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1.0 Introduction 
 

By way of assistance, the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations examination library reference numbers 
are shown in square brackets [e.g. SD001] where relevant in this addendum. 

 
1.1 The Publication Salford Local Plan Development Management Policies and 

Designations  [SD001] document and its accompanying Sustainability 
Appraisal [SD046 to SD052] were published for a period of representations 
between January and March 2020. Subsequent to this, an Addendum to the 
publication plan comprised of main modifications [SD002] and additional 
modifications [SD004] and an Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal 
[SD053 and SD054] was published for a period of representations between 
February and March 2021. 
 

1.2 In June 2021, the Publication Plan, Addendum and supporting documents 
were submitted to the Secretary of State for examination and the examination 
hearing sessions took place for seven days between 7 December and 16 
December 2021. A composite version of the plan (i.e. the Publication plan as 
modified by the Addendum) was published on 9 November 2021 in order to 
assist in the examination of the plan [SCC042]. On 1 March 2022, the 
planning inspector confirmed in a letter [ID014] to the city council that the 
examination could progress to the consideration and consultation of proposed 
modifications to the submitted plan. 

 
1.3 In his letter of 1 March 2022 [ID014], the inspector asked the council to 

consider whether any updates to the sustainability appraisal (SA) and/or 
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) are required as a result of the 
modifications identified and indicated that these must be undertaken prior to 
and included in the consultation on the proposed modifications. This reflects 
the Procedure Guide for Local Plan examinations, which states at paragraph 
6.7 that: ‘All proposed MMs [Main Modifications] must be subject to public 
consultation and, where necessary, SA and HRA before the Inspector can 
make recommendations on them. The Inspector will therefore agree a 
timetable with the LPA for the drafting of the proposed MMs, any necessary 
SA and HRA, and the public consultation.’   
 

1.4 This Addendum to the sustainability appraisal provides an assessment of the 
sustainability implications arising from the modifications (main and additional) 
that have been identified since the plan was submitted (i.e. during the 
examination of the plan).  
 

1.5 The modifications considered in this addendum to the sustainability appraisal 
are those that have been identified through the examination of the plan and 
which are subject to consultation. 

  

https://www.salford.gov.uk/planning-building-and-regeneration/planning-policies/local-planning-policy/salfords-development-plan/salford-local-plan/salford-local-plan-examination/examination-library/
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/394997/publication-salford-local-plan-slpdmp-jan-2020.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/394997/publication-salford-local-plan-slpdmp-jan-2020.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/395006/sustainability-appraisal-of-slpdmp-main-report-jan-2020.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/395006/sustainability-appraisal-of-slpdmp-main-report-jan-2020.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/396260/01a-slp-dmp-addendum-main-modifications-tracked-changes.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/396223/02a-slp-dmp-addendum-additional-modificatins-track-changes.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/396223/02a-slp-dmp-addendum-additional-modificatins-track-changes.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/396239/14a-sustainability-appraisal-addendum-main-report.pdf


2.0 Assessment of the sustainability implications  
 

2.1 National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) on strategic environmental 
assessment and sustainability appraisal states that the “sustainability 
appraisal report will not necessarily have to be amended if the plan is 
modified following responses to consultations” and that “modifications to the 
sustainability appraisal should be considered only where appropriate and 
proportionate to the level of change being made to the plan. A change is likely 
to be significant if it substantially alters the plan and/ or is likely to give rise to 
significant effects.”1 It continues by stating that “further assessment may be 
required if the changes have not previously been assessed and are likely to 
give rise to significant effects” and states that “a further round of consultation 
on the sustainability appraisal may also be required in such circumstances but 
this should only be undertaken where necessary. Changes to the plan that are 
not significant will not require further sustainability appraisal work. 
 

2.2 The NPPG further sets out that the sustainability appraisal should focus on 
‘the environmental, economic and social impacts that are likely to be 
significant’2. It also states that criteria for determining the likely significance of 
effects on the environment are set out in schedule 1 to the Environmental 
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 20043 considerations 
under this include the characteristics of plans and programmes, effects and 
the areas likely to be affected. 
 

2.3 Within the context of the NPPG and relevant regulations, a scoping exercise 
has been undertaken to assess which of the proposed modifications to the 
submitted plan (arising out of its examination and now subject to consultation) 
are significant in sustainability terms. It has been concluded that the only 
modifications that are considered to be significant in sustainability terms relate 
to the following polices as shown below: 
 

Policy  Main modification 
references4 

Additional 
modification 
references5  

H2 Size of dwellings  MM009 N/A 

TC5 Community facilities MM021 N/A 

A7 Motor vehicle parking provision 
and drop off facilities in new 
developments 

MM024 N/A 

A10 Electric vehicle charging points  MM025 N/A 

DG1 Digital infrastructure  N/A AM039  

GI4 West Salford Greenway  MM030 N/A 

 
1 MHCLG (Last updated 31 December 2020) National Planning Practice Guidance: Strategic 
environmental assessment and sustainability appraisal, Paragraph 021 Reference ID: 021 Reference 
ID: 11-021-20140306 
2 Ibid, Paragraph 009, Reference ID: 11-009-20140306 
3 Ibid, Paragraph 018 Reference ID: 11-018-20140306 
4 Main modification references as listed in the main modifications consultation schedule 
5 Additional modification references as listed in the additional modifications schedule 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/1633/schedule/1/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/1633/schedule/1/made


Policy  Main modification 
references4 

Additional 
modification 
references5  

GI6 Trees, woodland and 
hedgerows6 

MM031, MM032 N/A 

 

2.4 For those policies listed above it has been considered appropriate to review in 
further detail the earlier appraisals published in January 2020 [SD046 to 
DSD052] and February 2021 [SD053 and SD054] and update having regard 
to the proposed modifications. The revised policy appraisals are presented in 
Annex 1 of this Addendum report.  
 

Summary of revised appraisals  

 
2.5 The proposed modifications to the submitted plan would be expected to, in the 

main, generate very similar outcomes when compared to those identified as a 
result of the Publication plan (January 2020) and where relevant the 
Addendum to the proposed modifications (February 2021).  
 

2.6 For the majority of the policy appraisals, the scores against the individual 
sustainability objectives remain the same in the assessment, with any 
increased benefits or disbenefits generally being defined as slight or modest. 
The key implications are summarised in the table below.  
 

