more formal facilities such as LEAPs, NEAPs and parks, 
the lack of such facilities within the wider area increases the 
strategic role of the Greenway as a vital outdoor recreation 
resource. The public rights of way network stretches 
throughout the Greenway, enabling the public to appreciate all 
parts of it and connect it to the surrounding neighbourhoods, 
as does the cycling network, with route 55 of the National 
Cycle Network running along the loopline that forms the spine 
of the Greenway. 
 
The Greenway therefore helps to provide a varied range of 
recreation opportunities that make a major contribution to the 
attractiveness of the surrounding areas as a place to live. Even 
the areas that do not specifically have one of the functions for 
which there is a standard in the Greenspace SPD, but can be 
appreciated from public rights of way, have an important role 
within this context. This was recognised by the inspector 
conducting the 2018 appeal for the Broadoak site, who did not 
accept the appellant’s position that the existing amenity and 
recreation value of the sites is low.  
 

Friends of Walkden Station acknowledge that their proposed 
Option 2 (The Bridgewater Line) makes use of the strategic 
recreation route through the Greenway. Any proposal to 
introduce rapid transit on this alignment would need to be 
designed to protect the recreational value as much as possible, 
ensuring that high quality walking and cycling paths are 
protected. Local communities may prefer to retain the loopline 
as it it now, but there would not appear to be any alternative 
routes that could link these parts of Salford (which are severely 

No changes are proposed as a result of these comments. 
Introducing a rapid transit in this location is unlikely to be 
compatible with the purposes and value of this strategic 
recreation route.  
 
Policy R4 of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document identifies 
this route to be protected and enhanced as part of a network of 
high quality strategic recreation routes extending through the 
city and into surrounding districts. 
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blighted by traffic and air quality problems) by rapid transit 
modes. (Friends of Walkden Station) 

The Greenway should be retained in its entirety, including the 
Lumber Lane site. (Details were provided logged against 
H9/12) (1 individual; Councillor Karen Garrido; Worsley Village 
Community Association) 

The comments are noted. 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy GI5 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY GI6: Local Green Space  

(The policy reference has been changed to GI5 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 336  

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

Local Green Space – General Comments 

The Council’s conclusion that the land within West Salford 
Greenway could qualify as Local Green Space designation is 
incorrect, being based on a fundamental misapplication of 
NPPF policy (paragraphs 99 and 100) on Local Green Space 
and the Council’s own assessment methodology. 
 
It is apparent that the designations proposed by the Council is 
an effort to sterilise the development of sites promoted by Peel 
as a series of sustainable development opportunities rather 
than being legitimately based on their objective role and value 
as Local Green Space.  
 
The designation of sites within the West Salford Greenway as 
Local Green Space is fundamentally unsound, lacking in any 
evidential basis to support this designation and contrary to the 
NPPF. It should not be carried forward as part of the 
progression of the Local Plan. Indeed, designation of these 
sites would amount to a serious misinterpretation of NPPF 
paragraph 100 and amount to an error of law (Peel Holdings) 

The city council has produced an assessment methodology 
based on guidance in the NPPF. This methodology has been 
applied to all sites that have been proposed to determine 
whether they satisfy the criteria to be designated as a Local 
Green Space. The city council has identified a number of sites 
in Policy GI5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document which it considers should be designated as Local 
Green Spaces. 
 

Natural England has not provided specific comments on the 
sites designated for Local Green Spaces and instead would 

These comments are noted. Responses have been provided to 
the specific comments in the Green Infrastructure chapter. 
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like to refer you to our comments contained on Green 
Infrastructure (Natural England) 

Support for the policy (Individuals) The support is noted 

5) Roe Green, Worsley 

A significant number of representations expressed support for 
this proposed designation (Friends of Roe Green, Individuals) 

The support is noted 

Strong objection expressed for this proposed designation – see 
general comments (Peel Holdings) 

The city council has produced an assessment methodology 
based on guidance in the NPPF. This methodology has been 
applied to all sites that have been proposed to determine 
whether they satisfy the criteria to be designated as a Local 
Green Space. The city council has identified a number of sites 
in Policy GI5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document which it considers should be designated as Local 
Green Spaces. 
 

6) Land at Beesley Green and Kempnough Brook, Worsley 

A significant number of representations expressed support for 
this proposed designation (Friends of Roe Green, Individuals) 

The support is noted 

Strong objection expressed for this proposed designation – see 
general comments (Peel Holdings) 

The city council has produced an assessment methodology 
based on guidance in the NPPF. This methodology has been 
applied to all sites that have been proposed to determine 
whether they satisfy the criteria to be designated as a Local 
Green Space. The city council has identified a number of sites 
in Policy GI5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document which it considers should be designated as Local 
Green Spaces. 
 

7) Worsley Woods, Old Warke Dam and Aviary Field, Worsley 

A significant number of representations expressed support for 
this proposed designation (Friends of Roe Green, Individuals) 

The support is noted 
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Strong objection expressed for this proposed designation – see 
general comments (Peel Holdings) 

The city council has produced an assessment methodology 
based on guidance in the NPPF. This methodology has been 
applied to all sites that have been proposed to determine 
whether they satisfy the criteria to be designated as a Local 
Green Space. The city council has identified a number of sites 
in Policy GI5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document which it considers should be designated as Local 
Green Spaces. 
 

8) Broadaok South, Worsley 

A significant number of representations expressed support for 
this proposed designation (Friends of Roe Green, Individuals) 

The support is noted 

Strong objection expressed for this proposed designation – see 
general comments (Peel Holdings) 

The city council has produced an assessment methodology 
based on guidance in the NPPF. This methodology has been 
applied to all sites that have been proposed to determine 
whether they satisfy the criteria to be designated as a Local 
Green Space. The city council has identified a number of sites 
in Policy GI5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document which it considers should be designated as Local 
Green Spaces. 
 

9) Duke’s Drive, Worsley 

A significant number of representations expressed support for 
this proposed designation (Friends of Roe Green, Individuals) 

The support is noted 

Strong objection expressed for this proposed designation – see 
general comments (Peel Holdings) 

The city council has produced an assessment methodology 
based on guidance in the NPPF. This methodology has been 
applied to all sites that have been proposed to determine 
whether they satisfy the criteria to be designated as a Local 
Green Space. The city council has identified a number of sites 
in Policy GI5 of the Publication Salford Local Plan 



421 
 

Development Management Policies and Designations 
document which it considers should be designated as Local 
Green Spaces. 

10) Worsley Green, Worsley 

A number of representations expressed support for this 
proposed designation (Individuals) 

The support is noted 

Additional suggested designation  

The former Swinton Wastewater Treatment Works meets all of 
the specific criteria for designation (individual) 

It is premature to consider the new and enhanced open spaces 
at the former Swinton Wastewater Treatment Works and 
adjoining land at this stage. The site can be assessed to be 
designated as a Local Green Space at a later date.  
 

Objection to Lumber Lane being excluded as a Local Green 
Space (Cllr. Karen Garrido) 

The city council has produced an assessment methodology 
based on guidance in the NPPF. This methodology has been 
applied to all sites that have been proposed to determine 
whether they satisfy the criteria to be designated as a Local 
Green Space. The Lumber Lane site has been assessed but 
does not meet the criteria to be designated as a Local Green 
Space. 
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy GI6 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY GI7: Trees, woodland and hedgerows 
 
(The policy reference has been changed to GI6 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3  

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

Introductory Text 

The introductory text should emphasise the importance of 
trees, woodland and hedgerows as part of maintaining, 
restoring or creating ecological network functionality, in 
appropriate contexts. 
 
In that regard, it should particularly mention the importance of 
native wet woodland scrub in maintaining, restoring and 
creating ecological network functionality for Willow Tit, a 
nationally endangered ("Red List") bird species for which 
western Greater Manchester, including western Salford City, 
remains a stronghold. See: 
www.bto.org/birdtrends2010/wcrwilti.shtml for supporting 
evidence. (The Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & 
North Merseyside) 

This is considered too great a level of detail for the Local Plan. 

General Comments  

It would be welcomed as part of this policy that there is a clear 
commitment from ecological and biodiversity benefits 
perspective, that new and existing woodlands will make a long 
term positive wildlife benefit, ensure new woodland proposals 
protect other existing rare and priority habitats such as 
heathland, species rich grasslands, reedbed etc., undertake 

The policy has been expanded with a new criteria added 
requiring appropriate environmental assessment to be 
undertaken as part of significant new tree planting proposals 
which considers existing habitats. The policy has also been 
expanded to clarify that any new tree provision will be 
expected to be accompanied by an appropriate management 

http://www.bto.org/birdtrends2010/wcrwilti.shtml
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appropriate environmental assessment as part of any new tree 
planting proposals, and include an obligation to positively 
manage and maintain these in the long term. (Environment 
Agency) 
 

and maintenance plan with identified financial resources to 
deliver it. 
 
Policy GI1 (Development and Green Infrastructure) notes that 
there are a number of appropriate functions of green 
infrastructure, including providing habitats for plants and 
animals. It also requires that development should maximise the 
multi-functionality of green infrastructure. Also, policy GI6 in 
the SLP; DMP (formerly GI7) encourages the positive 
management of trees, woodland and hedgerows so as to 
maximise their green infrastructure functions.  
 
In addition, policy BG2 requires development to provide a net 
gain for biodiversity (managed for 25 years) and requires that 
harm to priority habitats should be avoided wherever 
practicable. In major developments the net gain must be at 
least 10%. 
 
Therefore, it is considered that the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and designations 
document, when taken as a whole, adequately covers these 
issues. 
 

The commitment towards majorly contributing to the City of 
Trees target to plant a tree for every resident in Greater 
Manchester over the next 25 years is strongly welcomed. The 
plan sets out (points 1-9) how it aims to expand tree cover 
across Salford, as well as recognising the natural capital 
benefits that well managed trees, woodland and hedgerows 
provide and also includes details for the creation of a new City 
Forest Park (Natural England) 
 

The support is welcomed. 
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This point could be strengthened by further reference to 
paragraph 175c of the NPPF. Exceptional circumstances 
include, for example, infrastructure projects (including 
nationally significant infrastructure projects, orders under the 
Transport and Works Act and hybrid bills), where the public 
benefit would clearly outweigh the loss or deterioration of 
habitat.  
 
Further guidance is available in the publication: Ancient 
woodland, ancient trees and veteran trees: protecting them 
from development. (Natural England) 
 
 
 

The first criteria of this policy has been amended to reflect the 
wording in the NPPF. 
 
Policy BG2 also requires development to avoid having any 
adverse impact on the nature conservation value of 
irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland and ancient 
or veteran trees. 
 

Criterion 4) Replacement Trees 

This point addresses aesthetics and replacement but fails to 
reference biodiversity net gain. It is suggested that it should be 
reworded to: 
 
4) Requiring developments that would involve the loss of trees 
to provide replacement trees of a suitable number, size and 
species in an appropriate location to deliver a net 
enhancement in the character and quality of the treescape in 
the local area, and in the area and functionality of its ecological 
networks, with a preference for on-site provision; (The Wildlife 
Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside). 
 

The issue of biodiversity net gain is covered in policy BG2. 

Criterion 8) Protecting Hedgerows 

This point addresses aesthetics and replacement but fails to 
reference biodiversity net gain. It is suggested that it should be 
reworded to: 
 

The issue of biodiversity net gain is covered in policy BG2. 
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8) Protecting hedgerows, particularly those of historic or 
biodiversity importance, and securing appropriate replacement, 
enhancement and expansion of this priority habitat in 
accordance with the Natural England biodiversity offsetting 
metric where their loss is demonstrably unavoidable (The 
Wildlife Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside) 
 

Criterion 9) Positive Management  

This policy should be strengthened to ensure all new woodland 
provision is of a high ecological quality and in positive long 
term management. Instead of encouraging positive 
management of woodland, there should be a clear commitment 
for all new woodland areas to include the provision of a long 
term conservation management plan and financial resource to 
achieve this, which will ensure such woodlands are high quality 
semi-natural wildlife assets long into future. (Environment 
Agency) 

The final criteria has been amended to refer to ecological 
quality. The policy has also been expanded to clarify that any 
new tree provision will be expected to be accompanied by an 
appropriate management and maintenance plan with identified 
financial resources to deliver it. 
 
Policy GI1 Development and Green Infrastructure notes that 
there are a number of appropriate functions of green 
infrastructure, including providing habitats for plants and 
animals. It also requires that development should maximise the 
multi-functionality of green infrastructure.  
 
In addition, policy BG2 requires development to provide a net 
gain for biodiversity (managed for 25 years) and requires that 
harm to priority habitats should be avoided wherever 
practicable. In major developments there should be a net gain 
of at least 10%. 
 
Therefore, it is considered that the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and designations 
document, when taken as a whole, adequately covers these 
issues. 
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Other significant changes made to policy GI7 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Chapter 24 Biodiversity General Comments 

(Chapter 24 has become chapter 23 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document and the chapter name has been changed to Biodiversity and Geodiversity) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

The monitoring indicators need to show baselines if they are 
to be informative (Wildlife Trust) 

Baselines have now been added to the monitoring indicators 

GM Allocations 32 and 33 are inconsistent with the statement 
on the importance of biodiversity in paragraph 24.1 (individual 
response) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. Given 
this, these comments relate to issues being considered through 
the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 

Support for the protection and enhancement of Chat Moss 
and biodiversity heartland which supports the objectives of 
the GM Wetlands Nature Improvement Area. (Wigan Council) 

The support is welcomed. 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 24  

Change  Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 24, Policy BG1 Biodiversity spatial strategy 

(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 7 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Objection to the continued designation of Ponds Near 
Manchester New Road Site of Biological Importance (SBI) as it 
falls within a site which the landowner is promoting for 
residential development through the GMSF. Representations 
to the GMSF have argued that the site could come forward for 
residential development without having an unacceptable 
impact on its ecological value. The extent of the SBI does not 
reflect the key areas of ecological value. An overall ecological 
gain could be achieved through targeted intervention facilitated 
by a residential-led masterplan for the wider area. (The Peel 
Group) 

Although Policy BG1 has been deleted, the Sites of Biological 
Importance (SBI) designations are now contained within policy 
BG2 of the SLP: DMP.  
 
The Ponds Near New Manchester SBI was re-surveyed by 
GMEU in 2017 following a similar representation to the Draft 
Local Plan. GMEU have confirmed that the site still merits 
designation as a Grade A SBI, although there are some 
boundary changes following the survey, including a loss of 1.1 
of habitat now regarded as unsuitable for newts and a loss of 
0.3ha to the Leigh Guided Busway.  
 
Policy BG2 of the SLP: DMP sets out the city council’s 
approach to biodiversity net gain. However, it also requires 
development to avoid having any adverse impact on the nature 
conservation value of SBIs. 
 

Overall support: the policy sets out a clear strategy for the 
protection and enhancement of biodiversity (Natural England) 
 
General support (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

Support is welcomed. However, as noted above, Policy BG1 
has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised scope. 
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Support the policy and particularly the adoption of a net gain 
approach (Environment Agency) 

To strengthen this policy reference could be made to 
neighbouring designated sites e.g. Manchester Mosses SAC, 
specifying how Salford’s policies will provide futher protection 
and enhancement. (Natural England). 
 
Point 5 could be strengthened by ensuring that any proposals 
are complementary to the Manchester Mosses SAC 
conservation objectives and support the Great Manchester 
Wetlands NIA objectives (Natural England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope.   
 

Manchester Mosses is a designated Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC), not a candidate SAC. (Lancashire Wildlife 
Trust) 

This was an error in the Revised Draft Local Plan. 

Typing error in paragraph 24.4 – should refer to Great 
Manchester Wetlands Nature Improvement Area (Lancashire 
Wildlife Trust) 

This was an error in the Revised Draft Local Plan. 

Point 4 should be amended to include reference to alteration of 
Nature Improvement Areas, in order to allow potential future 
amendment to the Great Manchester Wetlands NIA boundary, 
should circumstances change. (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope.  
 

There needs to be consistency between this policy (point 5) 
and policy GI3 in terms of reference to breeding birds, brown 
hare and water vole. (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope.   
 

There is no cross-reference to policy GI7 - Trees, woodland 
and hedgerows. Is this because they are to be considered only 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 



430 
 

aesthetically and/or in terms of their anthropocentric green 
infrastructure functions? Appropriately located native trees, 
woodland and hedgerows have biodiversity value as semi-
natural wildlife habitats and as contributors to ecological 
networks so policy G17 needs to be included in cross-
reference from this policy, which addresses biodiversity net 
gain. (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

document to focus on development management policies and 
designations Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to the 
plan’s revised scope.   
 
However, in relation to this comment it is worth noting that 
policy GI6 (formerly GI7) now includes a new criterion (4) 
which requires “appropriate environmental assessment as part 
of significant new tree planting proposals including 
consideration of existing habitats” and in criterion 9 now 
includes a reference to ecological quality. 
 

If a considerable net gain in biodiversity will be sought, why 
has the damage to/possible destruction of Foxhill Glen SBI not 
been addressed? (1 individual) 

Permission was granted in 2014 (application reference 
14/64656/FUL) for works which included a link road between 
the heliport and the main airport buildings. The works were 
known to affect the SBI area and the permission was granted 
following submission of a habitat management plan which 
GMEU advised was satisfactory. The application was 
assessed under the relevant policies at the time. 
 

Recommend that introduction to the policy includes clear 
reasoning as to why a biodiversity net gain policy is needed 
(links to major studies supplied). (Environment Agency) 

It is considered that this is already covered in the introduction 
to the chapter. 

The majority of waterbodies in Salford are currently failing their 
statutory ecological objectives. There is still much to do to 
improve and enhance these key networks. 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope.   
 

There is very little reference in the Salford Local Plan to the 
environmental impacts of non-native species.  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
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Impacts include: health and safety risk (giant hogweed), 
reduced habitat quality, associated erosion and siltation risks 
to rivers.  
 
Recommend non-native species issues be considered and 
links made with neighbouring local authorities and/or NGOs 
that are working cross boundary to tackle the issues.  
 
Any such work will need to have a co-ordinated and long term 
approach. (Environment Agency) 

designations. Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope.   
 
There is a requirement in Policy BG2 of the SLP: DMP that 
development shall secure the eradication of invasive species 
within the site boundary. 
 

In order to achieve a high quality wildlife corridor in the Irwell 
Valley (as per point 6), it will be important to address the 
hydromorphological and water quality issues. (Environment 
Agency) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope.   

  

Other significant changes made to policy BG1 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 24, Policy BG2 Nature Improvement Areas 

(The policy reference has been changed to BG1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Policy could be strengthened by including reference to the 
Natural Capital benefits provided by habitats such as lowland 
raised bog in point (4). The Natural Capital approach is 
endorsed by the Government to ensure that the true value of 
the environment is recognised in economic and strategic 
decision making. 
 
It is essential to ensure that potential impacts upon 
designated sites such as the Manchester Mosses SAC are 
recognised alongside the mitigation hierarchy to ensure that 
any development clearly demonstrates the requirements of 
paragraph 175 of the NPPF (Natural England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Reference to a Natural Capital 
Approach is considered to be beyond the scope of this policy, 
particularly given the revised scope of the plan. 
 
Impacts of development on designated sites are covered in 
Policy BG2 (formerly BG3) Development and biodiversity. 

General support for the policy particularly the landscape scale 
approach and the reference to stepping stones for wildlife 
movement. (Natural England, Lancashire Wildlife Trust, 
Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council and Croft Parish 
Council) 

The support is welcomed. 

Should be amended to include the possibility of changes to the 
boundaries of Nature Improvement Areas (suggested wording 
supplied). (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

The supporting text to this policy now includes a statement that 
there is scope for the boundary of the NIA to change in the 
future, should circumstances change. 
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Other significant changes made to policy BG2 

Change  Reason for change  

Reference to seeking opportunities for further designation of 
NIAs has been removed to the policy and replaced with a 
reference in the supporting text to supporting further 
designation where appropriate.  

This change has been made to reflect the change in the scope 
of the plan. 
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POLICY: Chapter 24, Policy BG3 Development and biodiversity 

(The policy reference has been changed to BG2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Support the ambition of the policy that all development shall 
deliver a net gain in biodiversity value (Natural England) 
 
Support the approach of monitoring mitigation measures 
(Natural England) 

The support is welcomed. 

Policy could be strengthened with the wording “should provide 
a net gain for biodiversity” in line with NPPF paragraph 170d 
 
Further information is required to understand how this policy 
will achieve net gain and how net gains in biodiversity will be 
measured. There is scope to include a footnote or link to the 
Defra metric for biodiversity net gain (Natural England) 

The current wording is considered to be strong. 
 
Further details have been added including references to the 
Greater Manchester Biodiversity Net Gain work and a footnote 
referencing the Defra metric. 

The policy does not fully reflect the principles contained in 
NPPF paragraph 175: 

 Needs to ensure that European and nationally designated 
sites are protected. 

 Needs to conform with points (a) and (c) of paragraph 175 
(mitigation hierarchy and irreplaceable habitats 
respectively) (Natural England and mitigation hierarchy 
also raised by Environment Agency) 

 Policy wording does not make a clear distinction between 
mitigation and compensation. It should be made clear that 

The policy has been reworded and reorganised in order to 
address these comments. 
 
The policy now clearly states that development shall avoid 
having any adverse impact on the nature conservation value of 
designated sites and irreplaceable habitats. These are put 
within a clear hierarchy (criteria A-E of the SLP: DMP). It also 
specifically names the Manchester Mosses Special Area of 
Conservation and Rixton Clay Pits Special Area of 
Conservation. These changes also incorporate findings from 
the Habitats Regulations Assessment process. 
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the amount of mitigation required is the maximum amount 
of mitigation that is possible. 

 Mitigation is not dependent on the five factors that are 
listed [points 4-8 of BG3] and it might be more appropriate 
to consider these factors as part of a compensation 
strategy. (Natural England) 

 
The policy now makes clear that compensation for loss of 
biodiversity resources should only take place after impacts 
have first been avoided wherever possible and then minimised. 

Policy could be strengthened by reference to the emerging 
Nature Recovery Networks as set out Government’s 25 Year 
Environment Plan (Natural England) 

Given the strategic nature of the Nature Recovery Networks 
and the lack of clarity at this stage, this is considered to be 
beyond the scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Specific wording should be provided that clearly identifies 
impacts from new developments and sets out how these 
impacts will be avoided if development takes place. (Natural 
England) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Given this, these comments now relate to issues 
that fall outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Typing error in paragraph 24.10 relating to the retention of 
existing habitats (Lancashire Wildlife Trust) 

This has been corrected. (It is now in paragraph 23.11 of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document) 
 

The proposals (GM allocations 32 and 33) involve destroying 
farmland which supports farmland birds most of which are 
declining nationally and across Europe. How can this 
biodiversity be balanced elsewhere as farmland birds require 
farmland habitat and that is all they can survive on. The 
biodiversity lost cannot be replicated in any old green space. (1 
individual) 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing 
and employment development across Greater Manchester. 
This includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford 
and taking 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 
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developed. Given this, these comments relate to issues being 
considered through the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document.  
 

Recommend that new development along riparian corridors 
seeks to enhance these 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Given this, this comments now relate to issues 
that fall outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local 
Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Recommend that any development is supported by an 
ecological assessment conducted prior to development of 
detailed plans and that design and construction be based on 
this survey 
 
As well as monitoring mitigation measures, there should be 
long term maintenance and a management plan for any new 
habitats proposed as part of any development. (Environment 
Agency) 

The need for appropriate ecological surveys and use of the 
Defra biodiversity metric for major developments has been 
clarified within the policy and the supporting text, as has the 
need for long term monitoring and management. 

  

 

Other significant changes made to policy BG3 

Change  
 

Reason for change  

A 10% net gain requirement has been added for major 
developments (previously the policy required net gain for all 
developments but did not include a percentage requirement). 

The Environment Bill published in October 2019 included a 
mandatory 10% net gain in biodiversity for development, with 
few exceptions. 
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The list of designated sites has been moved into policy BG3 
(now BG2) having previously been in policy BG1 of the 
Revised Draft Local Plan. 
 

Policy BG1 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope and the list of designated sites has therefore 
been moved into this policy. 
 

Kersal High School Grounds has been removed from the list of 
Sites of Biological Importance (SBI) 

During a recent site survey GMEU concluded that the site no 
longer merits designation as an SBI 
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POLICY: Chapter 24, Policy BG4 Geodiversity 

(The policy reference has been changed to BG3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies 

and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Support the inclusion of specific policy on geodiversity in line 
with NPPF paragraph 174 (Natural England) 

The support is welcomed 

Surprised that none of Salford’s peat deposits appear to be 
covered by this policy. Suggest seeking expert geological 
opinion on whether peat deposits should be included within the 
scope of this policy. (Lancashire Wildlife Trust). 

The supporting text previously included reference to soils and 
now also includes a more specific reference to the extensive 
peat soils of Chat Moss. 

  

Other significant changes made to policy BG4 

Change  Reason for change  

The policy now designates an area of the River Irwell at Clifton 
Country Park as a Regionally Important Geological Site 
(RIGS). 
 

Greater Manchester Ecology Unit has notified the city council 
that a recent survey by the Greater Manchester RIGS Group 
has identified that the site merits designation as a RIGS. 
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Chapter 25, Recreation General Comments 

(Chapter 25 has become chapter 24 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

Add a specific strategic policy relating to the protection and 
restoration of the Manchester Bolton & Bury Canal (Canal and 
River Trust). 

A new canals policy has been added to the Heritage chapter of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. Policy HE6 Canals 
focuses on the protection of all canals within the city and 
provides more detailed requirements for the Manchester Bolton 
and Bury Canal and Fletcher’s Canal. 
 

For consistency include the line of the Manchester Bolton & 
Bury Canal MB&B on all figures where waterways are included 
in the legend, including Figure 1 - Key Diagram. (Canal and 
River Trust). 

The line of the Manchester Bolton & Bury Canal is shown on 
figures where this is considered to be relevant. This includes 
the Spatial Portrait, heritage and green infrastructure diagrams.  

Support for the four principles outlined at the start of the 
chapter under ‘Creating a fairer Salford’ (Natural England) 

The support is noted. 

  

Other significant changes made to Chapter 25  

Change  Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY R1: Recreation spatial strategy 

 
(This policy has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 7 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

Support for the policy (Natural England, Cllr. Karen Garrido), 
particularly 11) to 15) (Sport England) 

The support is welcomed 

Support for 8) the protection of the line of the Manchester 
Bolton & Bury Canal (Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal 
Society, Canal and River Trust). 

The support is welcomed 

The Manchester Bolton & Bury Canal should also be referred 
to in 2) Irwell Valley and 4) Irwell River Park (Manchester 
Bolton and Bury Canal Society). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the deletion 
of policy R1. 
 

Consider adding a separate Indoor and Outdoor Sports Policy 
that covers the protection, enhancement and provision of all 
sports facilities. Sport England would be happy to assist the 
Council in preparing that policy (Sport England) 

A new Policy R5 Outdoor and indoor sports facilities has been 
added to the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 

Object to R1/15 (and H9/13) in relation to Duncan Matheson 
Playing Fields being identified as one of the key hubs of 
citywide importance for outdoor sports. Policy R1/15 should be 
deleted and the site should be considered for housing 
development linked to off-site sports and recreation 

Policy R1 has been deleted having regard to the plan’s revised 
scope. Duncan Matheson Playing Fields is now identified as 
one of the key hubs of citywide importance for outdoor sports 
in a new Policy R5 Outdoor and indoor sports facilities. 
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improvements at a suitable site. Suggested wording has been 
submitted for a revised housing allocation (H9/13).  
 
Supporting documents have also been submitted. 

 Appendix 1 - Boys and Girls Clubs of Greater 
Manchester Prospectus - January 2017 - detailing the 
activities and objectives of the Boys & Girls Clubs of 
Greater Manchester 

  Appendix 2 - Salford Community Sport Soccer and 
Rugby Application Pack 2017 - 2018 season 

 Appendix 3 - Professional Sportsturf Design (NW) for 
Barratt Homes - Agronomic Appraisal of Existing 
Playing Field - Duncan Mathieson Playing Fields - 
17/03/2016 

(Greater Manchester Trust for Recreation) 

Object to Duncan Matheson Playing Fields not being identified 
as one of the key hubs of citywide importance for outdoor 
sports (individual). 

Duncan Matheson Playing Fields was identified as one of the 
key hubs of citywide importance for outdoor sports in Policy R1 
of the Revised Draft Local Plan. However, Policy R1 (from the 
Revised Draft Local Plan) has been deleted in the Publication 
Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document, having regard to the revised scope of 
the plan. Duncan Matheson Playing Fields is now identified as 
one of the key hubs of citywide importance for outdoor sports 
in a new Policy R5 Outdoor and indoor sports facilities. 
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POLICY R2: Recreation standards 

(The policy reference has been changed to R1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

Support for the policy (Natural England. The Wildlife Trust for 
Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside) 

 

Size-based standard 2) should be deleted and replaced with a 
separate Indoor/Outdoor Sport policy which Sport England 
would assist with. Quantitative local standards are not 
appropriate for outdoor sports because they do not and cannot 
take into account sports catchment areas or the variable units 
of demand for individual pitch/court types (Sport England).  
 
Additional evidence has also been submitted: 

 A guidance note on the inappropriate use of standards 
for outdoor sport 

 Meeting the need for sporting provision that may be 
generated from new development - November 2018. 

Policy R1 (Recreation standards) of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations document has been amended from a sized-
based standard to an ‘other standard’ which requires 
development to secure the level of playing pitch provision and 
associated changing rooms to meet the scale of additional 
demand that it is likely to generate, based on Salford’s latest 
playing pitch assessment and calculated using the Sport 
England Playing Pitch Calculator. 
 
A new Policy R5 Outdoor and indoor sports facilities has also 
been added to the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

Sport England does not object to the use of standards for other 
open typologies (Sport England). 

The support is noted. 

Support for a bespoke policy on recreation standards which 
should be aligned with the GMSF Policy GM-G9 Standards for 
a Greener Greater Manchester, which uses the Accessible 
Natural Greenspace Standards. To strengthen this section 

The support is noted. Since the City Council consulted on the 
Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has been made to narrow 
the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. Given this, these 
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further, reference could be made to the Government’s 25 Year 
Plan commitment for a new national Framework of Green 
Infrastructure Standards including an objective to assess green 
infrastructure provision across the city, using the new 
standards (Natural England) 

comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

Provide greater clarification as to how the requirements set out 
within the policy apply to developments / sites within the city 
centre given practical difficulties in meeting on-site delivery or 
meeting relevant walking / access distances to multiple types 
of open space / recreation space (English Cities Fund) 

The policy wording has been expanded to provide additional 
clarification which is in addition to Policy GI1 Development and 
green infrastructure of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy R2 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY R3: Recreation facilities and residential amenity 

(The policy reference has been changed to R2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  
 

Support for the policy as part of the aim to achieve high quality 
recreational facilities (Natural England) 

The support is noted. 

This policy is too restrictive and needs to be revised as not to 
restrict sustainable development coming forward. It does not 
allow for appropriate mitigation to be utilised or justification to 
be provided to ensure there is no detrimental impact on the 
amenity of current and future residents (Bellway Homes Ltd) 

No changes are proposed as a result of these comments. The 
vast majority of recreation facilities that are likely to generate a 
significant level of noise and activity will be located within 
existing or new parks beyond the minimum distance identified 
by the policy. The policy is required to ensure that such 
recreation facilities do not adversely impact residential amenity 
regardless of their location.  
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy R3 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY R4: Protection of recreation land and facilities 

(The policy reference has been changed to R3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

Support for the policy (Natural England. The Wildlife Trust for 
Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside) 

The support is noted. 

Although the intent of the policy is welcomed it is not 
appropriate for sports facilities. A separate Indoor/Outdoor 
Sport policy should be added, which Sport England would 
assist with (Sport England) 

A new policy (R5 Outdoor and indoor sports facilities) has been 
added to the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 

Object to this policy as it contradicts Policy H4/1 [now Policy 
H9/13 in the Revised Draft Local Plan] that proposes housing 
on recreational land (Individual) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations. Policy H9/13 has been deleted 
having regard to the plan’s revised scope.   
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy R4 

Change  Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY R5: Strategic recreation routes 

(The policy reference has been changed to R4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies 
and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 5 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  
 

How is this being addressed  

Support for the policy as part of the aim to achieve high quality 
recreational facilities (Natural England) 

The support is noted. 

Removal of previous reference to the Irwell Park Wharf as a 
strategic regeneration route is welcomed (The Peel Group) 

The support is noted. 

Support for the inclusion of the proposed route of Worsley 
Wood Greenway (Individual) 

The support is noted. 

 
Suggested Policy Amendments 

Reference should be made to the Manchester Bolton & Bury 
Canal as a potential strategic recreation route (Canal and River 
Trust) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy R5 has been amended having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope. As a proposed allocation these 
proposed strategic recreation routes have been removed. 
 

Objection to the identification of potential recreation routes 
through Chat Moss as they may conflict with the existing use of 
this land. These routes should be removed from Figure 21 and 
reference to Chat Moss be removed from the policy (The Peel 
Group) 

Policy R5 has been amended having regard to the plan’s 
revised scope. The revised strategic recreation route diagram 
no longer identifies proposed routes but continues to identify 
indicative additional routes. 
 

Consider amendments to the policy requiring new development 
near to strategic recreation routes, to provide links to them 
(Transport for Greater Manchester) 

No changes are proposed as a result of these comments. 
Appropriate site-specific public realm contributions and 
linkages to strategic recreation routes will be considered as 
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part of the planning application process for individual 
developments.  
 

  

Other significant changes made to policy R5 

Change  Reason for change  

The proposed strategic recreation routes from the Revised 
Draft Local Plan have been removed from the policy and the 
associated diagram for strategic recreation routes. 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. Policy R5 has been amended having regard to 
the plan’s revised scope. As a proposed allocation these 
proposed strategic recreation routes have been removed. 

 

 



448 
 

Chapter 26, Air Quality General Comments 

(Chapter 26 has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document. Elements of this chapter have been included within the Air Quality, pollution and hazards in the 

Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHAPTER: 6 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The level of development in the city will worsen air pollution. 
Development proposed via GMSF allocations 31, 32 and 33, 
Lumber Lane (allocation H9/12), junction 13 at Worsley, Leigh 
Road, Regent Road, the RHS Bridgewater site, and in general 
the Boothstown and Irlam and Cadishead areas (4 individuals 
and 2 councillors). 

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

Improvements to the road network in the area around the RHS 
Bridgewater site are needed (councillor).  

No changes are made in response to this comment.  
The comment relates to the development of the RHS 
Bridgewater Garden as referenced in the policy. Planning 
permission is in place to deliver the RHS garden (planning 
application reference: 16/69281/HYB), works have commenced 
and it is due to open in 2020. 
 
As part of the planning application determination process for 
the RHS Garden Bridgewater, it was acknowledged that there 
were already issues of congestion at peak times in the area 
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local to the application site and that this is a concern for 
residents.  
 
The assessment of transport impacts as part of the application 
process found that, leaving aside issues of existing congestion, 
traffic generated by the proposed development during peak 
periods would be minimal. In order to mitigate the effects of any 
additional traffic from the garden during the highest departure 
times a highway scheme was agreed. The works, which have 
now been completed, comprised an improved site access from 
Leigh Road, a widened flared approach from Leigh Road onto 
the Junction 13 roundabout, and an improved pedestrian 
crossing on the northern exit from the roundabout.  
 
Further improvements to Junction 13 of the M60 are due to 
commence in early 20209 including additional flares on the 
approaches to both roundabouts, additional lanes and lining on 
the two roundabouts, keep clear markings on the roundabouts 
to discourage drivers from blocking local access roads; 
advance signage and road markings and improvements to the 
pedestrian and cycling environment via a widened shared use 
footway on the north of the roundabouts. 
 
Further to the above, 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) and the Combined 
Authority. The conclusions of this work, and the identification of 
potential solutions to address existing and/or future problems, 

                                                           
9 Reported to the City Council’s Procurement Board 10 July 2019. 
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will be an important part of the evidence base underpinning 
Greater Manchester’s Spatial Framework.  
 

Health conditions including COPD will be worsened by the level 
of development proposed in Irlam and Cadishead (individual).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

Development of Chat Moss will release carbon into the 
atmosphere detrimentally affecting air quality (individual).  

The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to chapter 26  
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Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 26, Policy AQ1 

(Chapter 26 has been deleted from the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 3 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Points 1-7 in the policy and the air quality management area 
shown in Figure 22 are welcomed (Natural England).  
 

The support is welcomed. 
 
Chapter 26 has been deleted from the SLP: DMP However, the 
development management elements of policy AQ1 which are 
not covered elsewhere in the plan have been relocated to 
policy PH1 (Pollution control), namely that development shall 
be consistent with achieving a substantial improvement in 
Salford’s air quality and be designed to minimise the potential 
for pollution to become trapped close to the ground. 
 
The air quality management area is retained in the SLP: DMP. 
 

The policy should set out that there should be no cumulative 
impacts in terms of air quality on European and Nationally 
designated sites (Natural England).  

This issue is considered to be adequately covered in policy 
BG2, which requires that development avoids having any 
adverse impact on the nature conservation value of designated 
sites. 
 

Construction Logistics Planning should be required with all new 
developments (Transport for Greater Manchester).  

The requirement to submit a construction logistics plan for 
major development has been added to SLP: DMP policies PH1 
(Pollution control) and A6 (Highway network).  

The policy is supported, particularly point 2 which supports the 
electrification of rail lines (Friends of Walkden Station).  