Policy  SA Objective  SA implications  

H2 Size of 
dwellings  

1, 12, 19  Potential for the modifications to result in 
even greater benefits by allowing for the 
provision of communal space within 
developments which could provide greater 
opportunities to exercise, help reduce 
isolation, improve neighbourhood quality 
and support community 
development/relations. No changes to the 
scores as the policy already scores major 
positive ++ when appraised against 
objectives 1 and 12. The score against 
objective 19 has been increased from minor 
positive + to major positive ++.   
 

TC5 
Community 
facilities 

- None identified  

A7 Motor 
vehicle 
parking 

11, 12 Increased benefits identified in respect of 
these objectives because of the proposed 
modifications. The policy requirement for car 

 
6 The policy reference is due to be amended from GI6 to GI5 through the proposed additional 
modifications [SCC059], reflecting the deletion of policy GI5 (Local green Space) at the Addendum 
stage (February 2021).  



Policy  SA Objective  SA implications  

provision and 
drop-off 
points in new 
developments 

parks to be designed to be attractive, well 
landscaped and sensitively integrated into 
the development will help improve 
neighbourhood quality and maintain the 
quality of the townscape and therefore the 
scores are increased from minor positive + 
to major positive ++ for objectives 11 and 12 
 

A10 Electric 
vehicle 
charging 
points  

1, 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10, 11 

The policy is considered to perform slightly 
better as a result of the modifications in 
respect of objectives 1 and 7, by increasing 
the provision of charge point infrastructure 
within new developments with shared 
parking, meaning that more people can 
access these facilities at home. The scores 
remain the same in the assessment (minor 
positive +) when compared to the submitted 
plan, anticipating that the impacts of the 
modifications would be modest given the 
range of factors that will influence the 
achievement of these objectives and also as 
high-density apartment schemes in the most 
central locations often have very little or no 
car parking. 
 
The modifications could provide greater 
flexibility in enabling site specific 
circumstances to be considered in 
implementing the requirements of policy A10 
and help to ensure that the city’s heritage 
assets are conserved and enhanced, 
therefore the scores against objectives 10 
and 11 are increased from minor 
negative/neutral 0/- to neutral 0 as a result 
of the modifications.  

DG1 Digital 
infrastructure  

14 The deletion of the requirement for 
development to build in the potential for 
Building Information Modelling as proposed 
in the modifications, would mean that option 
A would not perform quite as well against 
objective 14. Overall, the scores remain the 
same (major positive ++) due to the 
remaining policy requirements (i.e. support 
for the continued improvement of digital 
infrastructure in Salford and the requirement 
for new development to incorporate full fibre 
connections), which it is considered would 
continue to deliver major positive outcomes. 



Policy  SA Objective  SA implications  

GI4 West 
Salford 
Greenway 

- None identified 

GI6 Trees, 
woodland and 
hedgerows7  

11 The requirement for new streets to be tree 
lined could help to enhance the quality of 
the townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness, such that the benefits in 
respect of objective 11 are expected to 
increase slightly as a result of the proposed 
modifications to the SLP:DMP. Overall, the 
scores against this objective (minor positive 
+) remain the same given the modifications 
relate to new streets only. 

 

 
Implications for strategic options 

 
2.7 It is not considered that the implications of the proposed modifications are 

significant to the plan as a whole. On this basis, it is not considered necessary 
to assess the proposed modifications against each of the 21 sustainability 
objectives / strategic options as was presented in Appendix 5 of the 
Sustainability Appraisal of the Publication Salford Local Plan Development 
Management Policies and Designations Document (January 2020) [SD051] 
and Annex 1.4 of the Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal Report 
(January 2021) [SD054].   

 
Overall conclusion 

 
2.8 As set out in paragraphs 2.5 and 2.6 above, whilst many of the outcomes are 

expected to be very similar, there would be some increased sustainability 
benefits resulting from the proposed modifications to the submitted plan that 
have arisen as part of its examination. 

  

 
7 The policy reference is due to be amended from GI6 to GI5 through the proposed additional 
modifications, reflecting the deletion of policy GI5 (Local green Space) at the Addendum stage 
(February 2021).  

https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/395002/sa-appendix-5-appraisal-of-slpdmp-and-no-plan-option-slpdmp-jan-2020.pdf
https://www.salford.gov.uk/media/396240/14b-sustainability-appraisal-addendum-annexes.pdf


Annex 1 Further revisions to the sustainability appraisal of the Publication 
SLP:DMP to address the impacts of the post submission modifications  
 

1.1 The policies listed below are those which are subject to post-submission 
modifications that are considered to be significant in sustainability terms:  
 

• H2: Size of dwellings  

• TC5: Community facilities 

• A7: Motor vehicle parking provision and drop off facilities in new 
developments 

• A10: Electric vehicle charging points  

• DG1: Digital infrastructure  

• GI4: West Salford Greenway  

• GI6: Trees, woodland and hedgerows 
 

1.2 All of the above policies have been appraised previously through the 
sustainability work undertaken for the submitted plan. Revisions have 
therefore been made to these existing policy appraisals to take into account 
the proposed post-submission modifications to them as follows: 
 

• Policies H2, A7, A10, DG1 and GI6: Revisions to Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) of the SLP:DMP (January 2020): Appendix 6 Appraisal of SLP:DMP 
policies and alternatives [SD052] 

• Policies TC5 and GI4: Revisions to Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
Addendum – Annex 2 (January 2021) [SD054]  

 

1.3 The following format has been used to denote changes to the sustainability 
appraisal of the specific policies as previously published:  
 

• Underlined text: new text  

• Strike through text: text proposed to be removed 

• Revised scoring as a result of the proposed post-submission modifications 

is shown in red text in the assessment of options tables 

 

 

  



Policy H2 Size of dwellings  

 
Description of options 
 
Option A (SLP:DMP): Policy H2 sets out that residential development shall deliver a 
balanced mix of dwelling sizes across Salford. To achieve this, all developments 
shall deliver a range of dwellings sizes in terms of bedrooms, whilst in schemes of 
houses a minimum of 50% of the apartments shall contain at least two bedrooms, 
unless a lower proportion would meet an identified need. All new build dwellings 
should meet the nationally described space standards, and where practicable the 
standards would apply to developments involving changes of use / conversions. The 
space standards would not apply to purpose-built student accommodation, hotels, 
residential institutions (including secure institutions), and dwellings with furnished 
layouts. The council’s HMO minimum room size standards would apply to HMOs.  
 