The support is welcomed. 
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Whilst policy AQ1 has been deleted, Policy A4 (Public 
transport) confirms the electrification of the city’s rail lines is 
supported 
 

Other policies and plans  

There should be a closer alignment with the GMSF which 
includes a target of becoming a carbon neutral city region by 
2038 (Natural England).  

The SLP: DMP has been amended so that there are a number 
of references to working towards carbon neutrality by 2038. For 
instance, Policy CC1 (Climate change) sets out development 
shall support Salford becoming carbon neutral by 2038. 
 

Reference should be made to Greater Manchester’s Clean Air 
Plan (Transport for Greater Manchester).  

The SLP:DMP has been amended so that the introduction to 
Chapter 25:Air quality, pollution and hazards highlights that the 
Greater Manchester local authorities are working on a joint 
Clean Air Plan to bring nitrogen dioxide on local roads within 
legal limits. This will be complemented by a range of measures 
in this plan, including ensuring that development is located so 
as to reduce the need to travel, connected to the walking and 
cycling networks and of sufficient density to minimise the need 
to travel by polluting forms of transport (policies A1-A3 and H3), 
requiring electric vehicle charging points (policy A10), 
controlling the technology and fuels used in district heating 
networks (policy EG2), and enhancing the green infrastructure 
network (chapter 22). 
 

Monitoring indicator   

The monitoring indicator is welcomed (Natural England). The support is welcomed.  
 
This indicator has been moved to Chapter 25 (Air quality, 
pollution and hazards) and the target has been changed to no 
part of the city to be in an air quality management area by 
2024. This is to reflect the Clean Air Plan and measures that 
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will be introduced to ensure that the statutory target for NO2 is 
met. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to policy AQ1 

Change Reason for change  

Chapter 26 has been deleted from the SLP: DMP.  
 
The development management elements of policy AQ1 which 
are not covered elsewhere in the plan have been relocated to 
policy PH1 (Pollution control), namely that development shall 
be consistent with achieving a substantial improvement in 
Salford’s air quality and be designed to minimise the potential 
for pollution to become trapped close to the ground. 

The chapter contained a single policy (AQ1 Air quality) which 
brought together different parts of the plan and explained how 
they would contribute to an improvement in Salford’s air quality. 
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Chapter 27 Pollution and Hazards General Comments 

(Chapter 27 has become chapter 25 and the policy title has been changed to Air Quality, pollution and hazards in the 

Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations document)) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHAPTER: 8 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Concerns raised in respect of very poor and probably illegal 
levels of pollution which has resulted in increases in asthma 
(individual).   

The beginning of each of chapter in the SLP: DMP it is set out 
how the policies aim to create a fairer Salford. The health 
chapter sets out a fairer Salford will be created by tackling the 
negative impacts of climate change, particularly on human 
health, which are more likely to be felt by the most vulnerable.  
 
Similarly Chapter 25 (Air quality, pollution and hazards sets out 
a fairer Salford will be shaped by: taking a comprehensive 
approach to minimising pollution and the adverse impacts it can 
have on residents, also supporting improvements in air quality 
and therefore promoting better health and quality of life. 
 
The introduction to Chapter 25 (Air quality, pollution and 
hazards) recognises pollution can have a major impact on 
health. The introduction has been added to in the SLP: DMP 
highlighting that Grater Manchester local authorities are 
working on a joint Clean Air Plan to bring nitrogen dioxide on 
local roads within legal limits. This will have a positive impact 
on health. 
 
SLP: DMP Policy PH1 (Pollution control) sets out that 
development shall minimise and mitigate pollution during both 
the construction and operational phases of development. The 
policy also confirms the acceptability of likely pollution levels, 
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both during the construction and operational phases of 
development, will be determined having regard to the potential 
impacts on human health. The policy has been added to 
following deletion of Policy AQ1 setting out development shall 
be consistent with achieving a substantial improvement in 
Salford’s air quality and meeting statutory air quality targets.   
 
The importance of minimising and mitigating pollution is also 
highlighted in Policy CC1 (Climate change). 
 
The introduction to the health chapter recognises that a healthy 
population is an essential component of a sustainable Salford. 
SLP: DMP Policy HH1 (Development and health) sets out all 
development shall support an improvement in public health and 
a reduction in health inequalities, including by: minimising 
adverse impacts on health; and providing a healthy living and 
working environment. 
 

Concern regarding development on Green Belt land in Worsley, 
East of Boothstown and Irlam and its impact on pollution due to 
the increase in cars in the area (councillor).  

The comment relates to site allocations on Green Belt land 
proposed through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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Other significant changes made to Chapter 27  

Change Reason for change  

See individual policy tables for detail See individual policy tables for detail 
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POLICY: Chapter 27 Pollution and hazards, Policy PH1 Pollution control 

(The policy reference remains PH1 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

General  

Policy is supported (Canal and River Trust) The support is welcomed.  

Peel’s previous representations on Policy PH1 have been 
taken into account in the policy wording within the Revised 
Draft Local Plan. This amendment is welcomed and supported 
(The Peel Group).  

The support is welcomed.  

European and nationally designated sites   

Criterion C - Specific wording ensuring European and 
nationally designated sites is requested (Natural England).    

This issue is considered to be adequately covered in policy 
BG2, which requires that development avoids having any 
adverse impact on the nature conservation value of designated 
sites. 

Light pollution   

Light pollution has not been addressed in the policy. Light 
pollution has negative impacts on local amenity, intrinsically 
dark landscapes and nature conservation (especially bats and 
invertebrates). Policies (usually design policies) should address 
impacts on the natural environment (Natural England).  

The policy already confirms that it applies to all types of 
pollution including light pollution. The introduction/justification to 
the policy 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. 
Policy GI2 (Chat Moss) also sets out there will be a strong 
emphasis on retaining the flat, open and relatively tranquil 
character of the area, and its relative darkness. 

Litter  
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Paragraph 27.1 should list litter as a pollutant to ensure 
consistency with those listed in points a) to h) (The Wildlife 
Trust for Lancashire, Manchester & North Merseyside).  

The introduction/justification to Policy PH1 provides additional 
context to the policy. It is not considered necessary for the first 
sentence of the introduction to repeat the main body of the 
policy and to list all types of pollution as this is already done 
under ‘definitions’ in the policy.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy PH1  

Change Reason for change  

Chapter 26 (Air quality) has been deleted. The development 
management elements of policy AQ1 which are not covered 
elsewhere in the plan have been relocated to policy PH1. A 
new sub-heading entitled ‘air quality’ is included in the policy.  
 

Revised Draft Local Plan Chapter 26 (Air quality) contained a 
single policy (policy AQ1 Air quality) which brought together 
different parts of the plan and explained how they would 
contribute to an improvement in Salford’s air quality. These are 
still set out elsewhere in the plan and it is considered 
unnecessary to repeat these.  
 

There is a requirement for major development to submit a 
construction logistics plan. This is also added to Policy A6 
Highway network.  

Added following discussions with TfGM. The construction 
phase of a development is likely to have particular 
environmental, safety and congestion impacts on the road 
network. Construction activity can also have a significant 
impact on the occupiers of surrounding residential properties 
and other land uses, and so construction logistics plans will 
also be required for all major development.  

There is a requirement for major development to submit a 
construction environmental management plan.  

Following discussions with the council’s environmental services 
team, this has been added to ensure construction effects on 
the environment and surrounding communities are managed 
appropriately.   
 

Additional detail regarding the pollution challenges in Salford is 
set out in the introduction/justification to policy PH11. Ongoing 
work on the joint Greater Manchester Clean Air Plan has also 
been added to the introduction/justification.   

To reflect emerging initiatives to tackle air pollution in Greater 
Manchester. Detail on the pollution challenges in Salford was 
previously set out in Chapter 26 (Air quality) which has been 
deleted (see above).  
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POLICY: Chapter 27 Pollution, Policy PH2 Control of hazardous uses 

(The policy reference remains PH2 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No comments received.  N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to policy PH2 

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter Pollution, Policy PH3 Development near hazardous installations 

(The policy reference remains PH3 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Sensitive information 
Additional text should be added to Policy PH3 or the 
explanatory text to acknowledge that the preparation of risk 
assessments may involve the provision of potentially sensitive 
information that it may not be appropriate to place into the 
public domain and, therefore, assessments will, where 
necessary, be treated on a private and confidential basis (The 
Peel Group).  

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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POLICY: Chapter 27 Pollution, Policy PH4 Land instability 

(The policy reference remains PH4 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 2 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The policy is supported (Canal and River Trust).  The support is welcomed.  

The policy and introduction/justification to the policy is 
supported (The Coal Authority).  

The support is welcomed.  

 

Other significant changes made to policy PH4  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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POLICY: Chapter 28 Minerals and waste Pollution 

(This has become chapter 26 in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Reference to the Greater Manchester Joint Minerals 
Development Plan Document in the document is supported 
(Coal Authority)  
 

The support is welcomed. 

 

Other significant changes made to chapter 28   

Change Reason for change  

A new policy has been introduced to ensure the effective 
management of waste during the construction and use of 
development.  

Policy added in response to recommendations made in the 
health impact assessment of the Revised Draft Local Plan. 
Change made also in recognition that development often 
results in the production of a significant amount of waste during 
demolition, construction and for the duration of its use. Waste 
management is important in terms of ensuring developments 
function properly and recycling opportunities are maximised. 
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Chapter 29: Implementation and monitoring  

 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHAPTER: 0 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made to Chapter 29   N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to Chapter 29   

Change Reason for change  

The chapter has been expanded to include a section on 
reviewing and updating the plan.   

To provide clarity as to the review process and the factors that 
are likely to be significant in determining whether a review or 
update is necessary. 
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Annex A: Nationally described space standards 

 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE Annex: 0 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made to Annex A.   N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to Annex A  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Annex B: Town Centre Insets  

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE Annex: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made to this Annex.   N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to Annex B  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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Annex C: Parking Standards  

(This remains Annex C in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE Annex: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made to this Annex.   N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to Annex C  

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A  
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Annex D: Saved Unitary Development Plan policies  

(This remains Annex D in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE Annex: 1 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal Society is pleased to 
see that UDP policies CH7 and DES6 have been saved.     

Annex D lists the policies that were saved beyond June 2009, 
and explains that where the saved UDP policies have not 
already been replaced by policies within the Greater 
Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan Document (2012) 
or the Greater Manchester Joint Minerals Development Plan 
Document (2013), it is intended that the saved UDP policies will 
be replaced by policies in this Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. This includes policies 
CH7 and DES6.  
 

 

Other significant changes made to Annex D 

Change Reason for change  

None  N/A  
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Annex E: Strategic policies in the Local Plan   

(This remains Annex E in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and Designations 

document) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE Annex: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made to this Annex.   None 

 

Other significant changes made to Annex E  

Change Reason for change  

The reasons for some for some of the policies being identified 
as strategic have been amended.  

Having regard to the revised scope of the plan and subsequent 
amendment to some of the policies.  
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Policies Map   

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICIES MAP: 1  

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

The extent of the Manchester Airport safeguarding zones is 
subject to review and may be amended in the future.   
 

Paragraph 15.30 of the plan has been amended to state that 
‘The current boundaries of the safeguarding zones are shown 
on the Policies Map, but these may be subject to review and 
amended in the future, and the latest versions will be used.’ 
 

 

Other significant changes made to the Policies Map  

Change Reason for change  

Allocations for Greengate Park, economic development, 
housing development, open space and housing, gypsy and 
traveller use, tourism development and proposed strategic 
recreation routes have been deleted from the policies map. 
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. The policies map has been 
amended to reflect these changes.  
 

The boundary of Chat Moss has been changed to include 
areas which have been proposed for development in the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework. 
 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations and proposals for the overall scale 
and distribution of development. Therefore, it is not considered 
appropriate to define a boundary for Chat Moss based on 
future development proposals at this time (particularly given the 
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stage the GMSF is at in plan preparation and the need for it to 
be Examined).  
 
The boundary for Chat Moss in the SLP: DMP broadly reflects 
the boundary in the Revised Draft Local Plan but includes 
areas which are under consideration for allocation for 
development as part of the Greater Manchester Spatial 
Framework. Any allocations within the area covered by this 
policy would need to have regard to the priorities set out in the 
Chat Moss policy (now GI2). 
 

 



472 
 

ALTERNATIVE SUGGESTED ALLOCATIONS 

 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS: 10 
 
Allocation of sites in the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local Plan, a decision has 
been made to narrow the scope of the document to focus on development 
management policies and designations. A range of modifications have been made to 
the document to reflect this change in scope, including the exclusion of site 
allocations. Given this, the comments shown in the table below now relate to issues 
that fall outside of the scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Comments from the Peel Group 

The Peel Group submitted Appendix 7 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 7 Site-Specific 
Representations in support of their representation set out below. This appendix is 
available to view separately; the full extent of these concerns is not however 
repeated here. 
 
The Peel Group consider that as part of changes needed to ensure a sound Local 
Plan is progressed which meets the full objectively assessed need of housing and 
other development, a number of additional sites both within and outside of the 
urban area should be allocated for development within the Local Plan. Peel 
submitted a number of ‘urban area sites’ to the Council’s Call for Sites exercise 
undertaken in March 2014. Subsequent to this, it submitted these sites to the 
GMSF consultation undertaken in December 2015 - January 2016. These sites are: 
 

 Vicars Hall Lane: residential 

 Mesne Lea Eastern Parcel: residential 

 Simpson Grove Northern Parcel: residential 

 MediaCityUK / Salford Quays Strategic Location: mixed use 

 Lowry Outlet Mall and surrounding land: mixed use 

 Salford City Stadium and surrounding land: retail / leisure 

 Granary Lane: residential 

 White’s Reclamation, Liverpool Road: residential 

 Land at Caledonian Drive / Irwell Park Wharf: commercial / port 

 Boysnope Wharf: industrial / warehousing 

 Land between Broadway and Salford Quays: mixed use 

 King William Street: mixed use 

 Land at Prince Regent Car Park, Salford Quays: employment 

 Land at Quay Point, Salford Quays: employment / residential 
 
Detailed comments on each of the above sites, and their treatment within the 
Salford Local Plan, were provided at Appendix 10 of Document 3 to Peel’s 
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representations to the Draft Salford Local Plan in January 2017. Those comments 
remain relevant and Peel requests that they be taken into account. 
 
The majority of Peel’s urban area sites located within Salford are identified on 
AGMA’s online map of existing supply within the urban area and are, therefore, 
identified as part of the land supply being relied upon to meet Salford’s 
development needs. It is requested that each of these sites is allocated for 
development in the Salford Local Plan. 

The Peel Group submitted a number relevant Appendices in support of their Main 
Representations to the Revised Draft Local Plan as follows: 
 

 Appendix 7 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 7 - Site-Specific Representations 

 Appendix 8 to Document 2: Mosley Common Development Framework  

 Appendix 9 to Document 2: Broadoak Development Framework 

 Appendix 10 to Document 2: Lumber Lane Development Framework 

 Appendix 11 to Document 2: Crossfield Drive Development Framework 

 Appendix 12 to Document 2: Beesley Green Development Framework 

 Appendix 13 to Document 2: City Gateway Development Framework 
 
These appendices are available to view separately; the full extent of these 
concerns is not repeated here.  
 
Through its representations to the Revised Draft GMSF, Peel has demonstrated 
that the GMSF fails to provide for enough housing overall to meet the needs of the 
city region and for Salford and in particular fails to provide enough of the particular 
types of housing that are needed. The allocation of additional sites, currently 
subject to policy constraints via either Green Belt or Worsley Greenway 
designations in the Salford UDP, for residential development would help to address 
these shortcomings. 
 
The appraisal of the deficiencies in the housing strategy of the Local Plan as part of 
our representations (section 3) supports and reinforces the need for additional 
housing land to be made available and in particular for sites that are capable of 
viably delivering the types of homes that Salford needs to be allocated. Peel has 
put forward several sites that are capable of helping to address these needs. The 
sites are as follows: 
 

 Land at Linnyshaw (Peel ref. Sal2) 

 Land at Wardley (Peel ref. Sal3) 

 Land at Broadoak (Peel ref. Sal4) 

 Land at Crossfield Drive (Peel ref. Sal5) 

 Land at Beesley Green (Peel ref. Sal6) 

 Land north of Mosley Common / West of Burgess Farm (Peel ref. Wig2) (NB 
part proposed for allocation in the GMSF but this does not reflect the full extent 
of land that Peel has put forward for development). 

 Land North of Leigh (proposed for release from the Green Belt and 
safeguarded) 

 



474 
 

The above sites represent sustainable and deliverable development opportunities 
in this context which can contribute to meeting the city’s housing needs and 
fulfilling the RDSLP’s vision. In particular they can deliver the particular types of 
housing that Salford needs - high quality family homes and affordable housing. 
Their allocation for residential development will address the clear points of 
unsoundness with respect to the proposed housing strategy of the GMSF and 
Local Plan.  

Cygnet House (Ordsall) 

Bredale Properties made the following comments: 
 
The site comprises of a 2,304 sqm (24,800 sq.ft) commercial building known as 
Cygnet House, with 70 A grade parking spaces. The site is currently occupied by a 
Pure Gym (formerly a Post Office high security depot). It has planning permission 
for the erection of a mixed use development comprising a 204 room hotel, 45 
apartment hotel suites, 132 residential apartments, 14,279sqm of office space, 
1,233sqm leisure facilities and 758sqm of retail together with 2 level basement car 
parks comprising of 5 storeys to 24 storeys (reference 16/67654/OUT). Reserved 
matters consent for landscaping pursuant to this outline consent was approved in 
November 2016 (16/68675/REM) and works carried out, which mean that the 
consent has been implemented as confirmed by a certificate of lawful use or 
development (17/69916/CLUD). 
 
Whilst the site benefits from an extant planning consent for redevelopment, it will 
be important to ensure the greatest flexibility is allowed for within the new Local 
Plan in order to support the redevelopment of this highly sustainable site. In light of 
the extant permission on site, there would be significant merit in specifically 
allocating the site within the Local Plan for mixed-use development. This is not only 
a logical allocation given the extant planning permission, but would also allow for 
flexibility going forward if slightly revised schemes were to come forward on this 
highly sustainable site. 
 

Former Swinton Wastewater Works (Swinton) 

The Former Swinton Wastewater Treatment Works should be allocated as Local 
Green Space as it meets all of the criteria as set out in NPPF paragraph 100 
(individual).    

Monks Hall, Eccles 

The site of Monks Hall should be developed for housing. The building was 
destroyed by fire in April 2016. Its status as a Grade II listed building can surely be 
removed and the Hall demolished with the vacant land used for housing 
(individual). 

RMS International (Swinton) 

Background 
 
RMS has been located in Swinton since 1988 and is the owner occupier of the land 
and buildings at Pendlebury Road. However, following economic changes and a 
shift in the market, the site is underutilised and no longer adequately meets modern 
business requirements. Additionally, the site is within a tightly developed urban 
area constrains both the existing operation and future growth potential. For 
example, the vehicular access routes are now heavily controlled which creates 
access problems particularly for larger vehicles and HGV’s. 
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There is, however, the potential for RMS to establish a more efficient operating 
base by rationalising the Swinton site and other operations in Skelmersdale and 
Liverpool. In turn this can safeguard the company’s long term future and delivery 
the added benefit of releasing the surplus land at Pendlebury Road for 
redevelopment. 
 
2018 HELAA 
 
The 2018 HELAA concludes that a wider parcel of land, including the site, (site 
reference: S/SSO/057) was not considered suitable for alternative (housing) 
development due to active employment uses, the site being in a number of 
ownerships and it supporting a significant number of jobs. The HELAA goes on to 
note the site is largely developed but could have limited infill / redevelopment 
potential. However, the HELAA does not consider the potential for smaller parcels 
to come forward individually.  
 
Overall the HELAA shows a clear direction of travel, whereby office space is 
directed to Salford City Centre Salford and Salford Quays, with industrial space on 
the edge of the plan area, and very little development directed to Swinton. 
 
Draft Local Plan 
 
The site, along with adjoining land, was allocated for housing in the Draft Local 
Plan (site reference: H3/12) as one of the few opportunities to deliver a large 
number of new houses very close to a town centre and railway station. 
 
However, the site has been ‘de-allocated’ due the active employment use, multiple 
ownerships and perceived incompatibility with adjoining uses should parts of the 
site be brought forward in advance of others. This is despite the evidence base 
(including GMSF documents) clearly identifying the potential to deliver new housing 
development close to Swinton town centre which can support key local objectives. 
However, there are no proposed housing allocations in the areas close to the town 
centre. 
 
Despite this, the evidence base goes on to conclude that high density housing 
developments are to be supported with Swinton identified as one of seven town 
centres included within the ‘town centre challenge initiative’. 
 
Therefore there is a clear need to identify potential development opportunities in 
Swinton in order to meet key regeneration ambitions. 
 
Benefits of development 
 
The respondent highlighted the following with regards to development of the site for 
housing: 
 

 The site is not within a Conservation Area and does not contain any listed 
buildings, nor are there any immediately adjacent locally or statutory listed 
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buildings. It is in Flood Zone 1 (as defined by the Environment Agency Flood 
Map for Planning) 

 The NPPF places a clear emphasis on the beneficial reuse of land, 
particularly where it can delivery much needed housing in accessible urban 
locations 

 The site is in single ownership and could be brought forward early in the 
plan period 

 Good public transport links and access to Swinton Town Centre / train 
station 

 The site is only of secondary or tertiary importance in an employment land 
context 

 Poor accessibility of the site to key motorway junctions and/or major freight 
hubs 

 The site is deliverable for housing (including overcoming issues relating to 
noise, as shown in the Noise Exposure assessment as submitted as part of 
the representations) 

 
Revised Draft Local Plan 
 
The proposed development of the site would meet objectives 5, 6 and 11 of the 
plan. It can also address some of the key challenges identified at paragraph 2.14 of 
the plan, including: tackling inequality; meeting housing needs; facilitating growth; 
and support growth without worsening congestion.  
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Allocation of additional sites in Salford currently in the Green Belt through the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (not allocated in the Revised Draft 
GMSF) 
 
With regards to the potential development of land that is currently within the Green 
Belt, the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will take 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. Given this, the 
comments in the table below relate to issues being considered through the Greater 
Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford Publication Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document.  
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Boysnope Golf Course, Irlam  

Part of the redundant Boysnope Golf Course does not form part of the proposed 
Port Salford development. I understand there is scope for around 1500 houses 
(individual). 

Comments from the Peel Group 

The Peel Group submitted a number relevant Appendices in support of their Main 
Representations to the Revised Draft Local Plan as follows: 
 

 Appendix 7 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 7 - Site-Specific Representations 

 Appendix 8 to Document 2: Mosley Common Development Framework  

 Appendix 9 to Document 2: Broadoak Development Framework 

 Appendix 10 to Document 2: Lumber Lane Development Framework 

 Appendix 11 to Document 2: Crossfield Drive Development Framework 

 Appendix 12 to Document 2: Beesley Green Development Framework 

 Appendix 13 to Document 2: City Gateway Development Framework 
 
These appendices are available to view separately; the full extent of these 
concerns is not repeated here.  
 
Through its representations to the Revised Draft GMSF, Peel has demonstrated 
that the GMSF fails to provide for enough housing overall to meet the needs of the 
city region and for Salford and in particular fails to provide enough of the particular 
types of housing that are needed. The allocation of additional sites, currently 
subject to policy constraints via either Green Belt or Worsley Greenway 
designations in the Salford UDP, for residential development would help to address 
these shortcomings. 
 
The appraisal of the deficiencies in the housing strategy of the Local Plan as part of 
our representations (section 3) supports and reinforces the need for additional 
housing land to be made available and in particular for sites that are capable of 
viably delivering the types of homes that Salford needs to be allocated. Peel has 
put forward several sites that are capable of helping to address these needs. The 
sites are as follows: 
 

 Land at Linnyshaw (Peel ref. Sal2) 

 Land at Wardley (Peel ref. Sal3) 
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 Land at Broadoak (Peel ref. Sal4) 

 Land at Crossfield Drive (Peel ref. Sal5) 

 Land at Beesley Green (Peel ref. Sal6) 

 Land north of Mosley Common / West of Burgess Farm (Peel ref. Wig2) (NB 
part proposed for allocation in the GMSF but this does not reflect the full extent 
of land that Peel has put forward for development). 

 Land North of Leigh (proposed for release from the Green Belt and 
safeguarded) 

 
The above sites represent sustainable and deliverable development opportunities 
in this context which can contribute to meeting the city’s housing needs and 
fulfilling the RDSLP’s vision. In particular they can deliver the particular types of 
housing that Salford needs - high quality family homes and affordable housing. 
Their allocation for residential development will address the clear points of 
unsoundness e with respect to the proposed housing strategy of the GMSF and 
Local Plan.  

The Peel Group submitted Appendix 7 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 7 Site-Specific 
Representations in support of their representation set out below. This appendix is 
available to view separately; the full extent of these concerns is not however 
repeated here. 
 
Peel has restated its case for the allocation of a 0.8 ha area of existing Green Belt 
land, known as Land at the Junction of Walkden Road, for mixed use development 
comprising roadside retail and related uses. This is on the basis that the site is a 
sustainable development opportunity and would not result in any material harm to 
the Green Belt or its purposes in this location. 

The Peel Group submitted Appendix 7 to Document 2: GMSF Paper 7 Site-Specific 
Representations in support of their representation set out below. This appendix is 
available to view separately; the full extent of these concerns is not however 
repeated here. 
 
Although not proposing land to the north of Leigh Road for development at this 
time, Peel considers that land north of Leigh Road, Worsley should be released 
from the Green Belt through the GMSF and Salford Local Plan and safeguarded to 
meet longer term development needs. 
 
The site is currently designated as Green Belt and forms part of the land parcel 
SA20 in the Green Belt Assessment of the draft GMSF. However, it is considered 
that it: 
 

 Does not form a logical part of the Green Belt  

 Performs a very limited Green Belt role, when assessed against the five Green 
Belt purposes in the NPPF 

 Is contrary to the Green Belt Assessment undertaken as part of the 
development of the GMSF 

 
Given the above, exceptional circumstances exist to justify its removal and 
safeguarding to meet longer term needs. As such, given that the emerging GMSF 
is undertaking a Green Belt Review, it is promoted for release.  
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Springfield Lane and School Lane, Irlam 

The following report was submitted by Emery Planning on behalf of Wainhomes 
(NW) Ltd and Persimmon Homes in response to the Revised Draft Local Plan 
consultation: EP1: Land off Springfield Lane and School Lane, Irlam. Site-specific 
representations - Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 2019. March 2019. 
This is available to view separately; the full extent of these concerns is not however 
repeated here. 
 
The respondent considers that land off Springfield Lane and School Lane in Irlam 
should be removed from the Green Belt and developed for housing. The reason for 
doing so is summarised below: 
 

 The site is already well associated with the settlement edge, any sprawl 
westwards or northwards is restricted by the M62 motorway and the site is not 
integral to the function of the wider Green Belt 

 The release of the site for housing is fully justified with regards to paragraphs 
134-139 of the NPPF 

 The site would make a meaningful contribution towards meeting identified 
housing needs for Salford, which is for larger and family-sized housing within 
the outlying areas of the Borough given the over-reliance upon apartments 
within the inner areas that has seriously unbalanced the local housing market 

 The site would provide a proportion of affordable housing, which should be 
given great weight given the identified shortfall in affordable housing delivery 
across Salford 

 There would be few visual receptors affected by the development of the site 
with landscape impacts being localised 

 There are no known constraints to development of the site in terms of ecology 
and arboriculture 

 Technical work has been carried out with regard to ground conditions and our 
client’s site is viable for new residential development 

 There are no obstacles to the delivery of this site for the quantum of residential 
development identified from a highways and transport perspective 

 The site is highly locationally sustainable in terms of access to key services and 
public transport as demonstrated through the work undertaken by Croft 

 The site would be brought forward by major housebuilders with a proven track 
record of delivery in the region and they are well placed to ensure that the site 
makes a meaningful contribution to the city region’s 5-year housing land supply 
position 

 
Given the above, the site is considered to be ‘deliverable’ in the early part of the 
plan period. 
 
Housing land supply 
 
The evidence available demonstrates that the Council’s housing land supply: 
 

 Is predominantly located in just one part of the Borough in the two wards of 
Ordsall and Irwell Riverside (i.e. the City Centre and Salford Quays) 
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 Will predominantly deliver apartment only schemes 

 Will fail to deliver sufficient affordable homes to meet the identified need 

 Will fail to deliver a sufficient number of houses, to meet the identified need 
 
A significant boost is required in terms of the release of larger open-market and 
affordable homes as a matter of urgency. This requires policy intervention through 
the emerging GMSF and/or Salford Local Plan. 
 
The development of the site would meet the qualitative need for new family-sized 
and aspirational homes in order to help attract and retain a working age population 
and the most economically active people. It would also provide a meaningful 
contribution towards meeting affordable housing need.  
 
Relationship to Revised Draft GMSF allocation 32  
 
The site could come forward as a logical and small-scale urban extension to the 
built-up area of Irlam via a standalone site allocation or otherwise as an extension 
to the draft allocation identified within the Draft GMSF 2019 (GM Allocation 32). In 
terms of the latter, the site would: 
 

 Help to ensure that a broad mix of housing types are delivered in order to meet 
identified needs i.e. family and larger housing by increasing the developable 
area and a greater number of much-needed affordable family homes. 

 Provide confidence that at least part of the draft site allocation could be 
delivered within the early part of the plan-period given that it falls within the 
control of two major housebuilders and there are no known constraints to early 
delivery with initial technical work having been carried out. 

 Help to ensure that housing needs are met in a highly sustainable manner 
through the release of land that makes a weak contribution to the main 
purposes of including land in the Green Belt and is of little landscape, ecological 
or arboricultural value. 

 Provide a logical, defensible and clearly defined Green Belt boundary rather 
than the situation that would result through the Draft GMSF 2019 i.e. our client’s 
site would otherwise be surrounded by built development and would not meet 
any of the tests of including land within the Green Belt. 
 

Manchester Road And Moss Colliery Road (Clifton) 

Steven Abbott Associates made the following comments: 
 
The site has an area of approximately 9.77ha and is currently vacant, albeit that it 
was lastly used as a compound by motorway contractors. Large parts of the site 
are previously developed and they do sustain any meaningful vegetation growth 
due to its occupation by Government highway contractors in the 1990’s.  
 
The site previously been put forward as a sustainable, suitable and deliverable 
housing opportunity site. It is currently within the Green Belt but additional sites 
should be considered in order to ensure that current and medium and long term 
development needs can be accommodated. 
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It is agreed that there are exceptional circumstances to justify the release of Green 
Belt to meet development needs. Development would be consistent with 
paragraphs 136-139 of the NPPF; the site is a sustainable opportunity with good 
access and connectivity to various forms of public transport including regular and 
frequent bus services along Manchester Road. The local area is well served by 
services and facilities and is around 1 mile from Swinton rail station.  
 
Historically the site was used for agriculture; however both the physical character 
and land use of the site was irrevocably damaged by the removal of top soil and 
laying of hard-core and tarmac to create a working compound and storage area for 
the M60 motorway contractors in the 1990’s. Ground conditions are poor (but are 
not at such as level that they would preclude or restrain housing development). 
They are poor for agricultural uses.  
 
The land provides a good opportunity for residential or residential/commercial 
mixed use development. Previous submissions relating to this site have included 
transport statements, ground condition statements, and noise and air quality 
assessments, all of which have concluded that the site is suitable and deliverable 
as a housing opportunity site.  
 
The site does not perform particularly well in terms of the five purposes of Green 
Belt set out at paragraph 134 of the NPPF. In particular: 
 

 Development of the site would not lead to urban sprawl due to the site being 
well contained by existing housing development and by the M60 motorway to 
the south. 

 The site does not contribute in any way to the prevention of neighbouring towns 
merging in this particular location. 

 The site is not high quality or good quality countryside (it is despoiled and 
under-utilised ground) – therefore, the site does little in terms of portraying 
countryside characteristics and its release from Green Belt and development for 
housing would not lead to encroachment into the countryside. 

 The site makes no contribution to the setting or special character of historic 
town 

 Development of this site would assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the 
recycling of what is clearly a derelict site which has most recently been in urban 
land use, albeit that it remains currently in the Green Belt. 

 
The release of this site would be entirely consistent with the overall spatial and 
planning strategy set out in the GMSF document. In particular it would be 
consistent with the policy preference within the document to see the development 
of suitable Brownfield and derelict sites, particularly where that would be consistent 
with the focus on existing urban areas. The site does very little to contribute to the 
purposes of Green Belt and represents a sound opportunity, which appears to have 
been overlooked. 
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Sites currently in the Green Belt in Salford that were allocated for development 
through the Revised Draft Greater Manchester Spatial Framework  
 

POLICY: GM Allocation 30 Land at Hazelhurst Farm 
 
GM Allocation 30 (land at Hazelhurst Farm) was contained within the Revised Draft 
of the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), rather than the Revised Draft 
Local Plan. Notwithstanding this, representations to this GMSF allocation were 
received by the city council as part of consultation responses to the Local Plan. 
These responses are set out below for information and will be considered in the 
drafting of the next stage of the GMSF.   
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 38 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle / scale of development 

 Question the need for the scale of new housing development with reference 
to issues including validity of government targets in light of Brexit, 
immigration control, and the use of out of date data (i.e. using 2014 based 
household projections instead of the 2016 ones) 

 Concern over the cumulative impact of development, when consideration is 
given to other developments in the local area that have been completed 
recently or are under construction 

 Impact on residential amenity during the construction phase 

 Strong support for the allocation given that the proposed development would 
help the city meet its housing needs; there are no technical or environmental 
constraints to developing the site 
 

Housing (including affordable housing) 

 Issues raised around the provision of affordable housing, including its 
location, whether the homes will in practice be affordable, the deliverability 
of 50% being affordable, and how in keeping affordable housing would be 
for the local area 

 Development would provide family houses in an area where there is a need 
 

Employment and Economy 

No issues raised 

Green Belt 

 Object to the loss of Green Belt. Issues identified included a lack of 
exceptional circumstances, loss of role as a ‘green lung’, and the setting of a 
precedent. The loss of the green belt would lead to urban sprawl  

 Any development of the Green belt would contravene promises made by the 
GM Mayor to protect such land 

 The site does not perform a strategic Green Belt function 
 

Brownfield 
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 Focus should instead be on available brownfield sites and vacant buildings; 
the supply of brownfield sites should be fully exhausted before Green Belt is 
released 

 There are more brownfield sites in the city than shown on the brownfield 
register 
 

Transport – Highways / Public Transport / Cycling / Walking 

 Lack of suitable access points into the site, particularly given proximity of the 
A580 / M60 and the narrow width of Hazelhurst Road 

 Inadequate public transport links, including issues of overcrowding 
(particularly on the Vantage services) and reduced bus services to the area 
identified 

 Local infrastructure is at breaking point; there is need for major investment in 
public transport and other infrastructure (including new roads) in the Worsley 
and Boothstown area 

 There would be a large number of additional cars as a result of  
development; this would exacerbate significant existing issues of congestion 
on nearby local and strategic roads including the cumulative impact of the 
RHS Garden Bridgewater and other GMSF allocations in the wider area 

 Insufficient transport information has been provided about the impact of the 
GMSF on the strategic route network; given the scale of the allocation it is 
likely to give rise to individual traffic impacts due to the proximity of the site 
to junction 14 of the M60 

 There would be traffic disruption during the construction phase, whilst traffic 
issues are a danger to pedestrians 
 

Physical Infrastructure and utilities 

 Pylons run across the site; account will need to be taken of this as part of 
any development. Preference would be that land beneath the overhead 
power lines is not built on  

 Local sewerage and drainage issues 
 

Social Infrastructure 

 Concerns relating to the existing capacity of community infrastructure 
(including schools, doctors, dentists, emergency services and shops) and 
the potential to support new homes 
 

Environmental – Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity, open space 

 Concerns relating to loss of agricultural land 

 Noise pollution 

 Negative impact / loss of wildlife and habitats including protected species 
and woodland 

 Concerns regarding loss of green space / recreation opportunities due to 
development, which compounds the loss of other greenspaces in the area. 
Greenspaces should be protected from development 

 Scepticism as to whether the policy requirements to preserve features such 
as trees, hedgerows and natural features will actually be implemented 
 

Air Quality 
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Development will lead to exacerbation of existing issues of poor air quality 
including through traffic and loss of green infrastructure 
 

Flood risk 

 There are local drainage issues that will be worsened as a result of 
development, particularly if natural ponds, pools and soakaways are built on  
 

Heritage 

No issues raised 
 

Other 

 There were mining works and tunnels under the entire area which has an 
impact on the potential stability of the land 

 Criticism of consultation process undertaken 

 Negative impact on the attractiveness of the area, as result of a number of 
issues including those set out above, and increased crime levels such as 
burglaries 

 Loss of property value 
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POLICY: GM Allocation 31 East of Boothstown 
 
GM Allocation 31 (East of Boothstown) was contained within the Revised Draft of the 
Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), rather than the Revised Draft Local 
Plan. Notwithstanding this, representations to this GMSF allocation were received by 
the city council as part of consultation responses to the Local Plan. These responses 
are set out below for information and will be considered in the drafting of the next 
stage of the GMSF.   
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 190 
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle / scale of development 

 Support the allocation which is one of only a small number of opportunities 
to deliver exceptional quality high value housing. As such it will help to 
broaden the range of dwellings in Salford, balancing the high volume of 
apartments in the regional core 
 

Housing (including affordable housing) 

 Question role of high value homes in addressing issues of affordability and 
the benefit for local people  

 The required affordable housing will not be built 

 Allocation will help to meet Salford’s housing needs 
 

Green Belt 

 Object to the loss of Green Belt. Issues identified included a lack of 
exceptional circumstances, loss of role as a ‘green lung’, setting of a 
precedent, and development already taking place in the Green Belt at the 
neighbouring RHS Garden 

 Questions were raised about the compensatory value of proposed Green 
Belt additions 
 

Brownfield 

 Focus should instead be on available brownfield sites and vacant buildings 
 

Transport – Highways / Public Transport / Cycling / Walking 

 Inadequate public transport links, issues including overcrowding (particularly 
on the Vantage Service) and reduced bus services to the area identified 

 Vantage service not accessible to residents of the area 

 Area is not served by tram or train 

 Need for additional park and ride facilities 

 Exacerbate significant existing issues of congestion on nearby local (in 
particular Leigh Road) and strategic roads (M60 Jnc 13) including the 
cumulative impact of the RHS Garden Bridgewater, GMSF allocations in the 
wider area, and through traffic using Leigh Road to access M60 Jnc 13. 