Option B (No Local Plan): Policy H1 of the saved UDP requires that all new housing 
development will be required to contribute towards the provision of a balanced mix of 
dwellings, including in terms of size. In determining an appropriate mix regard should 
be had to factors A to H.  
 
Policy HOU2 of the housing planning guidance supplements UDP policy H1 and 
requires that the majority of new houses should have at least three bedrooms. 
Where apartments are proposed a broad mix of dwelling sizes should be provided in 
terms of bedrooms and floorspace. Studios and one bedroom apartments should not 
predominate and a significant proportion of three bedroom apartments should be 
provided. The reasoned justification states that the majority of apartments should 
have a floorspace typically in excess of 57 square metres. Within Broughton Park a 
significant proportion of dwellings with five bedrooms or more should be provided. A 
different mix of dwellings in terms of size would have to be justified, particularly 
against criteria A to H of UDP policy H1.   
 
Option C: This option is the same approach as option A, but with flexibility around 
the need to meet the nationally described space standards for new build dwellings.  
 
Reasons for selecting those options 
 
Option A is the SLP:DMP option and therefore needs to be appraised. This option 
has been reappraised having regard to the proposed modifications that have been 
identified post-submission of the plan (MM009). MM009 proposes to amend criteria 1 
of policy H2 to provide flexibility in relation to the requirements for new build 
dwellings to meet as a minimum, the nationally described space standards. The 
modifications also recognise that buildings detached from the main dwelling can 
provide floorspace that contributes towards the space standards where they meet 
identified criteria.  
 
Option B is the no plan option which is a requirement to consider through the 
sustainability appraisal. Option C reflects comments received at the Draft and 
Revised Draft Local Plan stages where some consultees suggested that there 
should be flexibility with regards to the requirement for developments to meet the 
national space standards.  



 
 
Assessment of options 
 
Implementation is influenced by existing planning consents, and it is therefore 
assumed that for all three options, there would be very limited impact in the first five 
years of the plan period.  
 
Main modifications are proposed to policy H2 of the SLP:DMP. The revised scoring 
for option A, taking into account the proposed post-submission modifications, is 
shown in the sixth column in table below. This has resulted in some different ratings 
as set out below. 
 

Sustainability objective Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 
option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 
post-
submission 
modifications 

 

A B C A 

1)   To improve physical and mental 
health 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 ++ + ++/? ++ 

10+ ++ + ++/? ++ 

2)   To protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 
 

5-10 ? ? ? ? 

10+ ? ? ? ? 

3)   To protect, enhance and restore 
geological resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

4)   To protect and improve soil and 
land resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 ? ? ? ? 

10+ ? ? ? ? 

5)   To protect and enhance water 
resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

6)   To minimise the risk and impacts 
of flooding 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

7)   To improve air quality 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + +/? + 

10+ + + +/? + 

8)   To minimise contributions to 
climate change 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + +/? + 

10+ + + +/? + 

0-5 0 0 0 0 



Sustainability objective Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 
option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 
post-
submission 
modifications 

 

A B C A 

9)   To minimise the use of non-
renewable resources 

5-10 + + +/? + 

10+ + + +/? + 

10) To protect, enhance, and enable 
the appreciation of, the city’s 
heritage 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 
 

11) To maintain and enhance the 
quality and character of 
landscape and townscape 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

12) To protect and enhance amenity 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 ++ + ++/? ++ 

10+ ++ + ++/? ++ 

13) To reduce crime and the fear of 
crime 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

14) To maximise economic growth 
that can be sustained in the long-
term 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 ++ + ++/? ++ 

10+ ++ + ++/? ++ 

15) To enhance economic inclusion 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ ++ 0 0 ++ 

16) To improve the city’s knowledge 
base 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 ++ + ++/? ++ 

10+ ++ + ++/? ++ 

17) To ensure that everyone has 
access to a good home that 
meets their needs 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 ++/? + ++/? ++/? 

10+ ++/? + ++/? ++/? 

18) To improve the accessibility of 
facilities and opportunities 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + +/? + 

10+ + + +/? + 

19) To improve community cohesion 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 ++ 

10+ 0 0 0 ++ 

20) To increase involvement in 
decision-making 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

21) To improve perceptions of the 
city 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + ? ? + 

10+ + ? ? + 



Sustainability objective Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 
option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 
post-
submission 
modifications 

 

A B C A 

++ major positive; + minor positive; 0 neutral; - minor negative; - - 
major negative; ? uncertain 

 

 
 

Effects Appraisal 

Certainty Option A would provide certainty with regards to a minimum 
proportion of apartments having two bedrooms or more, although 
no specific requirement is set with regard to houses in this respect. 
The nationally described space standards would apply to all new 
build dwellings, and to changes of use / conversions where 
practicable. Similar to option C, the modifications to option A allow 
for the more flexible application of the standards which introduces 
a degree of uncertainty, as some dwellings could come forward 
that do not accord with the NDSS. The uncertainty is minimised by 
the policy defining those circumstances where this would be 
permitted.   
 
Option B provides certainty with regards to the minimum number 
of bedrooms for apartments and houses within new developments, 
and also provides a minimum floorspace requirement for some 
apartments.  
 
Option C would provide the same certainty as option A in some 
regards, although the flexible application of the size standards 
means that this introduces uncertainty as it is likely that many 
dwellings could come forward that would not accord with the 
standards.  
 

Scale The most significant impacts will be on a neighbourhood level, 
however wider impacts could be experienced across the city.  

Permanence Both options would deliver permanent developments.  

Secondary, 
cumulative, 
synergistic 

The implications of seeking minimum size standards are linked to 
a number of other council strategies and policies, such as 
attracting highly skilled workers, increasing the health of residents 
by ensuring homes are more adaptable, and minimising climate 
change by encouraging a greater degree of homeworking.  

 
 
 
 



Appraisal summary 
 
The requirement for new build dwellings to meet the nationally described space 
standards under option A would mean that many new dwellings would have a larger 
floorspace than those currently being built in the city, and so this would potentially 
require additional land to build the same number of homes, which may have 
implications for land resources (objective). This may in turn may have an impact on 
biodiversity resources (objective 2). Notwithstanding this, it is possible that increases 
in density (including the requirement for all new dwellings to be built at a minimum 
net density of 35 dwellings per hectare under policy H3 of the SLP:DMP) would 
mean that additional land would not need to be released in order to meet the space 
standards, and so this impact is not certain. In addition, policy BG2 of the SLP:DMP 
requires that all developments deliver a net gain in biodiversity value (with a 10% 
gain for major developments).  
 
Option A would provide spacious dwellings therefore allowing more people to work 
from home, supporting economic growth (objective 14), and ensuring that skilled 
workers would be attracted to the city which would help to maintain a healthy labour 
market (objective 16). An associated benefit of an increase in the number of people 
working from home would be the potential reduction in the need to travel, which 
would assist in minimising the use of fossil fuels and therefore improve air quality 
(objectives 7, 8, 9 and 18). Whilst the modifications to the SLP:DMP provide some 
increased flexibility in respect of meeting the NDSS, it is considered that the benefits 
described above are likely to be maintained overall. Where the NDSS are not met, 
the provision of internal communal space would be taken into account in ensuring 
that the dwelling provides an appropriate living environment (unless local housing 
market issues provide a clear justification for not meeting the NDSS). The 
modifications to the policy state that the communal space should have a clear 
amenity function (such as a homeworking/ study area or facilities such as 
gyms/dining rooms which can be used by those homeworking during breaks) which 
is available to all occupiers of the development. The policy should therefore continue 
to ensure that new dwellings provide opportunities to allow more people to work from 
home. Given the large number of apartments that would come forward over the plan 
period, the requirement for at least 50% of them having two bedrooms or more, and 
meeting the nationally descried space standards, would assist in meeting the 
objectives referred to above.  
 
Larger dwellings and at least 50% of apartments being two bed or larger under 
option A would ensure that occupiers would have a high standard of amenity in 
terms of space (objective 12) which would therefore have significant mental and 
physical health benefits (objective 1). There is the potential that the proposed post-
submission modifications to option A could result in even greater benefits in respect 
of objectives 1, 12 and 19, by allowing for the provision of communal space within 
developments which could provide greater opportunities to exercise, help reduce 
isolation, improve neighbourhood quality and support community 
development/relations.  
 
There would be major positive benefits against objective 17, given that option A 
requires that residential development shall deliver a balanced mix of dwelling sizes, 
and that dwellings with good internal floorspace, are more adaptable to respond to 



changing housing needs. These benefits are likely to be maintained a result of the 
further proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP (March 2022). A potential negative 
sustainability implication of larger dwellings however is that they would be likely to be 
less affordable than dwellings of a smaller size, due to increased build costs. 
However it should be noted that there are no minimum proportion requirements for 
different sizes of houses (in terms of bedrooms) and the policy also allows for a 
reasonably high level of 1 bed apartments. Given this, under option A there would 
still be a good supply of smaller dwellings that are inherently affordable and can 
meet need and the allowance in the proposed post-submission modifications for the 
NDSS not to be met in circumstances where there is a demonstrable need for a 
particular size of housing, may further support housing affordability. It will however 
also be important that truly affordable dwellings (as defined by the NPPF) are 
provided to those whose needs are not met by the market (as sought through 
SLP:DMP policy H4). 
 
Option B would require that houses and apartments have a minimum proportion of 
bedrooms above a certain size (with regards to bedroom numbers), and that the 
majority of apartments have a floorspace in excess of 57sqm. These requirements 
are similar to those under option A in some respects, although the floorspace 
standard applies to only a limited proportion of dwellings (and does not apply to 
houses at all), and is below the comparable nationally described space standard. 
Therefore option B would rate positively against objectives 1, 7, 8, 9, 12, 16, 17 and 
18, but not to the same extent as option A. Although option B requires that within 
Broughton Park a significant proportion of dwellings with five bedrooms or more 
should be provided, this has not been achieved in practice due to a lack of available 
sites to meet this requirement. 
 
With regards to option C, this would essentially be the same as option A apart from 
the nationally described space standards would be applied flexibly. Given this, it is 
likely that there would be some uncertainty associated with some of the benefits 
under this option as it is likely that in many cases developers would seek to build 
below the space standards. On this basis option C is likely to rate the same as option 
A in the main, but with an added degree of uncertainty against objectives 1, 7, 8, 9, 
12, 16, 17 and 18. In addition not requiring the nationally described space standards 
may mean that dwellings would be more affordable due to the lower costs 
associated with building of smaller dwellings.  
 
The three options would enable people to understand the council’s approach to the 
size of new housing development and so would rate positively against objective 20 
relating to increasing involvement in decision making. Option A would have the 
greatest potential to improve perceptions of the city (objective 21).  
 
Selected option and reasons 
 
Option A is the preferred option given that it performs better in sustainability terms, 
primarily as a result of requiring new build dwellings to meet the nationally described 
space standards. Option A would be expected to have similar outcomes overall as a 
result of the proposed post-submission modifications to the SLP:DMP.  
  
Potential mitigation 



 

• No mitigation identified.  
 
Changes made to SLP:DMP prior to approval/ consultation in response to 

mitigation identified 

• Not applicable.   
  



Chapter 12 Town Centres and retail development: Proposed new Policy TC5 

Community Facilities   

 

Description of options 
 

• Option A (SLP:DMP). The SLP:DMP does not contain policy specifically 
related to community facilities. Consideration of community facilities is 
restricted to paragraph 92 of the NPPF which states that to provide services 
communities need, planning policies should “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” (criterion c). 
 

• Option B (No Local Plan). Policy EHC3 of the saved UDP (Provision and 
Improvement of Health and Community Facilities) sets out criteria for when 
planning permission will be granted for the provision of new, and 
improvements to existing, health and community facilities. Policy EHC4 of the 
UDP (Reuse of Existing Health and Community Facilities) outlines when 
planning permission for the reuse or redevelopment of existing or former 
health or community facilities will be granted. This option also includes 
paragraph 92 of the NPPF. 

 
 Reasons for selecting those options 
 
Option A is the SLP:DMP option and therefore needs to be appraised.  
 