 There will be a significant increase in the number of cars as a result of the 
development 

 Focus should instead be in more accessible locations  
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 Lack of detail regarding transport infrastructure improvements 

 New allocations should await the implementation of the conclusions of the 
North West Quadrant Study 

 Traffic issues are a danger to pedestrians 
 

Physical Infrastructure and utilities 

 Concerns relating to capacity of utilities in the area including sewers, water 
pressure, and gas.  
 

Social Infrastructure 

 Concerns relating to the existing capacity of community infrastructure 
(including schools, doctors, dentists, emergency services and shops) and 
the potential to support new homes.  
 

Environmental – Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity, open space 

 Concerns regarding loss of green space / recreation opportunities 

 Negative impact/ loss of wildlife and habitats including protected species.  
 

Air Quality 

Development will lead to exacerbation of existing issues of poor air quality 
including through traffic and loss of green infrastructure 
 

Heritage 

Will destroy the historic character of Worsley and Roe Green  
 

Other 

 Negative impact on the attractiveness of the area, quality of life, and 
residential amenity as a result of a number of issues including those set out 
above, overcrowding and increased crime levels 

 Criticism of consultation process undertaken 

 Decrease in property values 

 Noise pollution 
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POLICY: GM Allocation 32 North of Irlam Station 
 
GM Allocation 32 (North of Irlam Station) was contained within the Revised Draft of 
the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), rather than the Revised Draft 
Local Plan. Notwithstanding this, representations to this GMSF allocation were 
received by the city council as part of consultation responses to the Local Plan. 
These responses are set out below for information and will be considered in the 
drafting of the next stage of the GMSF.   
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 42 
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle / scale of development 

 Landowner support for the identification of land off MacDonald Road and 
Astley Road as part of the allocation, with the site being accessible and 
sustainable, with no known development constraints  

 Part of the site is occupied by a large horticultural business; what plans are 
in place to relocate this business? 

 Question the need for the scale of new dwellings in Salford with reference to 
issues including validity of government targets in light of Brexit, immigration 
control,  the use of out of date data (i.e. using 2014 based household 
projections instead of the 2016 ones), potential household size, and given 
the proposed scale of the development of new homes at Carrington 

 No justification as to why the housing requirement for Salford is in excess of 
its household projections / local housing need calculation 

 Question why no ground investigations have taken place given known 
issues with peat 

 The number of developments proposed should be reduced by 50% so that 
the total growth of new dwellings in Irlam and Cadishead over the plan 
period does not exceed 15% of the current number 
 

Housing (including affordable housing) 

 General support for the provision of 25% affordable housing, although this 
may not be viable due to the depth and cost of building on peat 

 The homes will not in general be affordable to local people; the requirement 
for affordable housing should be 50% given the need 

 Need for more social housing, and bungalows / apartments for rent 

 General recognition of the need to build new houses 

 Most of the growth will be in single persons households who should be 
accommodated in the inner cities / City Centre, not in the suburbs 

 If all of the site was delivered at 75 dwellings per hectare then there would 
be the need to release only 21 hectares of land, instead of the proposed 65 
hectares 

 

Employment and Economy 

No issues raised 
 

Green Belt 
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 Object to the loss of Green Belt. Issues identified included a lack of 
exceptional circumstances, loss of role as a ‘green lung’,   setting of a 
precedent, the boundaries of the proposed development site not being 
readily recognisable, and development leading to urban sprawl  

 Although the amount of land to be released through the allocation has been 
reduced from the Draft GMSF, the vast majority of Green Belt land to be 
released in Salford would remain as being in the Irlam / Cadishead area 
 

Brownfield 

 Focus should instead be on available brownfield sites and vacant buildings; 
these sites mean that the release of Green Belt is not necessary 
 

Transport – Highways / Public Transport / Cycling / Walking 

 Lack of suitable access points into the site 

 Inadequate public transport links, including issues of overcrowding and 
reduced bus services  

 Irlam train station is not fully accessible, has insufficient car parking, has 
poor facilities with services often cancelled or are short of the number of 
required carriages; cannot assume all of those living in the proposed 
development would use the train 

 Scale of allocation is likely to give rise to traffic impacts on both an individual 
and cumulative level on the strategic route network 

 There would be a large number of additional cars as a result of  
development; this would be exacerbated by the proposed allocations at 
Carrington and Port Salford   

 Unclear as to why the Metrolink extension is only proposed as far as Port 
Salford 

 There is only one road in and out of the area, with traffic already gridlocked 
as a result of congestion. This worsens when there are events on at the AJ 
Bell Stadium 
 

Physical Infrastructure and utilities 

 No issues raised 

Social Infrastructure 

 Concerns relating to the existing capacity of community infrastructure 
(including schools, doctors, dentists, emergency services, shops and 
services for younger people) and the potential to support new homes 

 A new health facility should be provided as part of the development 
 

Environmental – Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity, open space 

 Concerns relating to loss of grade 1 agricultural land, which makes up only 
2% of the agricultural land in the country 

 Negative impact / loss of wildlife and habitats including those of importance 
at the national, Greater Manchester and local level 

 Development would be contrary to the Nature Improvement Area and lead to 
a net loss of biodiversity 

 The land is a green lung for Salford 

 Concerns regarding loss of green space / recreation opportunities due to 
development, and the impact this has on health and well-being 
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 Benefits of developing the site do not outweigh the negative environmental 
implications 
 

Air Quality 

 Development will worsen existing issues of poor air quality including through 
traffic, loss of green infrastructure and building on deep lying peat which acts 
as a carbon sink 
 

Flood risk 

 There is a shallow water table in the area 

 Development will increase flood risk, and increase run-off  
 

Heritage 

 No issues raised 

Other 

 Land will be difficult to build on given the deep peat; in some parts of the site 
it is estimated to be 30m deep 

 Development will change the character of the area 

 Criticism of consultation process undertaken 

 Noise pollution as a result of the building process, would particularly impact 
on St Theresa’s School and the college; road safety also an issue 
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POLICY: GM Allocation 33 Port Salford Extension 
 
GM Allocation 33 (Port Salford Extension) was contained within the Revised Draft of 
the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework (GMSF), rather than the Revised Draft 
Local Plan. Notwithstanding this, representations to this GMSF allocation were 
received by the city council relating as part of consultation responses to the Local 
Plan. These responses are set out below for information and will be considered in 
the drafting of the next stage of the GMSF.   
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 25 
 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft Local Plan  

Principle / scale of development 

 Support for the allocation and the principle of an integrated tri-modal facility 

 Technical analysis demonstrates that there are no technical or overriding 
environmental constraints to developing the site. 

 Propose westwards expansion of the proposed allocation to increase the 
development potential from 320,000sqm to 516,300sqm of employment 
development – this should also be reflected in the Local Plan 

 Release of the site is premature without infrastructure associated with the 
permitted Port Salford in place 

 Why not have housing provisions too? 
 

Housing (including affordable housing) 

 No issues raised.  
 

Employment and Economy 

 Question requirement for the development with reference to demand for 
phase 1 of Port Salford more realistic economic ambition and the potential 
impact of Brexit  

 Site would not deliver a large number of jobs due to the nature of the 
development, automation, robotics etc 
 

Green Belt 

 Object to the loss of Green Belt. Issues identified included a lack of 
exceptional circumstances, loss of role as a ‘green lung’, setting of a 
precedent, and settlements merging 
 

Brownfield 

 Focus should instead be on available brownfield sites including in Trafford 
Park 

 

Transport – Highways / Public Transport / Cycling / Walking 

 Development will exacerbate significant existing issues of congestion on 
nearby local road network (with reference made to there being only one 
road through the area) and strategic roads (M60/M62) including the 
cumulative impact of planned housing in Irlam and Carrington. 
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 Insufficient information has been provided about the impact on the Strategic 
Road Network, scale of development likely to give rise to significant traffic 
impacts on both an individual and cumulative level. 

 Insufficient/ inadequate transport infrastructure in place 

 Lack of detail regarding transport infrastructure improvements 

 Comments questioning the delivery and timing of the infrastructure linked to 
the permitted Port Salford 

 Phasing of the site needs to be linked to the delivery of the permitted Port 
Salford 

 Bus services through the area are delayed and/or cancelled due to 
congestion 
 

Physical Infrastructure and utilities 

 No issues raised 
 

Social Infrastructure 

 No issues raised 
 

Environmental – Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity, open space 

 Technical analysis demonstrates that there are no technical or overriding 
environmental constraints to developing the site. 

 Object to loss of agricultural land 

 Concerns regarding loss of green space / recreation opportunities 

 Negative impact/ loss of wildlife and habitats including protected species 

 Concerns relating to loss of carbon storage function of peat and 
implications of developing it for climate change. 
 

Air Quality 

 Development will lead to exacerbation of existing issues of poor air quality 
including through traffic, loss of green infrastructure and development of 
peat land 
 

Flood risk 

 Impact on water table 
 

Heritage 

 No issues raised 
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EVIDENCE BASE: 2014 or 2016 suggested sites consultation documents 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS: 1 
 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan  

How is this being addressed 
 

Reference WB005: Land at Hazelhurst Farm 
Reference WB015:  Land North of Lumber Lane 
Reference WB018:  Land East of Boothstown 
Reference SW021:  Land at Swinton Park Golf Club 

I have been a resident in the Swinton South, Worsley area for 
25 years and, during that time, have witnessed substantial 
residential development.  Many larger and smaller green 
spaces have been developed for apartments and houses which 
has led to a considerable change in the character and 
appearance of the area.  Now, in the present proposals, I see 
some of the remaining green spaces being threatened with 
further residential development which will result in those 
precious green spaces, providing valuable amenity and natural 
habitat, being lost forever (individual). 
 
Whilst it is encouraging to see the plans to designate some 
additional areas as Greenbelt, it is a great concern to see that it 
is proposed that other green areas should lose their Greenbelt 
designation and be lost to residential development. 
 
Destruction of green space and loss of amenity 
 
Developments would be damaging to the general environment 
of the Swinton-Worsley-Boothstown area and would represent 

Green belt development 
 
The Greater Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the 
overall spatial strategy for Greater Manchester, including 
identifying the appropriate scale and distribution of housing and 
employment development across Greater Manchester. This 
includes identifying the housing requirement for Salford and 
taking 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. 
Given this, these comments relate to issues being considered 
through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the 
Salford Publication Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document.  
 
Allocation of non-green belt sites for development 
 
Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
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a serious loss of precious, already scarce, green spaces in the 
City of Salford and Greater Manchester. The area has a 
pleasant, semi-rural character, offering a natural habitat for 
important wildlife and providing a valuable recreational facility 
not only for the local residents of the 
Worsley/Swinton/Boothstown area, but also for visitors. 
 
Traffic Considerations  
There is considerable congestion in the area during peak 
periods (and often outside of peak times), and it is often 
gridlocked back to the M60 Worsley roundabout. Other specific 
roads identified include: Worsley Road, East Lancashire Road 
and Folly Lane. The RHS Bridgewater development will 
exacerbate this and reduce road safety. 
 
Pollution and air quality 
Increased congestion would impact on air quality in the area of 
Worsley, specifically the M60 and East Lancashire Road and 
surrounding roads which are used as ’rat runs’. Pollution levels 
regularly exceed acceptable limits.  
 
Education and medical facilities (including dentists) 
These are at or close to saturation point and would not be able 
to absorb additional load as a result of new development.  
 
Brownfield sites 
It is clear that sufficient brownfield sites exist elsewhere in the 
city to allow housing targets to be met without the erosion of 
valuable green spaces in the Swinton – Worsley - Boothstown 
area. 

designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 
Loss of greenspace and development of brownfield sites 
 
The NPPF at paragraph 117 states that strategic policies 
should set out a clear strategy for accommodating housing 
needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of 
previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land. Having regard to this, 
strategic objective 4 identifies that at least 85% of dwellings 
over the plan period will be on previously developed land.  
 
Traffic considerations 
 
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. 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 A4.  
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Pollution and air quality 
 
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. In 
addition a joint Clean Air Plan is being prepared to bring 
nitrogen dioxide on local roads within legal limits.  
 
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 Publication Local Plan includes a policy on pollution control 
(including air quality – see policy PH1). 
 
Community facilities 
 
It is noted that new housing 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. These issues are 
being address in the Plan, as detailed below: 
 

 Health facilities: Policy HH2 Provision of health and 
social care facilities explains that the city council will 
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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 

 Schools: Policy ED2 Residential development and 
education places 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 set 
aside. 
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EVIDENCE BASE: Assessment of residential viability (ARV) (January 2019) 
 
(A revised Assessment of Residential Viability has been published alongside the Publication Salford Local Plan 
Development Management Policies and Designations document) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS: 2 
 

Issues raised in the representations to the Revised Draft 
Local Plan assessment of residential viability 

How is this being addressed 
 

Overall approach   

Certain fundamental appraisal assumptions adopted within the 
ARV are incorrect, un-evidenced, or inadequately evidenced. 
The impact of this is that the results of the ARV overstate the 
financial viability of development site typologies assessed (and 
hence overstate the ability of development to meet the draft 
policies within the RDSLP). This is contrary to paragraphs 31 
and 34 of the NPPF.  
 
The housing policies of the RDSLP (Policy H5 Size of 
Dwellings; Policy H6 Housing Density; and Policy H7 
Affordable Housing) have not been effectively assessed in 
accordance with the NPPF and the Government’s PPGV. The 
policies cannot therefore be considered justified or sound. This 
poses a risk to the deliverability of the RDSLP.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

 

The January 2019 assessment of residential viability (ARV) 
has been updated in support of the SLP: DMP (published 
January 2020). This has included reviewing assumptions such 
as costs, and also the typologies used in the assessment. The 
January 2020 ARV does not overstate development viability 
and does not result in there being a risk to the deliverability of 
the SLP: DMP.   

Mix of dwellings (type and number of bedrooms)  

The information that has informed the scheme density and 
typology mixes should be provided for review (The Peel Group).  

The city council has provided the information that has informed 
the scheme typologies within the main ARV report and 
associated annexes.  

Size of dwellings  
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The adoption of the nationally described space standards 
(NDSS) generates family housing net coverage (excluding 
garages) of 15,765ft2 per developable acre (3,619m2 per 
hectare) for premium and high value areas (35 dph) and up to 
19,129ft² per net developable acre (4,391m2 per hectare) for 
low value areas (50 dph). 
 
In reality, development at the proposed levels will either not be 
physically possible due to design/layout constraints and 
building/highways regulations, or the demand (and achievable 
values) for completed units will be artificially supressed and 
financially unsustainable due to over-development. The 
approach taken is not justified in line with market expectations 
or physical constraints of development.  
 
Analysis of development layouts for housing schemes across 
Greater Manchester, and ongoing engagement with regional 
and national developers, it is both Turley’s, and Peel’s 
experience that developers are unlikely to exceed 14,000-
14,500ft2 per net developable acre (3,214 – 3,329m2 per 
hectare) in premium and high value areas, and 17,500ft2per net 
developable acre (4,017m2 per hectare) in low value areas.  
 
There is a significant ‘disconnect’ between the ‘theoretical’ 
evidence base within the ARV and commercial and practical 
reality. It appears that there has been no commercial ‘sense 
check’ on the deliverability of arising coverage levels and 
density has been applied. Peel would be willing to provide 
further information to SCC and Urban Vision to evidence this 
issue.  
 

The 2020 ARV continues to apply the NDSS in line with policy 
H2 of the SLP: DMP. In accordance with policy H3 of the SLP: 
DMP a minimum density of 35 dwellings per hectare has been 
applied within the typologies. This is in order to ensure that 
developments make efficient use of land, in accordance with 
policy EF1 of the SLP: DMP, and section 11 of the NPPF (and 
in particular paragraph 122). 
 
The typologies have been updated in the 2020 ARV, including 
a reconsideration of density and coverage. Updated 
assumptions around the mix of dwellings within each typology 
have also been adopted. This is having regard to a sample of 
schemes that have recently been completed in the city or have 
extant planning permission. The provision of information 
referred to within the representation (i.e. Peel providing 
evidence to sense check coverage levels and density) was 
requested by the city council but was not provided. 
 
Having regard to the unit mix, sizing and density used by the 
city council in the 2020 ARV (see main report and annexes for 
further details), the following table sets out net coverage levels 
for the houses typology (excluding garages). 
 

Value area Dwellings 
per 
hectare 

Sqm per 
hectare 

Premium  65 6,414 

High and 
mid/high 

35 3,379 

Mid  40 3,713 

Low/mid and low 45 4,005 
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The requirement to meet the floor areas as defined in the NDSS 
will necessitate a reduction in unit per hectare development 
density and floor area coverage on the majority of major 
development sites to ensure that it is physically possible to 
deliver the larger than average units and to meet market 
expectations.  
 
Turley has calculated that, on the basis of a pro-rata reduction 
(from the ARV assumptions) in respect of proposed unit mix 
and sizing, a sound approach to development density when 
adopting NDSS unit sizing would be to adopt the approach set 
out below: 
 

Value area Dwellings 
per 
hectare 

Sqm per 
hectare 

Sqm per acre 

Premium and 
high 

32 3,301 14,380 

Mid/high 35 3,463 15,085 

Mid 40 3,846 16,754 

Low/mid and low 45 3,957 17,236 

 
Peel requests a reduction to the tested development densities 
for the various value areas, in order to ensure that the modelled 
floor area delivery does not exceed both physical development 
limitations and market expectations.  
 
RDSLP Policy H6 Housing Density requires a minimum net 
residential density of 35 dwellings per hectare. Peel requests 
that all proposed development densities within the RDSLP are 
reviewed to ensure that the impact of providing units in line with 
NDSS requirements has been appropriately addressed, with 

The premium value area density and coverage reflect the fact 
that this value area is comprised of City Centre Salford and 
Salford Quays, where houses will come forward in the form of 
high density townhouses (as shown in the Timekeepers 
Square and Carpino Place developments) rather than at a 
density seen in more traditional schemes.  
 
The coverage for the other value areas is broadly consistent 
with the approach set out within the representations submitted 
by The Peel Group. On this basis the proposed approach 
would not lead to over development. 
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reduced densities required to ensure that RDSLP policy 
requirements do not lead to over-development, or undeliverable 
sites.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Apartment car parking  

No details are provided in the ARV in respect of parking 
provision for the apartment schemes. It can be inferred from the 
RDLPR that apartment car parking costs are included in the 
infrastructure/external cost allowances. This is inappropriate, as 
developers will regard car parking costs separately from 
infrastructure/external costs.  
 
Furthermore, allowances for external works and infrastructure 
costs have been incorporated into the build cost rate, as 
advised by Urban Vision.  
 
In order to be regarded as robust, the external 
works/infrastructure costs must be identified separately from the 
overall build costs. Without the provision of transparent 
information there remains a risk that the apartment scheme 
build costs have been underestimated. In addition, costs of 
parking provision must be included within the assessment of 
apartment development viability.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

The 2020 ARV provides build cost figures for apartments – 
these costs are ‘all-in’ and include infrastructure and external 
costs such as car parking. The build costs used in the 
assessment are not considered to be an under-estimate (and 
have been increased since the 2019 ARV).  
 
The city council has made no allowance within its assessment 
for income from the sale of car parking spaces within 
apartment schemes. In high density apartment’s schemes 
coming forward in the city, car parking spaces are sold 
separately to the actual apartments themselves, at around 
£10,000 to £15,000 per space. This is an additional income 
that is not factored into the viability assessment.  

Garages  

At ARV paragraph 4.9, it is stated that a single garage of 14m² 
is assumed for all detached dwellings in the family houses 
scheme typology.  
 

The city council has carried forward the assumption in the 
2020 ARV with regards to all detached houses having a 
garage of 14 sqm. 
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ARV paragraph 4.17 indicates that 14 sq m was added to the 
EPC floorspace data for all detached dwellings within the 
comparable analysis attached at ARV Annex D. As a result, the 
£ per sq m values for detached units are reduced when 
compared to the £ per sq m values produced by the EPC floor 
areas. This is regarded as unusual methodology, but an 
acceptable basis for Local Plan viability testing purposes.  
 
However, from sample testing, the approach has not been 
consistently adopted within the data presented at Annex D. For 
example, the detached £ per sq m values for North Walkden 
and North Swinton are calculated on the EPC floor areas, rather 
than the total floorspace (inclusive of garage). Therefore, the 
values shown for these locations are higher than appropriate. 
Upon further testing by SCC it may be found that other areas 
are incorrectly assessed.  
It is important that all comparable information is assessed on a 
robust and consistent basis. All comparable data must be 
checked by SCC, and value areas reassessed, as necessary.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

In relation to adding 14 sqm of floorspace to the EPC 
floorspace data at Annex D for all detached dwellings (to allow 
for a garage), this assumption has not been carried forward in 
the 2020 ARV. As noted by the respondent, the assumption 
results in the £ per sqm values reducing when compared to the 
£ per sqm values produced by the EPC floor areas. It is agreed 
therefore that this assumption is unusual, and on this basis is 
inappropriate for inclusion within the updated 2020 ARV.   

Net to gross adjustment  

ARV Paragraph 4.13 proposes the gross to net area reduction 
for the mid-density apartment typology as being 15%, and 
17.5% for high density apartments. Peel regards both 
reductions as unduly low when cross-referenced against 
developments delivered in the Salford market.  
 
Peel can provide local market evidence in respect of two recent 
schemes in Salford, one of which was subject to an 18.5% 
reduction from gross to net area, and the other was subject to a 
19% reduction. Peel regards both schemes as extremely 

The gross to net areas reductions for the mid-density and high 
density apartment typologies have been retained as 15% and 
17.5% respectively within the 2020 ARV, having regard to 
schemes coming forward in the city (and within viability 
assessments submitted to Urban Vision at the planning 
application stage). 
 
It is important to note that the city council’s high density 
apartment typology relates to dwellings for sale. Build to rent 
schemes which would typically have a higher gross to net area 
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efficient, with no site specific factors to impact on their design. 
Turley has recent experience of a further scheme in Salford 
where the gross to net reduction was 19.5%.  
 
To ensure that viability testing is not tested at the limit of 
delivery expectations, a 20% reduction from gross to net area is 
regarded as an appropriate average rate for adoption within a 
mid or high density scenario testing exercise for local plan 
viability purposes. This approach will avoid placing such 
scheme typologies at the margins of viability. A low assessment 
of gross internal area, as presently applied within the ARV will 
underestimate construction costs and will overstate 
development scheme viability.  
 
No evidence has been provided in the ARV or the RDLPR to 
support the adopted assumption.  Relevant local market 
evidence must be provided by SCC to support the adopted 
assumption, and Peel would welcome the opportunity to provide 
SCC with the local market evidence referenced upon request.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

reduction, due to an increased level of shared spaces such as 
cinema rooms, gyms etc. are not considered within the ARV. 
The rationale for this approach is set out within the main ARV 
report.  
 
The respondent refers to local market evidence that could be 
provided to the city council by Peel with regards to local market 
evidence indicating that there is a need for high gross to net 
reduction. This information was requested by the city council 
but was not provided.  

Residential sales values  

ARV Paragraph 4.16 confirms that ‘actual’ sales data was 
obtained rather than asking prices (formerly the erroneous 
approach utilised in the 2016 ARV) to inform residential sales 
values and that this information has been cross-referenced with 
floor space data contained within Energy Performance 
Certificates (EPC). These sources of data are regarded as 
appropriate for obtaining evidence.  
 
A number of the value areas are assessed with only 10 
comparable sales transactions. This is regarded as a minimal 

The 2020 ARV has continued to use land registry price paid 
data and cross references this with floorspace data contained 
within Energy Performance Certificates.  
 
As explained in section 4 of the main 2020 ARV report, data 
has been gathered on sales between April 2018 and August 
2019. A minimum of 16 sales were identified for each of the 32 
value areas, with a total 1,109 sales assessed as a whole. The 
sample size has increased from the 725 sales that were 
assessed in the Revised Draft ARV. Those areas where there 
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representation of achieved values, with a danger that averages 
will be skewed by over-representation of particular unit types or 
a particular development scheme in a low sample size. It is 
noted that the most recent sales evidence is dated from March 
2018, which is now outdated (by twelve months).  
 
It is essential that the comparable evidence is updated to utilise 
available transaction data drawn from Land Registry that 
provides data on transactions that have occurred over the last 
twelve months in order to increase the sample size from which 
value area conclusions are drawn.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

is most development activity have a higher sample size, 
reflecting the fact that there are more sales within these areas.  
 
The approach undertaken by the city council is considered to 
be robust and proportionate.  

Concerns regarding the approach to residential sales values, as 
these only considered data derived from a short period of just 
15 months from the start of 2017 to the end of March 2018. No 
justification has been provided as to why such a short period 
has been relied upon. Relying upon such a short period raises 
questions recording the suitability and reliability of the data, as 
is significantly limits the sample size and does not account for 
any trends or dips/spikes in the market. It is considered that a 
greater time period should be used to inform sales value 
calculations. 
 
(Bredale Properties Ltd) 

For the 2020 ARV a minimum of 16 sales were identified for 
each of the 32 value areas, with a total 1,109 sales assessed 
as a whole. These properties were sold between April 2018 
and August 2019. Basing sales values on a longer period is not 
considered to be appropriate as it would not reflect up to date 
sales values. The approach undertaken by the city council is 
considered to be robust and proportionate. 

Ground rents  

Ground rents are discussed at ARV paragraphs 4.25-4.26 and 
are now only applied to apartments.  
 
The Government has confirmed within “Tackling unfair practices 
in the leasehold market: Summary of consultation responses 
and Government response” that it will:  

The 2020 ARV continues to identify a ground rent for the 
apartment typologies. This reflects the fact that legislation has 
not yet been enacted to prevent ground rent being charged at 
levels above a peppercorn zero financial value. Apartment 
schemes continue to come forward with ground rents applied 
to them, and are accepted as being appropriate by the city 
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“…introduce legislation so that, in the future, ground rents on 
newly established leases of houses and flats are set at a 
peppercorn (zero financial value)” 
 
In line with proposed Government legislation, Peel would 
expect to see ground rents removed from the apartment 
appraisals – to prevent unduly increasing capital value and 
therefore leading to the results as presently published 
overstating development viability.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

council through consideration of viability assessments 
submitted within planning applications.  

Build period and sales rate  

Paragraph 57 of the NPPF confirms that transparency in the 
preparation of all viability assessments is essential. This is 
confirmed in paragraph 10 of the PPG relating to viability. The 
ARV is inconsistent with this as it provides insufficient details of 
the development programme applied for each site typology and 
does not provide copies of appraisal cashflows or supporting 
explanation of the timing of various costs and revenues, which 
will impact on financial viability.  
 
Build rates 
 
ARV Table 12 provides only headline development timings. 
This is insufficient to comprise robust evidence. The sale of the 
first family housing unit is programmed to occur after only four 
months of the construction period, which does not reflect 
commercial reality. The standard development assumption, 
which reflects developer delivery rates, is six months 
construction prior to the first practical completion and sale in 
month seven. A shorter lead-in period prior to first disposal will 

The sales and build rates reflect those being seen in the city, 
including assumptions within viability assessments being 
considered by the city council. They reflect reality. Therefore 
no change in the assumptions have been made between the 
2019 and 2020 ARV. 
 
The assumptions used by the city council are set out in full 
within the main report. The city council has used the HCA 
Development Appraisal Tool (DAT) to run the appraisals. As 
with the 2019 ARV, the 2020 ARV includes summary copies of 
the appraisals that underpin the assessment. Full copies of the 
appraisals including full cashflow calculations can be made 
available (as Microsoft Excel files) on request.  
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understate finance costs (accrued on land acquisition and 
construction works) and will overstate development viability. 
Evidence utilised within the ARV to underpin the RDLPR must 
be transparently presented and ‘available’ in accordance with 
the NPPF and PPGV.  
 
Sales rate 
 
Mid and high density apartments are assumed to be 90% 
reserved off-plan with pre-sales completed upon practical 
completion of construction. The remaining 10% are modelled to 
sell within 3 months after construction end. Peel regards the 
proposed sales rates as very aggressive considering that mid 
density apartments are tested in all value areas and high 
density apartments are tested in all but low/mid and low value 
areas.  
 
Peel would not expect to see off-plan reservations exceeding 
50% of total units prior to practical completion. Utilisation of a 
higher rate of off-plan reservations is unjustified (contrary to 
NPPF paragraph 35b) and does not reflect either local plan 
viability assessments or site-specific viability assessment 
conducted across Greater Manchester.  
 
The source of the evidence for the apartment sales rate is not 
set out in the ARV. No evidence is provided to support the 
assumption. Given that this aggressive assumption will 
accelerate the introduction of revenue into each development 
scheme, and will commensurately understate finance costs 
(accrued on land acquisition and construction works as a 
result), it will result in an overstatement of development viability 
within the ARV.  
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If SCC is to continue to seek to utilise this rate of sale, evidence 
utilised within the ARV to underpin the RDLPR must be 
transparently presented and ‘available’ in accordance with the 
NPPF and PPG.  
 
Appraisal cashflows 
 
Given appraisal cashflows are not provided in the ARV, this 
does not provide stakeholders with the ability to review and 
appropriately comment upon the cashflow inputs and timing 
assumptions used within the ARV appraisals. This prejudices 
consultees’ ability to properly engage with the contents of the 
Plan and fails to comply with NPPF paragraph 16c). The 
information required for disclosure for each site typology 
includes:  
 

 Pre-development periods  

 Enabling and servicing infrastructure timing  

 Construction (months) prior to first sale  

 Confirmation of total unit sales per annum per outlet and 
volume of outlets assumed  

 Affordable unit disposal programme  

 Timing of payment of S106 planning obligations  
 
The assumptions made directly influence the accruing of 
development finance (interest) within each of the site typology 
appraisals, and will therefore have a direct impact on the 
financial viability of all site typologies tested, it is essential that 
this evidence is presented transparently for stakeholder review 
and comment. It is not possible for industry stakeholders to 
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ascertain the robustness of the methodology applied without full 
disclosure.  
 
It is essential that evidence is provided by SCC to support the 
adopted build and sales period assumptions, with re-modelling 
required to align with market expectations. Furthermore, copies 
of the appraisal cashflows are requested for transparency in 
accordance with the NPPF and PPGV. The current ARV 
assumptions are not supported by reference to any evidence 
and are regarded as over optimistic, inflating viability.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Benchmark land value  

Paragraph 14 of the PPG states explicitly that Benchmark Land 
Values (BLVs) should, “…be informed by market evidence 
including current uses, costs and values wherever possible”.  
 
Paragraph 16 subsequently requires plan makers to:  
 
“…establish a reasonable premium to the landowner for the 
purpose of assessing the viability of their plan. This will be an 
iterative process informed by professional judgement and must 
be based upon the best available evidence informed by cross 
sector collaboration. For any viability assessment data sources 
to inform the establishment the landowner premium should 
include market evidence…” and that BLVs must reflect the 
“…reasonable expectations of local landowners”.  
 
ARV Tables 6 and 7 under Paragraph 4.38 set out the threshold 
land values (i.e. BLV), calculated on a per hectare basis 
utilising what is stated to be the Existing Use Value Plus 
(EUV+) approach. Paragraph 4.35 states that the appropriate 

The approach to BLV is set out in paragraphs 4.21 to 4.35 of 
the 2020 ARV. The values have not been changed since the 
2019 ARV. 
 
Since the 2019 ARV was undertaken, Three Dragons have 
been preparing a strategic viability assessment covering 
Greater Manchester in support of the GMSF. Consideration 
has been given to appropriate land values as part of this 
process, including a developer workshop and other sources. 
The BLVs used by the city council in its ARV are broadly in line 
with the upper and lower BLVs for brownfield industrial sites in 
the emerging Three Dragons et al viability work.  
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benchmark land values for the purposes of the ARV have been 
recommended by Urban Vision, based upon an EUV+ approach 
with the existing use assumed to be industrial/employment land 
– which is applied to all typologies within the assessment.  
 
ARV paragraph 4.36 states: “Although not all land that will 
come forward for residential development will be on 
employment land it is considered reasonable to apply the 
employment values to all of the typologies in this assessment. 
Whilst other land uses may have a different EUV and could 
command a higher/lower value, for the purposes of the high 
level assessment it is deemed proportionate to apply this 
figure.”  
 
The industrial/employment BLV applied within the ARV vary 
from £370,000 per hectare in low value areas to £595,000 per 
hectare in premium value areas respectively. No supporting 
explanation or local market evidence is provided within the ARV 
to justify the variable industrial/employment BLV adopted. 
 
The premiums to incentivise landowners to sell their land are 
set at 20% (above EUV) for family house and mid-density 
apartments, and 30% for high density apartments. The 
corresponding maximum EUV+ values are £714,000 per 
hectare and £773,500 per hectare respectively in premium 
value areas, as an example.  
 
No market evidence is provided within the ARV to support the 
EUVs applied and landowner premiums set. The use of 
arbitrary uplifts (premiums) should regarded as inappropriate 
(see the Judgement of the High Court in the Parkhurst Road 
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case and the critique of the use of an “arbitrary number 
and…method [that] does not reflect the workings of the market”. 
 
Due to a lack of evidential support, Peel disagrees with the 
broad brush approach applied to setting benchmark land values 
for apartment schemes within the ARV.  
 
It is regarded as more appropriate to undertake a ‘sense check’ 
against the value per unit generated for apartment site testing 
owing to their increased development density. The development 
of apartment schemes produces a much higher density of 
development in comparison to family housing schemes and, 
consequently, a landowner will expect any mid / high density 
apartment development to have the potential to generate land 
values well in excess of those which could be generated from 
traditional low-rise housing schemes. Without this level of return 
there would be no incentive to deliver higher-rise forms of 
development.  
 
From research undertaken by Turley, and discussions with 
apartment developers, our understanding of the Salford and 
Trafford/City Centre market indicates that land transaction 
values achieved on high density city centre apartment 
development sites can equate to circa £15,000 - £20,000 per 
plot. The benchmarks applied in the ARV will fall very 
significantly below this when converted from a £/ha rate. 
Overall, Peel considers that the benchmark land values applied 
within the ARV fail to reflect the reasonable expectations of 
local landowners and could stifle development if applied in 
practice.  
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It is essential that reference is made to transactional evidence 
by the ARV in setting BLVs, in line with PPGV, which states at 
Paragraph 014 that, in addition to being based on existing use 
value, the BLV should:  
 
“…be informed by market evidence including current uses, 
costs and values wherever possible. Where recent market 
evidence is used to inform assessment of benchmark land 
value this evidence should be based on developments which 
are compliant with policies, including for affordable housing. 
Where this evidence is not available plan makers and 
applicants should identify and evidence any adjustments to 
reflect the cost of policy compliance. This is so that historic 
benchmark land values of non-policy compliant developments 
are not used to inflate values over time.”  
 
SCC has not followed the methodology set out in PPGV in 
preparing the ARV in this respect. It is essential that 
transactional evidence and detailed reasoning is made 
available to support the BLV adopted for the assessment of 
scheme viability within the ARV, in line with PPGV.  
 
SCC should review land sale and planning application / 
permission evidence in order to form appropriate benchmark 
land values for green field and brownfield land, re-weighted for 
policy compliance.  They should also engage with landowners, 
promoters and developers to rectify the concerns raised by 
effectively establishing and seeking to agree appropriately 
evidenced BLVs, which will be sufficient to incentivise local 
market delivery, prior to the Examination of the RDSLP. PPGV 
is clear on the importance of this process at paragraph 13.  
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(The Peel Group) 

The approach to calculating land value is unjustified. As set out 
in paragraph 4.35/4.36, the viability appraisal calculates 
benchmark land value based upon industrial land value. 
However, the guidance within the MHCLG confirms that whilst 
values for industrial land can be used to proxy alternative use 
value for developments on brownfield land, this assumes that 
such sites are restricted to industrial/warehouse uses. Clearly in 
the case of Salford, and Salford Quays, much of the land that 
will come forward is not restricted to such a use and therefore it 
is considered that the benchmark land value calculated is likely 
to be too low. 
 
(Bredale Properties Ltd) 

It is accepted that there will be instances where land will come 
forward for residential development on land that has an 
existing land value / use that is not industry.  
 
However, although not all land that will come forward for 
residential development will be on employment land it is 
considered reasonable to apply the employment values to all of 
the typologies in this assessment. Whilst other land uses may 
have a different EUV and could command a higher/lower 
value, for the purposes of this high level assessment it is 
deemed proportionate to apply this figure.  
 