Option A was appraised in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Addendum – Annex 2 
(January 2021) having regard to the modifications proposed through the February 
2021 SLP:DMP Addendum This option has also been reappraised in the table below 
having regard to the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP that added a new 
policy TC5 to the plan. Policy TC5 includes which relates to criteria for determining 
when planning permission will be granted for new community facilities, and criteria 
for determining when the loss of premises or land currently or last in use as a 
community facility will be permitted.  
 
Option A has been reappraised again having regard to the proposed modifications to 
the SLP:DMP that have been identified post-submission of the plan (MM021). 
MM021 proposes amend criteria C, which is one of the considerations for 
determining proposals involving the loss of community facilities. The proposed 
modifications to criterion C would (in providing evidence to confirm that there has 
been effort to market the property) only require the applicant to consider interest for 
the retention of the current use, rather than a wider range of alternative community 
uses.  
 
Option B is the no plan option which is a requirement to consider through the 
sustainability appraisal.  
 



Representations to earlier consultations on the local plan suggested that there is a 
need for a policy to create and maintain a range of local facilities to support local 
communities (as the Unitary Development Plan does). 
 

 Assessment of options 

 Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring as a 

result of 
proposed 
SLP:DMP 

modifications: 
in the 

February 
2021 

Addendum 
[SCC042] 

Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B A  

1)   To improve physical and 
mental health 

0-5 0/- + + + 

5-10 0/- + + + 

10+ 0/- + + + 

2)   To protect, enhance and 
restore biodiversity resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

3)   To protect, enhance and 
restore geological resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

4)   To protect and improve soil 
and land resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

5)   To protect and enhance water 
resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

6)   To minimise the risk and 
impacts of flooding 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

7)   To improve air quality 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

8)   To minimise contributions to 
climate change 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

9)   To minimise the use of non-
renewable resources 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 



10) To protect, enhance, and 
enable the appreciation of, the 
city’s heritage 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

11) To maintain and enhance the 
quality and character of 
landscape and townscape 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

12) To protect and enhance 
amenity 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

13) To reduce crime and the fear 
of crime 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

14) To maximise economic growth 
that can be sustained in the 
long-term 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

15) To enhance economic 
inclusion 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

16) To improve the city’s 
knowledge base 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

17) To ensure that everyone has 
access to a good home that 
meets their needs 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

18) To improve the accessibility of 
facilities and opportunities 

0-5 0/? ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 0/? ++ ++ ++ 

10+ 0/? ++ ++ ++ 

19) To improve community 
cohesion 

0-5 0/? + + + 

5-10 0/? + + + 

10+ 0/? + + + 

20) To increase involvement in 
decision-making 

0-5 0 + + + 

5-10 0 + + + 

10+ 0 + + + 

21) To improve perceptions of the 
city 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

++ major positive; + minor positive; 0 neutral; - minor 
negative; - - major negative; ? uncertain 

  

 

 

Effects Appraisal 



Certainty As noted in the table above, there is a lack of certainty with regards 
to the outcomes under Option A (as proposed in the SLP:DMP) given 
that it would rely on a sentence in the NPPF. There would be no 
detailed criteria on which to assess planning applications in a 
consistent way which involve the provision, or loss of, community 
facilities. The proposed modification to the SLP:DMP (February 
2021) by the insertion of a new community facilities policy would 
provide a significant degree of certainty and this would continue to be 
experienced as a result of the proposed post-submission 
modifications.  
 
The level of certainty under option B would be very similar to the 
proposed modification to the SLP:DMP.  
  

Scale All options would have an impact on a neighbourhood level as a 
result of developments taking place on specific sites, and a city level 
given that the provision of community facilities is a city-wide issue.  

Permanence All options would deliver permanent community facilities that would 
potentially meet the needs of people. Criteria would be provided in 
option A and the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP to allow full 
consideration to be given to the potential loss of community facilities.  
 

Secondary, 
cumulative, 
synergistic 

Policy relating to community facilities will work with other policies of 
the SLP:DMP, particularly those relating to Fairness (Chapter 4) and 
health, culture, education and recreation.  
  

 

Appraisal summary 

Option A as set out in the SLP:DMP has either a neutral or uncertain impact against 
the sustainability objectives, This is because the option does not set out a detailed 
local approach to the issue of community facilities and instead seeks to rely on 
overarching policy on the issue set out within the NPPF. This will create uncertainty 
as outcomes as dependent on how planning applications are considered on a case 
by case basis. 
 
The reappraisal of option A to include a specific policy in the SLP:DMP (February 
2021) on community facilities, including criteria against which to assess planning 
applications for the loss of community facilities and the provision of new facilities 
would rate positively against a number of the sustainability objectives. The 
sustainability implications of including a policy in the SLP:DMP on community 
facilities has very similar sustainability ratings to option B (i.e. policies in the saved 
UDP sitting under the overarching planning framework in the NPPF) and this is 
expected to continue to be the case as a result of the proposed post-submission 
modifications. These positive impacts are set out below: 
 

• Objective 1 (To improve mental and physical health): Access to health care 
facilities will be secured through the provision of new facilities and the protection 
of existing facilities where there is demand (or alternative provision is made). The 



overall outcomes are not expected to change as a result of the proposed post-
submission modifications and existing health facilities would continue to be 
protected. The only difference would be that where a development proposal 
involves the loss of a community facility whose existing use is not a health care 
facility, the applicant would only be expected to evidence that there is no interest 
in retention of the current use and not alternative community uses such as a 
health facility. Whist the previous iteration of criteria C could have potentially 
encouraged the reoccupation of other vacant community buildings for use as 
health care facilities, the proposed modifications are not considered to impact on 
access to healthcare facilities and therefore scores remain the same, particularly 
given the remaining criteria in the policy which would apply to the loss of health 
care facilities and other policies in the plan which provide a positive policy 
framework in respect of these uses, as detailed in chapter 14 (health).    

• Objective 9 (To minimise the use of non-renewable resources): Given there 
would be policy support for the protection of existing facilities and buildings, this 
would help to reduce the use of non-renewable resources that are associated 
with the provision of new buildings and facilities. These outcomes would not 
change as a result of the proposed post-submission modifications (March 2022).  

• Objective 10 (To protect, enhance, and enable the appreciation of, the city’s 
heritage): The approach would minimise the loss of and damage to places of 
historic and cultural value (such as public houses, theatres etc). It is considered 
that these benefits would continue to be experienced as a result of the proposed 
post-submission modifications and there is potential that the modifications to 
criteria C (to make it slightly less restrictive in respect of the provision of 
evidence) could result in better outcomes in relation to this objective through 
encouraging their positive use. However, both options have been scored the 
same against this objective anticipating that the impacts would be relatively 
modest.  