With regard to land values at Salford Quays and other areas, 
much of the land that will come forward for development will 
have industrial value given current use (for example land 
around Broadway at the Quays, the Ordsall Lane Corridor, 
Greengate etc).  
 

Marketing, sales and legal fees  

Legal fees are included within ARV Table 10 and combined 
within the ‘Marketing, Sales and Legal Fees’ at 3% of the 
market housing value.  
In line with standard practice in viability assessments to inform 
local plan policies, as well as within site-specific viability 
assessments, an average rate of £750 per unit as is regarded 
as appropriate for sales legal fees on top of a 3% allowance for 
marketing and sales costs.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

The addition of an average of £750 for sales legal fees on top 
of a 3% allowance for marketing and sales costs is not 
considered to be appropriate. The approach taken by the city 
council is considered to be a standard one that has been 
accepted in many area-wide assessments and accepted at 
recent plan and CIL examinations.  

Build costs  
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ARV paragraphs 4.41 and 4.42 confirm that build costs have 
been informed by Urban Vision, who advised that the use of 
RICS BCIS cost data was not representative of the actual build 
costs realised on schemes within Salford. This statement does 
not accord with provisions within PPGV, which states at 
paragraph 12 that RICS BCIS provides “appropriate data”. No 
justification is provided by SCC or Urban Vision as to why RICS 
BCIS data does not provide “appropriate data” for the purpose 
of the ARV. This is a significant gap in the evidence base which 
must be addressed before the plan proceeds.  
 
The proposes construction cost rates that are inclusive of 
infrastructure/externals costs, are as follows:  
 

 £1,033 per sq m for houses;  

 £1,065 per sq m for mid-density apartments (3-5 storeys)  

 £1,615 per sq m for high density apartments (6+ storeys) 
 
In comparison to BCIS data and both Peel and Turley’s market 
knowledge gained through detailed discussions and receipt of 
confidential information from housing and apartment 
developers, Peel regards SCC’s adopted costs as falling 
significantly below the levels required in order to reflect current 
costs in the development industry when applied within local 
plan viability assessment.  
 
The construction cost information utilised by is effectively 
provided on a ‘black box’ basis, offering no transparency and no 
evidential support. In contrast, RICS BCIS data is published 
(albeit subject to subscription) and is widely accepted for Local 
Plan viability testing purposes, having been endorsed for use by 
Government for this purpose within PPGV.  

The issue of build costs have been fully reconsidered as part of 
the 2020 ARV. Having regard to schemes coming forward in 
the city, and also consideration of viability assessments 
submitted with planning application, the 2020 ARV uses the 
following build costs that are inclusive of infrastructure and 
external costs.  
 

 £1,130 per sqm for houses 

 £1,292 per sqm for mid density apartments (3 to 5 storeys) 

 £1,884 per sqm for high density apartments (6-15 storeys) 
 
It can be seen therefore that build costs from the 2019 ARV 
have been increased by 9.4%, 21.3% and 16.7% for the 
houses, mid density apartments and high density apartments 
respectively in the 2020 ARV. 
 
The high density apartment typology cost is based on a height 
of up to15 storeys. Some high density schemes will come 
forward at a height less than this, whilst in some other limited 
circumstances developments will come forward in excess of 15 
storeys (particularly at Greengate). Building at less than 15 
storeys will incur costs less than the £1,884 applied by the city 
council, whilst costs would be expected to be higher for 
developments in excess of 15 storeys. The approach to using 
a 15 storey height for high density apartments reflects 
evidence collected as part of determining the appropriate 
typologies (and as explain within the main ARV report).  
 
With regards to the use of BCIS build costs, these are not 
representative of the actual build costs that Urban Vision are 
seeing on actual schemes within Salford, including those that 
have been verified by the district valuer. 
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As a result, the ARV does not comply with PPGV paragraphs 
008 and 010 which clearly state that transparency is required in 
respect of viability appraisal assumptions and it is entirely 
unclear how evidence would be presented by SCC at 
examination for robust assessment and interrogation by the 
Inspector and participants.  
 
Within Peel’s January 2017 representations to the ARV 2016, it 
was stated that the majority of high density apartments 
(constructed well in excess of six storeys) would cost in region 
of £1,722-£1,991/m² (£160-185/ft²) dependent on height, 
location and specification. Costs have increased since January 
2017, but the ARV continues to adopt costs which are 
significantly below the 2017 costs referenced by Peel.  
 
The ARV does not clarify the height/ number of storeys that 
their high density apartment appraisals are based upon - other 
than stating that the build costs are for “6+” storeys. The 
RDLPR states that the costs relate to schemes of up to 18 
storeys, with taller schemes to “be considered as part of the 
planning application process.”  
 
Peel therefore continues to regard the high density apartment 
construction costs adopted within the ARV as too low to reflect 
market reality, in line with commentary provided in respect of 
understated costs applied to other development typologies.  
Except for high density apartments, the build costs (base cost 
plus externals) adopted within the ARV fall below RICS BCIS 
lower quartile base costs, which exclude external works and are 
therefore considered by Peel to be wholly inadequate.  

 
In revising build costs, the 2020 ARV has taken into account 
emerging costs in the work Three Dragons et al are 
undertaking on behalf of the GMCA in support of the GMSF. 
This has identified build costs having regard to: 
 

 Information from the appointed costs consultants (WWA) in-
house benchmarking database, sense checked with local 
practices 

 Workshop discussion and subsequent written comments 

 A wide range of viability assessments submitted to and/or 
checked by GM local authorities 
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Furthermore, no supporting evidence is provided by SCC within 
the ARV to support the adopted construction costs. The use of 
very low construction costs will vastly overstate development 
viability, and will dramatically skew the results emerging from 
the ARV.  
 
Given the above Peel requests: 
 

 SCC publish a copy of the ARV’s adopted base build plus 
external works cost data for each typology to enable 
examination of the adopted assumptions at a suitable level 
of detail and to ensure that they are justified in line with 
NPPG paragraph 35.  

 Further detail is provided by SCC in respect of the evidence 
adopted in the assessment of build costs and external 
works, the assumed scale (storeys) of the modelled mid and 
high density apartment developments, and further evidence 
to show that the construction costs adopted are based on an 
appropriate range of developments which include family 
housing and apartment schemes well in excess of six 
storeys.  

 SCC conduct a revised assessment of construction costs 
which must be clearly based upon market evidence of 
current costs. If evidence cannot be provided, SCC must 
revert to BCIS costs, in line with PPGV. The revised cost 
assessment must provide the necessary transparent detail 
to enable appropriate stakeholder review and engagement, 
and to ensure that viability assessments are modelled on 
the basis of achievable and deliverable levels of 
construction costs 

 
(The Peel Group) 



514 
 

Paragraph 4.41 of the viability report correctly highlights that 
PPG guides viability assessments to use appropriate data (e.g. 
BCIS data). However, the viability report then goes on to 
confirm that these aren’t being used as; ‘Urban Vision Property 
Services’ have advised that the costs are not representative of 
the actual build costs that they are seeing on actual schemes 
within Salford’, and so BCIS costs are not used.  
 
No information has been provided as to where the information 
used is derived from, how many schemes it considers in order 
to calculate an average build cost, or what time period (or price 
base) the figures are presented at. As such, it is impossible for 
any participant in this consultation exercise to review the data 
and confirm whether it forms a suitable and appropriate 
evidence base on which to assess viability. 
 
The BCIS data is based on an industry standard methodology 
and dataset, whereas the Salford data is from an unknown 
source, unknown sample size and unknown date. As such, it is 
particularly concerning given that the Council are seeking to 
ignore guidance contained within the PPG in respect of data 
that will have a significant impact on any viability assessment 
and therefore the overall affordable housing. 
 
Table 1 below compares the construction cost figures (£ per 
m2) used within the viability appraisal compared to the median 
figures presented by BCIS for Salford rebased to Q1 2018. 
 

 Houses Mid density 
apts (3 to 5 
storeys) 

High 
density apts 
(6+ storeys) 

SLP ARV £1,033 £1,065 £1,615 

The issue of build costs have been fully reconsidered as part of 
the 2020 ARV. Having regard to schemes coming forward in 
the city, and also consideration of viability assessments 
submitted with planning application, the 2020 ARV uses the 
following build costs that are inclusive of infrastructure and 
external costs.  
 

 £1,130 per sqm for houses 

 £1,292 per sqm for mid density apartments (3 to 5 storeys) 

 £1,884 per sqm for high density apartments (6-15 storeys) 
 
It can be seen therefore that build costs from the 2019 ARV 
have increased by 9.4%, 21.3% and 16.7% for the houses, mid 
density apartments and high density apartments respectively in 
the 2020 ARV. 
 
With regards to the use of BCIS build costs, these are not 
representative of the actual build costs that Urban Vision are 
seeing on actual schemes within Salford, including those that 
have been verified by the district valuer.  
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BCIS (Q1 2018) 
median for Salford (£ 
per m2) 

£1,161 £1,335 £1,653 

BCIS and SLP 
difference (£ per m2) 

+£128 +£270 +£38 

 
As shown, in respect of all development types the BCIS data, 
recommended for use by the PPG, provides notably higher 
estimated build costs in Salford. This will significantly impact the 
findings of the viability assessment and the ability of 
developments to provide the level of affordable housing 
envisaged within the draft policy. 
 
For example, using the average floorspace by scheme typology 
(Annex C of the viability assessment), for a mid-density scheme 
of 125 dwellings, this would result in an increased build cost of 
almost £2.4mill based on an increased build cost of £270 per 
m2. To put this into perspective, Table 30 of the viability 
assessment confirms the level of surplus associated with mid-
density schemes in high value areas. If the additional 
£2.4million of build costs were allowed for, only a scheme 
providing 15% or less of affordable housing provision would be 
viable, rather than the 35% figure calculated using the lower 
build costs. 
 
(Bredale Properties Ltd) 

Abnormals  

ARV Paragraph 4.45 states that the appraisals make no 
allowance for abnormals, proposing that any site specific issues 
should result in reduced existing use values. This does not 
reflect commercial reality and is inconsistent with PPGV.  
 

The approach taken in the 2019 ARV with regards to abnormal 
costs has been carried forward into the 2020 ARV. The 
approach is considered appropriate for area wide viability 
testing, and is fully consistent with the PPG on viability which 
states that costs include: 
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For generic typology testing, the exclusion of an abnormal cost 
allowance can be regarded as appropriate. However, in doing 
so it is essential that: 
a) the viability testing (and application of policy costs 

thereafter) includes a sufficient buffer back from the margins 
(i.e. maximum limits) of viability. This will ensure that viability 
testing results and conclusions / recommendations are not 
presented at levels that risk rendering development sites 
unviable when subject to the introduction of abnormal works 
costs, which are generally found to apply to both brownfield 
and greenfield development sites; or  

b) the BLVs are increased to represent the serviced land 
values (i.e. assuming that abnormal costs have already 
been met through works undertaken by the landowner prior 
to disposal for development). 

Such costs cannot be accommodated by the landowner if 
adopting BLVs that reflect a “raw material view” operating on a 
‘EUV+’ basis as doing so would risk reducing land values to 
remove a suitable incentive for disposal.  
 
The exclusion of abnormal costs from the viability appraisals 
will markedly overstate the appraisal results – given that 
abnormal works can be costly and will frequently be incurred 
early in a sites development (hence having a more pronounced 
cashflow impact).  
 
If the ARV is to exclude abnormal costs, then Peel requests that 
suitable flexibility must be introduced within the wording of 
policies within the RDSLP to provide recourse to site-specific 
viability assessment at the application stage such that where 
sites are impacted by abnormal costs, this constitutes a valid 
justification for reductions in the level of affordable housing (or 

 
“abnormal costs, including those associated with treatment for 
contaminated sites or listed buildings, or costs associated with 
brownfield, phased or complex sites. These costs should be 
taken into account when defining benchmark land value.” 
(paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 10-012-20180724). 
 
This is reiterated in paragraph 014 of the PPG which states 
that benchmark land value should reflect the implications of 
abnormal costs; site-specific infrastructure costs; and 
professional site fees. 
 
With regards to the flexibility of policies to provide recourse to 
site specific viability, policy PC1 of the SLP: DMP sets out the 
circumstances where reduced planning obligations will be 
permitted. Abnormal costs would be a consideration to be 
taken into account as part of this. 
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tenures/unit mix) in order for schemes to be delivered on a 
viable basis.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Professional fees  

ARV Table 10 also states building design fees (professional 
fees) are adopted at 5% of build costs, which is stated to have 
been based upon viability assessments submitted to SCC in 
support of planning applications - this evidence should be 
transparently published, as this allowance is extremely low 
when viewed against general market experience and 
expectations, and will unduly overstate reported levels of 
development viability. 
 
In Turley’s direct experience, viability appraisals for a range of 
site-specific development schemes have been submitted to 
SCC with professional fees at 9% of total costs. Whilst 
frequently on an unsubstantiated basis Urban Vision proposed 
a figure of 7% for professional fees in negotiations, clearly this 
demonstrates that an appropriate allowance falls within the 
range of 7%-9% of total development costs.  
 
Given the above, professional fees should be incorporated 
within the ARV appraisals at rates which reflect development 
reality, with an 8%-10% allowance regarded as the minimum 
appropriate provision for Local Plan viability assessment 
purposes. 
 
(The Peel Group) 

The allowance for professional fees in the 2019 ARV was 5% 
of build costs. Having considered the issue further Urban 
Vision have advised that 7% is an appropriate allowance for 
the purposes of this area wide study, and this has been 
incorporated into the 2020 ARV. 

Contingency  

At ARV Table 10, the building contingencies are stated as 3% 
of build costs. Peel regards the current contingency allowance 

For reasons outlined within the main report to the ARV, 3% of 
build costs remains an appropriate figure for contingency. This 
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as insufficient, with contingency for Local Plan viability testing 
widely accepted at 5% - on both brownfield and greenfield sites. 
 
The building contingency allowances are actually applied to 
base construction costs and external works within the ARV 
appraisals;  
contingency allowances should apply to all costs of 
construction, including: base costs; external works; accessible 
and adaptable costs in achieving national accessible and 
adaptable dwelling standards under optional requirement M4(2) 
of the Building Regulations; and professional fees.  
 
In order to ensure that the viability assessment is not positioned 
at the margins of viability, Peel requests that contingency is 
applied at 5% to all cost of construction within the ARV.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

has only been applied to the base build costs (which are an 
‘all-in’ costs and so therefore are applied to externals). It is not 
considered industry standard to then apply this contingency to 
other costs such as accessible and adaptable dwellings, space 
standards, professional fees etc.  
 
In some respects however there is an argument that it is not 
appropriate to include contingency in a high level area wide 
viability assessment. The PPG on viability at paragraph 012 
advises that explicit reference to project contingency costs 
should be included in circumstances where scheme specific 
assessment is deemed necessary, with a justification for 
contingency relative to project risk and developers return. No 
other reference to contingencies is made elsewhere in the 
PPG. 

Developer profit  

The developer profit level is set out within ARV Table 10 (other 
development costs) and equates to 18% of GDV. Testing 
effectively models an on-site affordable housing contribution. 
Overall, a developer profit of 18% of GDV is regarded as 
appropriate on the basis of a blended profit level for this 
exercise. A developer return equating to 20% of GDV is 
regarded as the minimum requirement for market housing sale 
appraisal.  
 
ARV Table 10 states that a lower percentage developer profit 
will be appropriate for specific types of scheme (e.g. a Private 
Rented Sector scheme or one where units are to be sold to a 
Registered Provider (RP)).  
 

Table 17 identifies a developer profit that equates to 17.5% of 
GDV. This is the mid-point of the range set out within the PPG 
and is considered to be an appropriate benchmark in current 
market conditions. As noted by the respondent this level of 
profit is a blended one given that the testing effectively models 
an on-site affordable housing contribution (with the contractor 
return usually being around 6% of the total construction cost of 
the affordable homes).  
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The Private Rented Sector (‘PRS’) or ‘build to rent’ (‘BTR’) 
housing product is significantly different to standard built for 
sale houses or apartments, requiring alternative appraisal 
methodology to assess the investment value of the scheme, 
with fundamental alterations required to scheme design and 
cost assumptions.  
A range of assumptions would need to be amended to reflect 
the different requirements of a PRS/BTR scheme, if it was to be 
robustly viability tested for the purpose of informing policy.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Impact of non-affordable housing planning obligations 
requirements 

 

Accessible and adaptable homes  

The costs adopted in the ARV are stated to be based upon an 
EC Harris cost assessment of a limited range of house types 
prepared on behalf of DCLG and published in September 2014. 
Whilst this represents a practical starting point to inform costs, 
Peel has two primary concerns with the robustness of this 
approach:  
 

 Remains unclear how the average extra over costs have 
been calculated from the source data as it is challenging to 
align the figures. No methodology is provided in respect of 
the adjustments made to the EC Harris assessment for 
those house types which fall outside the EC Harris 
assessment  

 The underlying evidence base is now in excess of four years 
old. If utilising this evidence, the historic published costs 
should be updated to present day (to reflect inflationary 
effects) by use of the RICS BCIS. RICS BCIS average 

Clarity has been provided in the 2020 ARV main report as to 
how the EC Harris dwelling types have been aligned to the 
dwelling types used in the ARV. 
 
In relation to the costs used, the 2020 ARV has uplifted the 
costs to the present day as suggested by the respondent. The 
EC Harris costs were from Q2 in 2014 and have been uplifted 
to Q2 by 13.68%. This is in line with BCIS general build indices 
which increased from 318.0 in June 2014 to 361.5 in June 
2019 in order to provide a more up to date cost. Whilst an 
allowance has been made this is a conservative approach as it 
is likely that these standards are starting to filter through 
general build costs prepared by BCIS. 
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construction prices across Greater Manchester have risen 
by 23.9% from September 2014 to Q3 2018  

 
The ARV states that: 
 
“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).”  
 
There is no available evidence presented to substantiate this 
opinion, which is considered by Peel to be unfounded and 
unsound (contrary to NPPF paragraph 35b). The costs adopted 
within the ARV should be increased to reflect current day 
costings, and re-testing conducted on this basis. 
 
(The Peel Group) 

Sustainable energy in new developments  

ARV paragraph 6.9 states that sustainable energy costs in new 
developments are only adopted in respect of Draft GMSF 
interim requirements for a 19% carbon reduction against Part L 
of the 2013 Building Regulations. No costs are included in 
respect of the Draft GMSF requirement for all development to 
be net zero carbon from 2028.  
 
Peel expects consideration to be made within the ARV in 
respect of this target for Greater Manchester. It is unclear why 
such a requirement has not been sensitivity tested for its 
implications.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Policy EG1 of the SLP: DMP states that working towards the 
target that all new development shall be zero net carbon from 
2028, the principles of the energy hierarchy shall be adopted in 
residential developments to exceed the energy efficiency of 
part L by 19% (and meet any subsequent revision to part L). 
 