• Objectives 11 (To maintain and enhance the quality and character of landscape 
and townscape) and 12 (To protect and enhance amenity): Having sufficient 
community facilities will improve the quality and experience of the urban 
environment and protect and enhance local character and distinctiveness. It is 
considered that these benefits would continue to be experienced as a result of 
the proposed post-submission modifications as the loss of community facilities 
would continue to be carefully controlled by criteria 1 - 3.  

• Objective 13 (To reduce crime and the fear of crime): The provision of community 
facilities has the potential to reduce actual levels of crime as they provide formal 
and informal places where people can meet, socialise and enjoy their leisure time 
It is considered that these benefits would continue to be experienced as a result 
of the proposed post-submission modifications as the loss of community facilities 
would continue to be carefully controlled by criteria 1 - 3. 

• Objectives 14 (To maximise economic growth that can be sustained in the long-
term): and 15 (To enhance economic inclusion): Community facilities cover a 
wide range of uses and provide significant number of jobs. Protecting such 
facilities can help to meet the employment needs of local people within their 
existing communities. It is considered that these benefits would continue to be 
experienced as a result of the  proposed post-submission modifications as the 
loss of community facilities would continue to be carefully controlled by criteria 1 
– 3.  



• Objective 16 (To improve the city’s knowledge base): The provision of schools, 
nurseries etc. clearly make positive contributions to participation in education. It is 
considered that these benefits would continue to be experienced as a result of 
the  proposed post-submission modifications as the loss of community facilities 
would continue to be carefully controlled by criteria 1 – 3. The only difference 
would be that where a development proposal involves the loss of a community 
facility whose existing use is not an education facility, the applicant would only be 
expected to evidence that there is no interest in retention of the current use and 
not for alternative community uses such as an education facility. Whist the 
previous iteration of criteria C could have potentially encouraged the 
reoccupation of other vacant community buildings for use as education facilities, 
the proposed modifications are not considered to have a significant effect on 
access to education facilities such that the scores remain the same, particularly 
given the remaining criteria in the policy which would apply to the loss of these 
facilities and other policies in the plan which provide a positive policy framework 
in respect of these uses, as detailed in chapter 13 (a learning city) of the plan.   

• Objective 18 (To improve the accessibility of facilities and opportunities): The 
protection and provision of community facilities will reduce the distance people 
need to travel to access facilities and services, and improve the range and quality 
of facilities within the city. It is considered that these benefits would continue to 
be experienced as a result of the proposed post-submission modifications as the 
loss of community facilities would continue to be carefully controlled by criteria 1 
– 3. 

• Objective 19 (To improve community cohesion): The approach will support 
community development, create a sense of belonging, and also offer the potential 
to improve relations between different groups. It is considered that these benefits 
would continue to be experienced as a result of the proposed post-submission 
modifications. 

• Objective 20 (To increase involvement in decision-making): Would enable people 
to understand the council’s approach to community facilities and so would rate 
positively. It is considered that these benefits would continue to be experienced 
as a result of the proposed post-submission modifications. 

 
 
Selected option and reasons 
 
The proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP to include a policy specifically relating 
to community facilities is the option selected and the proposed post-modifications to 
this policy would be expected to have similar outcomes.  It would provide a more up 
to date policy basis when compared to Option B (i.e. relying on the saved UDP 
policies). Under Option A (SLP:DMP) there would be a policy gap.  

 
 
 Potential mitigation 

 •     Include community facilities policy in the Local Plan. The identified mitigation 

measure has been taken forward through the proposed modifications.  
 
 

Changes made to SLP:DMP prior to approval/ consultation in response to 
mitigation identified 



• No change made to SLP:DMP prior to consultation. However, amendments 
are proposed, and these will be consulted on.  

 

  



Policy A7 Motor vehicle parking provision and drop-off points in new 

developments  

 
Description of options 
 
Option A (SLP:DMP). The policy includes maximum car parking standards, minimum 
car parking standards for disabled people and motorcycles and requires that 
provision is made for drop-off points, taxi ranks and car clubs. This option involves 
the application of two different sets of car parking standards, one for the city 
centre/Salford Quays/Ordsall Waterfront/town centres and another set of standards 
for the rest of Salford.  
 
Option B (No Local Plan). The Unitary Development Plan saved policy A10 includes 
maximum car parking standards, minimum car parking standards for disabled people 
and motorcycles, but for a narrower range of uses. The NPPF does not include 
parking standards, but provides some principles for local authorities to follow in 
setting their own parking standards. In assessing the effects of option B, it is 
assumed that the UDP standards would continue to be applied.  
 
Option C. The Draft Local Plan (November 2016) did not include maximum car 
parking standards and provided a criteria based approach for determining how much 
parking should be provided in new developments. Minimum standards for disabled 
people and motorcycles were included in this policy.  
 
Reasons for selecting those options 
 
Option A is the SLP:DMP option and therefore needs to be appraised. This option 
has been reappraised having regard to the proposed post-submission modifications 
(MM024). MM024 proposes to introduce the requirement for all parking to be 
attractive, well landscaped (incorporating green infrastructure) and sensitively 
integrated into the built form so that it does not dominate the street scene. 
 
Option B is the no plan option which is a requirement to consider through the 
sustainability appraisal. Option C represents the approach which was proposed 
through Draft Local Plan. In response to earlier consultations on the local plan, some 
concerns were expressed in relation to some of the proposed site allocations 
regarding existing problems of on street parking. The introduction of minimum car 
parking standards, which may provide a solution to these concerns, is not 
considered to be a reasonable alternative as it would not promote the use of 
sustainable travel modes.  
 
Assessment of options 
 
Implementation is influenced by existing planning consents, and it is therefore 
assumed that for all options there would be very limited impact in the first five years 
of the plan period.  
 
Main modifications are proposed to policy A7 of the SLP:DMP. The revised scoring 
for option A, taking into account the proposed modifications, is shown in the fourth 
column in table below. This has resulted in some different ratings as set out below.  