With regards to achieving zero net carbon from 2028 it should 
be noted that this viability assessment is based on current 
costs and policy requirements. Regard has also been had to 
paragraph 33 of the NPPF which states that policies in local 
plan should be reviewed to assess whether they need updating 
at least once every five years, and should then be updated as 
necessary.  
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Allotments  

Reference is made at ARV paragraph 6.18 to “Actual costs from 
a limited number of recent allotment schemes that have been 
delivered in Salford have been provided by the city council’s 
environment and regeneration sections for the purposes of this 
assessment.”  
 
Peel requests that the evidence provided for the purpose of 
viability assessment is published for consultation to enable 
stakeholder review of the appropriateness of such costs.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

The 2020 ARV has removed reference to a specific cost for 
allotments. Instead costs has been inputted into the ARV for 
meeting recreation standards (which includes the provision of 
allotments), and playing pitches / changing rooms as set out 
within by policy R1 of the SLP: DMP.   

Impact of affordable housing requirement  

Preferred tenure mix  

RDSLP Policy H7 Affordable Housing proposes that all 
schemes will provide affordable housing on a tenure mix of 
37.5% social rent; 37.5% affordable rent; and 25% shared 
ownership. It is stated that a “different affordable housing tenure 
mix from the table above may be acceptable where there is 
clear evidence this would help to better meet specifically 
identified local needs and address site-specific circumstances.”  
 
As drafted, the tenure mix requirements in RDSLP Policy H7 do 
not reflect the necessary reduction in the proportion of social 
rented and affordable rented tenures in the low, low/mid and 
mid value areas in comparison with the higher value areas, 
which are demonstrated within the ARV.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Policy H4 of the SLP: DMP requires that affordable housing is 
provided as follows: 37.5% social rented; 37.5% affordable 
rented and 25% shared ownership. The 2020 ARV fully reflects 
this tenure mix for all value areas. 

Affordable housing requirements  
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RDSLP Policy H7 requires that:  
 
“All developments that provide 10 or more net additional 
dwellings, or are on a site of 0.5 hectares or more in size and 
provide any number of dwellings, shall deliver at least 20% of 
those dwellings as affordable housing.”  
 
ARV paragraphs 8.2-8.7 determine that:  
 

 High density apartments in premium value areas cannot 
support 20% affordable housing provision, demonstrating a 
£144,308 deficit, but can support a 15% affordable housing 
provision at the proposed tenure mix; mid density 
apartments cannot support 20% affordable housing 
provision in mid, low/mid and low value areas; and  

 Family housing cannot support 20% affordable housing 
provision in low/mid and low value areas  

 
The affordable housing policy requirements as set out in the 
RDSLP exceed those that are shown to be viable within the 
ARV for a number of value areas. This contradicts the 
requirements of the NPPF (paragraph 34) and PPGV.  
 
Peel supports the policy recognition in the RDSLP that site 
specific viability assessments may be required (policy PC1). 
 
As drafted, the RDSLP affordable housing policy requirements 
exceed the level of viable policy costs that sites can 
accommodate based upon the results of SCC’s own published 
viability evidence in the ARV. It is expected that this will require 
a significant proportion of sites to require recourse to site-
specific viability assessment at the application stage. This will 

Policy H7 of the RDSLP set out a minimum 20% affordable 
housing requirement across the city (even if the ARV 
demonstrated this was not viable), with higher requirements 
where the 2019 ARV demonstrated that this was financially 
viable.  
 
The above policy approach has been carried forward into 
policy H4 of the SLP: DMP, even though the 2020 ARV 
demonstrates that some areas / types of dwellings remain 
unviable for affordable housing provision. The introduction / 
justification to policy H4 explains the rationale for the 
approach, in particular the significant need for affordable 
housing across the city.  
 
Support for site specific viability assessment potentially being 
required is welcomed.  
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likely lead to delay in delivery and the incurring of additional 
costs to development, which the NPPF and PPGV seek to 
prevent due to the risk that this poses to delivery of Local Plans.  
 
Revisions to RDSLP affordable housing policies must reflect 
adjustments to the ARV undertaken to rectify the issues 
identified within this (and prior) representations submitted by 
Peel.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Given issues with the assumptions used in the ARV, we raise 
concerns with the affordable housing policy as currently drafted 
(Bredale Properties Ltd).  

Comments noted.  

Affordable housing values  

AVR Paragraph 7.8 states that based on “information supplied 
by registered providers active in Salford” the appropriate 
discount from open market value is 60% for social rented, 50% 
for affordable renting and 40% for shared ownership dwellings. 
Peel has held direct discussions with Registered Providers 
(‘RP’), including those currently active in Salford. At the present 
time Peel understands that offers will be made at discounts 
equating to 70% for social rent, 60-80% for affordable rented, 
and 25-40% for intermediate (shared ownership).  
 
The RDLPR states:  
 
“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.”  
 

The city council’s affordable housing officer who works within 
the Housing Strategy and Enabling team has close links to 
registered providers in the city, and on an annual basis 
requests information from registered providers. As part of this 
information request, the RPs are asked to provide details of 
discount from open market value that enable them to acquire 
units.  
 
The affordable housing officer has provided the following up to 
date discounts off open market value by tenure: 
 

 60% for social rented 

 50% for affordable rented 

 30% for shared ownership 
 
As can be seen therefore, the discounts off open market value 
area the same in the 2019 ARV and 2020 ARV for both social 
rented and affordable rented dwellings. The discount for 
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Whilst it may not be possible to provide explicit evidence, the 
provision of summary information should be made available for 
consultation review for it should only be utilised by SCC if it 
constitutes ‘appropriate, available evidence’ that can be 
examined in public.  
 
Should SCC not be able to provide appropriate available 
evidence, Peel requests that SCC re-run the appraisals within 
the ARV to reflect the alternative discount levels to open market 
value proposed (as above).  
 
(The Peel Group) 

shared ownership dwellings has fallen from 40% in the 2019 
ARV to 30% in the 2020 ARV. 
 
The discounts set out within the representations from The Peel 
Group are not reflective of those provided to the affordable 
housing officer by the registered providers, and there use has 
therefore been dismissed. 

Green Belt land  

In respect of the East of Boothstown site, the adjoining 
Boothstown housing estate is categorised as a high value area 
and it is inappropriate to assess the site at a higher value level 
without evidenced justification for the uplift.  
 
The Hazelhurst Farm site, now designated as a high value area 
within the ARV, is mostly surrounded by medium/high and high 
value areas and a medium/high value classification appears 
more appropriate to reflect current local market conditions 
(given SCC present no supporting evidence or methodology to 
justify why the Hazlehurst Farm site would outperform the 
current market).  
 
Allocating land as high and premium value areas within the 
ARV results in an increased affordable housing requirement in 
comparison with a lower value allocation, negatively impacting 
on viability and therefore deliverability.  
 

Issues around the release of Green Belt for new housing are 
being considered as part of the GMSF, and therefore fall 
outside of the scope of the SLP: DMP. As part of the evidence 
base for the GMSF, Three Dragons et al will be assessing the 
viability of each of the housing allocations that were included 
within the Revised Draft GMSF. This process will determine 
the level of affordable housing that each site can potentially 
support, having regard to costs and sales values etc. 
 
The proposed Revised Draft GMSF sites and the rest of the 
Green Belt do not fall under any of the value areas. Policy H4 
of the SLP: DMP explains the following: 
 
“Green Belt land 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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Peel requests that Green Belt sites are categorised consistently 
with the predominant surrounding value area within the ARV 
viability testing rather than applying a premium above the 
prevailing surrounding values, as currently appears to be the 
case. There is no evidence presented by SCC to justify the 
present approach. Revisions to the value areas applied to the 
East of Boothstown and Hazelhurst Farm sites are required, 
reducing to high and mid/high value areas respectively.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

 

Industry engagement  

It is imperative that the detailed matters raised within this 
representation, in respect of the ARV, are addressed by SCC 
and Urban Vision. A new ARV is required and must be 
published for formal stakeholder review and comment in 
advance of issue of the next draft of the RDSLP.  
 
Critical to the success of producing this ARV addendum will be 
a further, meaningful process of industry engagement. 
Specifically, in accordance with PPGV, Peel requests that SCC 
and Urban Vision engage with landowners, promoters and 
developers to rectify stated concerns by effectively establishing 
and seeking to agree appropriate inputs into the ARV. 
Engagement to date has been insufficient to address the 
outstanding issues raised.  
 
(The Peel Group) 

Paragraphs 4.5 to 4.11 of the 2020 ARV main report sets out 
industry engagement in relation to the city council’s ARV, and 
also highlights engagement in relation to the Greater 
Manchester viability assessment being prepared at the GM 
level. As noted in paragraph 4.7 of the ARV there were only 
consultees provided comments in the relation to the 2019 ARV. 
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EVIDENCE BASE: Community impact assessment (December 2018) 

(A revised Community Impact Assessment has been published alongside the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document) 
 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan Community Impact Assessment 

How is this being addressed 

No representations were made on the community impact 
assessment.  

N/A  

  

Other significant changes made to evidence base: Community Impact Assessment 

Change  Reason for change  

None  N/A 
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EVIDENCE BASE: Consultation statement (January 2019) 

(A revised Consultation Statement has been published alongside the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document) 
 

Issue raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan Consultation Statement 

How is this being addressed 

No representations were made on the consultation statement.  N/A  

  

Other significant changes made to evidence base: Consultation statement 

Change  Reason for change  

Added in details of consultation undertaken on the Revised 
Draft Local Plan, and also a summary of comments received 
during the consultation and the city council’s response to them. 

To set out how consultation on the Revised Draft Local Plan 
has informed the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
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EVIDENCE BASE: Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (January 2019) 
 
(An updated Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment was published in September 2019) 
 
TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS: 5 
 

Issues raised in the representations on January 2019 
HELAA 

How is this being addressed  
 

Support that Hilton Lane (ref: S/LHU/081) is identified as a 
deliverable site within both the latest five year housing land 
supply position statement (January 2019) and the housing and 
economic land availability assessment (January 2019).  
However, these documents do not reflect the submitted 
application for 209 dwellings at the site.  Given these are 
evidence documents underpinning the plan, it is important the 
reports are amended to reflect the latest information (Bellway 
Homes). 

As part of an update to the HELAA (published in September 
2019) the site was considered to be not developable for new 
housing. This was on the basis of a planning application for 209 
houses on the site (ref 18/72845/FUL) being refused planning 
permission on highways grounds. On this basis, and having 
regard to the evidence currently available at the time the 
HELAA update was published, the site was not considered to 
be suitable for new housing. 
 
Subsequent to the publication of the HELAA update a new 
planning application for 209 houses on the site was submitted 
and granted permission. On this basis the site will be included 
in any future update to the HELAA as a developable housing 
site.  

The 2019 HELAA identifies ‘land west of Hayes Road’ 
(reference: S/CAD/051) as developable for 200 units (165 
houses and 35 apartments); 100 units are assumed to be 
developed in 5-10 years and 65 units (including 35 apartments) 
developed within 10-19 years. The assessment considers the 
loss of employment at this site acceptable and appropriate. 
 
It is agreed that the site is developable, however consider that 
housing at the site could be delivered in its entirety between 5-
10 years. 

In line with these comments the full development of the site has 
been assumed to take place in years 5-10 in the HELAA 
update, which was published in September 2019. 
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(Arnold Laver) 

As an alternative to Green Belt, the following brownfield sites 
have the potential to provide around 250 dwellings: 
 

 The Old Glazebrook Railway Sidings  

 The Old Manchester Ship Canal Railway Line 

 The bottom of  Lords Street going towards the Three Arches 
(ideal for Older people overlooking the River Glaze) 

 At the end of Cadishead Way adjacent to the River Glaze 
but not in the flood plane   

 
(Action Against Rural Development) 

Account has been taken of these comments as part of the 
HELAA update that was published in September 2019. 

Part of the redundant Boysnope Golf Course does not form part 
of the proposed Port Salford development. I understand there 
is scope for around 1500 houses (individual). 

The land referred to is in the Green Belt. The Greater 
Manchester Spatial Framework will set out the overall spatial 
strategy for Greater Manchester, including identifying the 
appropriate scale and distribution of housing and employment 
development across Greater Manchester. This includes 
identifying the housing requirement for Salford and taking 
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. Given 
this, these comments relate to issues being considered through 
the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework and not the Salford 
Publication Local Plan Development Management Policies and 
Designations document.  
 

The site of Monks Hall should be developed for housing. The 
building was destroyed by fire in April 2016. Its status as a 
Grade II listed building can surely be removed and the Hall 
demolished with the vacant land used for housing (individual). 

Monks Hall remains a listed building and so therefore on this 
basis it is not considered to be a site that is available for 
development.  
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EVIDENCE BASE: Draft Statement of Common Ground (January 2019) 
 
(A revised Statement of Common Ground has been published alongside the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document) 
 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 0 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan Draft Statement of Common Ground 

How is this being addressed 
 

No representations were made on this policy N/A 

 

Other significant changes made to Evidence Base – Statement of Common Ground  

Change Reason for change  

None N/A 
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EVIDENCE BASE: Sustainability Appraisal (January 2019) 

(A revised Statement of Common Ground has been published alongside the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document) 
 

TOTAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS TO THE POLICY: 4 

Issues raised in the representations on the Revised Draft 
Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal 

How is this being addressed 
 

General 
 

 

The SA is deficient due to inconsistencies in the way in which 
scoring has been applied to different sites and the use of 
evidence to support the SA scoring. These errors are a breach 
of Planning Practice Guidance and the requirement to assess 
all reasonable alternatives including the preferred option to the 
same level of detail (Peel Group) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

An independent SA of Peel’s interests within the Worsley 
Greenway has been undertaken and this demonstrates that the 
scoring of all  has a higher sustainability performance than 
identified within the SA and, therefore, represent sustainable 
options for residential development within Salford (Peel Group)  

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
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The SA should be ‘refreshed’ in order to rectify the deficiencies 
identified, and to correctly assess the reasonable alternatives 
for residential development within the Worsley Greenway. The 
SA should then be published for further consultation and 
comment (Peel Group). 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate to issues that fall outside of the scope of 
the Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 
 

It should be clear from the results of the SA why some policy 
options have progressed, and others have been rejected. This 
must be undertaken through a comparative and equal 
assessment of each reasonable alternative, in the same level 
of detail for both chosen and rejected alternatives. The 
Council’s decision making and scoring should be robust, 
justified and transparent (Gladman). 
 

Noted, the Sustainability identifies options around the approach 
proposed in the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development 
Management Policies and Designations documents and 
appraises their relative sustainability using the same appraisal 
framework.  

Objectives  

The SA objectives are appropriate for the plan and its site 
allocations. However, we would like to see the following points 
incorporated into the SA: 
 

o The SA is absent of a Green Infrastructure objective or 
sub-objective that should seek to protect and enhance 
the Green Infrastructure network; 

o A new sub-objective under ‘to protect and improve soil 
and land resources’ that reflects: ‘avoidance of the loss 
of best and most versatile agricultural land; and 

The protection and enhancement of green infrastructure 
contributes to a number of the objectives and sub-questions 
identified in the sustainability appraisal. It is not considered an 
objective in its own right but an important way of achieving a 
range of sustainability objectives. 
 
Under the objective of “to protect and improve soil and land 
resources” the sustainability appraisal framework identifies a 
sub-question of “will it protect the agricultural quality of soil 
resources?” 
 



533 
 

o An objective for ‘ecological connectivity’. There is a risk 
that in some scenarios, development on land of limited 
biodiversity value in its own right can lead to the 
creation of islands of biodiversity, permanently severed 
from other areas. We therefore suggest adding a sub-
objective that captures the following principle: ‘ensuring 
current ecological networks are not compromised, and 
future improvements in habitat connectivity are not 
prejudiced’ (Natural England) 
 

Under the objective of “to protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity resources” the sustainability appraisal framework 
identifies a sub-question of “will it minimise fragmentation of 
habitats and increase links?” 
 

Baseline Data  

The baseline information presented in Appendix 3 of the SA 
has been reviewed and the SA has failed to identify Green 
Infrastructure and Ecological Networks that are present in 
Salford. This needs to be considered in the baseline (Natural 
England) 

A high level overview of green infrastructure in the city, and its 
various roles, which include supporting ecological networks, 
has been added to the baseline information. 

The SA has identified the most relevant issues to the plan that 
includes two main headline issues for Biodiversity. There are 
other sustainability issues that should be included:  

o Improving people’s access to nature (be that to linear 
routes of open space),  

o Welcome acknowledgement of the natural capital 
benefits that high grade agricultural land provides but 
additional text should be added that recognises the Best 
and Most Versatile status of agricultural land within the 
plan (Natural England)  

Under the objective of “to improve the accessibility of facilities 
and opportunities” additional text has been added (as 
underlined below) to the sub-question “will it secure accessible 
quality green space and other outdoor recreational 
opportunities close to homes”. 
 
Agricultural soils are protected through Policy GB2 (Soils and 
agricultural land) of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
 

We would also like to see a link between the baseline data 
presented in Appendix 3 and the objectives and sub-objectives 
presented in Appendix 4. This is to ensure that the points 
included in Appendix 4 represent the ‘key issues’ for Salford. In 
addition, this is to ensure that environmental issues alongside 

Section 3 of the sustainability appraisal main report has been 
revised to identify the key issues drawn out of the review of 
baseline information and the implications for the Local Plan and 
the sustainability appraisal. 
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economic and social objectives, have been fully considered 
within the plan (Natural England) 

Section 4, which provides a summary of all of the issues 
identified through the review of plans, policies and 
programmes, and the baseline information. This section has 
also been revised to show how the issues identified as 
addressed through the sustainability objectives. 
 

Habitats Regulations Assessment  

Natural England wishes to be consulted on the HRA once it has 
been produced for the Revised Draft Salford Local Plan 
(Natural England) 

Natural England have been consulted on the HRA of the 
Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document. 

Flooding 
 

 

The Level 1 SFRA should be used to inform the next stage of 
the Local Plan and to determine which sites may require further 
work to apply the requirements of the Exception Test as well as 
further assessment in regards to future climate change 
impacts. This will be a requirement to satisfy the current 
guidance in the NPPF and to be confident that the quantum of 
development is both justified (based on up to date evidence) 
and effective (deliverable in the context of flooding) 
(Environment Agency) 

Since the City Council consulted on the Revised Draft Local 
Plan, a decision has been made to narrow the scope of the 
document to focus on development management policies and 
designations. A range of modifications have been made to the 
document to reflect this change in scope, including the 
exclusion of site allocations, proposals and policies for the 
overall scale and distribution of development. Given this, these 
comments now relate largely to issues that fall outside of the 
scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations document. 
 

 

Other significant changes made to the sustainability appraisal  

Change Reason for change  

Updated sustainability appraisal of the Publication Salford 
Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations document. 

Updated to reflect the latest baseline data, policy framework 
and narrowed scope of the Publication Salford Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies and Designations 
document. 
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