 
 

 
Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

1)   To improve physical and mental 
health 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + 0/+ + 

10+ + + 0/+ + 

2)   To protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + 0/+ + 

10+ + + 0/+ + 

3)   To protect, enhance and restore 
geological resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

4)   To protect and improve soil and 
land resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

5)   To protect and enhance water 
resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

6)   To minimise the risk and impacts of 
flooding 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 + 

10+ 0 0 0 + 

7)   To improve air quality 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + 0/+ + 

10+ + + 0/+ + 

8)   To minimise contributions to 
climate change 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + 0/+ + 

10+ + + 0/+ + 

9)   To minimise the use of non-
renewable resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + 0/+ + 

10+ + + 0/+ + 

10) To protect, enhance, and enable 
the appreciation of, the city’s 
heritage 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

11) To maintain and enhance the 
quality and character of landscape 
and townscape 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + 0/+ ++ 

10+ + + 0/+ ++ 

12) To protect and enhance amenity 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + 0/+ ++ 

10+ + + 0/+ ++ 

13) To reduce crime and the fear of 
crime 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + + 



 
Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

10+ + + + + 

14) To maximise economic growth that 
can be sustained in the long-term 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

15) To enhance economic inclusion 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

16) To improve the city’s knowledge 
base 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

17) To ensure that everyone has 
access to a good home that meets 
their needs 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

18) To improve the accessibility of 
facilities and opportunities 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

19) To improve community cohesion 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

20) To increase involvement in 
decision-making 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

21) To improve perceptions of the city 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

++ major positive; + minor positive; 0 neutral; - minor negative; - - 
major negative; ? uncertain 

 

 
 

Effects Appraisal 

Certainty Option C could result in more or less car parking being provided 
within developments than options A and B which include maximum 
car parking standards, there is therefore less certainty around the 
sustainability effects. Option A would provide the most certainty 
due to the level of detail included in the maximum car parking 
standards, both in terms of the wider range of uses it covers and 
the introduction of more detailed, area based standards.       
 

Scale City wide 



Effects Appraisal 

Permanence All of the Options would set a permanent policy approach to the 
provision of parking within the city.  
 

Secondary, 
cumulative, 
synergistic 

This policy would work alongside other policies in the accessibility 
chapter of the local plan to assist in promoting a modal shift, 
securing improvements in the city’s public transport network and 
ensuring the safe and efficient operation of the city’s highway 
network, such that the combined effects are more significant. 

 

 
 
Appraisal summary 
 
All three options would result in positive sustainability outcomes, with all seeking to 
control the amount of car parking within developments, so as not to discourage the 
use of more sustainable modes of travel. There are subtle differences between some 
elements of the options, and so in many cases they score the same when assessed 
against the sustainability objectives.  
 
Options A and B scored positively against several of the sustainability objectives. 
The application of maximum car parking standards would assist in improving health 
(objective 1) and air quality (objective 7), minimising contributions to climate change 
(objective 8), minimising the use of non-renewable resources (objective 9), by 
supporting a modal shift and encouraging public transport use, thereby reducing 
exposure to pollutants. The modifications to option A may mean that it performs 
slightly better respect of these objectives, by requiring that car parks are well 
landscaped and incorporate green infrastructure, which could contribute to the 
removal of pollutants. However, both options have been scored the same against 
these sustainability objectives anticipating that the impacts would be relatively 
modest. The modifications could also bring benefits in minimising the risk and 
impacts of flooding and these potentially positive benefits have been reflected in the 
revised scoring against objective 6.   
 
Although there are differences between the maximum car parking standards 
included within options A and B, the difference in the sustainability effects is 
considered to be fairly modest. Option A would provide maximum car parking 
standards for a wider range of development types (and therefore provide greater 
certainty). The area based standards in option A would allow less car parking in 
some locations than the UDP maximum standards in option B would permit, and the 
overall development strategy in the local plan indicates that these locations would 
accommodate a very large proportion of the city’s development, hence the 
sustainability benefits could be more significant. In other locations, the standards in 
option A would allow for slightly more parking than the maximum UDP standards 
would permit. Option A may also perform slightly better against some of these 
objectives through being clear that lower levels of car parking would be acceptable in 
highly sustainable locations. Options A and C both require that appropriate provision 
is made for vehicle drop-off, taxis and car club bays within development, which could 
assist in ensuring the safe functioning of development and also help to support 
increased sustainable travel habits.   



 
Option C performs slightly less well against objectives 1, 7, 8 and 9, as it provides 
greater flexibility around the amount of car parking which could be provided within 
development, and therefore the effects are less certain/clear.  
 
The maximum standards in A and B could assist in enhancing the townscape and 
neighbourhood quality (objectives 11 and 12), by ensuring that development does 
not provide excessive car parking, which could dominate the streetscene and result 
in poor quality design solutions, for example a four car hardstanding in front of a 
large dwelling. The modifications to option A are likely to result in increased benefits 
in respect of these objectives by being explicit within the policy that car parks should 
be attractive, well landscaped and sensitively integrated into the development. This 
will help improve neighbourhood quality and maintain the quality of the townscape. 
Again, option C would be expected to perform positively, however the effects are 
less clear. On-street parking within residential areas can compromise residential 
amenity, however controls in place within all options should ensure that parking 
provision does not lead to unacceptable impacts. 
 
All options would assist in reducing crime and the fear of crime (objective 13) 
through requirements which dictate that the design and layout of car parking should 
promote safety and security for all users.  
 
Securing the provision of car parking for disabled people and motorcycle parking in 
all three options would have positive effects in terms of promoting equality and 
accessibility to jobs, education and other facilities (objectives 15, 16, 18 and 19).  
 
Selected option and reasons 
 
Option A is selected as a detailed set of parking standards covering a wider range of 
development types is considered to provide greater clarity and certainty to 
developers. The introduction of area based maximum car parking standards will 
enable parking provision to better reflect the differing accessibility levels across the 
city and is therefore a preferred approach above continuing with city wide standards. 
Option A would perform even better as a result of the proposed modifications to the 
SLP:DMP. The modifications reflect some of the potential mitigation measures 
identified below.  
 
Potential mitigation 
 

• Further guidance on car parking design could assist in the implementation of 
the policy and improve the accessibility and safety for all users. This could 
cover a range of issues including effective layouts, space size, safety and 
security measures, landscaping etc. The modifications to policy A7 introduce 
further requirements in respect of car park design and therefore incorporate 
some of the previously identified mitigation measures.  

 
Changes made to SLP: DMP prior to approval/ consultation in response to 
mitigation identified 
 



• None required, consideration to be given to the need for supplementary 
guidance.  



Policy A10 Electric vehicle charging points 

 
Description of options 
 
Option A (SLP:DMP): Policy A10 encourages the development of an electric vehicle 
charging network across Salford and Greater Manchester and includes specific 
requirements for the provision of electric vehicle charging infrastructure for 
residential dwellings with a driveway/garage, residential developments with shared 
parking areas and non-residential developments. It explains that new development 
shall make provision for electric vehicle charging infrastructure in accordance with 
these standards, unless superseded through higher standards introduced in the 
Building Regulations.  
 
Option B (No local plan): The saved Unitary Development Plan policies do not 
provide any requirements or guidance with regards to electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure, and therefore this option relies on the National Planning Policy 
Framework, which includes a more general requirement for development to be 
designed to enable the charging of electric and other low emission vehicles 
(paragraph 110).  
  
Option C: This option represents a more flexible policy approach, as proposed in the 
Draft Local Plan (November 2016). It includes requirements for the provision of 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure for residential dwellings with a 
driveway/garage but not for residential developments with shared parking or non-
residential developments. Instead, provision for electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure within this type of development would be determined through a 
transport assessment.  
 
Reasons for selecting those options 
 
Option A is the SLP:DMP option and therefore needs to be appraised. This option 
has been reappraised having regard to the proposed post-submission modifications 
(MM025). The modifications reflect the proposed standards in the Greater 
Manchester Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure (GMVCI) strategy and propose 
to extend the requirement to provide at least one charge point per dwelling to all 
dwellings with off-street parking (the requirement for residential developments with 
shared parking areas was previously one charge point per ten dwellings. With 
regards to the requirements for non-residential uses, the modifications would have 
similar outcomes in terms of EV charge point provision.  
 
Option B is the no plan option which is a requirement to consider through the 
sustainability appraisal. Option C represents a more flexible approach as proposed 
in the previous version of the local plan.  
 
A number of the representations received to the Draft Local Plan consultation 
suggested that the policy should be made even more flexible. The Government also 
consulted on proposed amendments to the building regulations in 2019, which if 
implemented, would increase the requirements for residential developments 
(compared to the SLP:DMP), but be less demanding of non-residential 
developments. Whilst there are some potential variations around the precise 



standards that could be applied in respect of electric vehicle charging infrastructure, 
these variations are not considered to represent sufficiently distinct options that 
require appraising.  
 
Assessment of options 
 
Implementation is influenced by existing planning consents, and it is therefore 
assumed that for all three options, there would be very limited impact in the first five 
years of the plan period.  
 
Main modifications are proposed to policy A10 of the SLP:DMP. The revised scoring 
for option A, taking into account the proposed modifications, is shown in the fourth 
column in table below.  
 
 

Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

1)   To improve physical and mental 
health 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + 0/+ 0/+ + 

10+ + 0/+ 0/+ + 

2)   To protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

3)   To protect, enhance and restore 
geological resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

4)   To protect and improve soil and 
land resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

5)   To protect and enhance water 
resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

6)   To minimise the risk and impacts 
of flooding 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

7)   To improve air quality 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + 0/+ 0/+ + 

10+ + 0/+ 0/+ + 

8)   To minimise contributions to 
climate change 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + 0/+ 0/+ + 

10+ + 0/+ 0/+ + 

0-5 0 0 0 0 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

9)   To minimise the use of non-
renewable resources 

5-10 + 0/+ 0/+ + 

10+ + 0/+ 0/+ + 

10) To protect, enhance, and enable 
the appreciation of, the city’s 
heritage 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0/- 0 0 0 

10+ 0/- 0 0 0 

11) To maintain and enhance the 
quality and character of landscape 
and townscape 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10  0/- 0 0 0 

10+ 0/- 0 0 0 

12) To protect and enhance amenity 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + 0/+ 0/+ + 

10+ + 0/+ 0/+ + 

13) To reduce crime and the fear of 
crime 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

14) To maximise economic growth 
that can be sustained in the long-
term 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

15) To enhance economic inclusion 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

16) To improve the city’s knowledge 
base 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

17) To ensure that everyone has 
access to a good home that meets 
their needs 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

18) To improve the accessibility of 
facilities and opportunities 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 + 0/+ 0/+ + 

10+ + 0/+ 0/+ + 

19) To improve community cohesion 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

20) To increase involvement in 
decision-making 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

21) To improve perceptions of the city 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

++ major positive; + minor positive; 0 neutral; - minor negative; - - 
major negative; ? uncertain 

 

 
 

Effects Appraisal 

Certainty Option A would provide the greatest degree of certainty as it 
places specific requirements on a wider range of development 
types. The proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP would 
continue to provide this certainty. Option B provides the least 
certainty, leaving all negotiations regarding the provision of 
infrastructure to the planning application stage. For all options, 
certainty around the impact would depend on the advancement in 
electric vehicle technology, wider development of the charging 
network and improvements in affordability, all of which would 
influence the take up of electric vehicles. 
 

Scale Whilst all of the options would have a city wide impact, they have 
the potential to contribute to improving air quality more widely 
across the sub-region of Greater Manchester and reducing 
emissions globally.  
 

Permanence All options would deliver permanent benefits through the delivery 
of electric vehicle charging infrastructure, provided that electric 
vehicles continue to be the most appropriate solution to reducing 
reliance on petrol and diesel vehicles and technology does not 
advance such that the infrastructure becomes redundant.  
 

Secondary, 
cumulative, 
synergistic 

Other SLP:DMP plan policies relating to green infrastructure, air 
quality, energy, accessibility would collectively have a positive 
effect on the achievement of some of the sustainability objectives 
relating to climate change, air quality and health.  
 
There is the potential that widespread electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure could encourage car use overall, those that might 
otherwise avoid car use being attracted by the relative 
sustainability of the mode. It is important to recognise however that 
whilst a more sustainable option, the use of electric vehicles still 
has impacts on resource use and air quality through contributions 
to road congestion, electricity demand/generation and particulates 
from tyre and brake use/degradation. 
 



Effects Appraisal 

Securing the delivery of charging infrastructure in Salford would 
support the delivery of a wider network of charging infrastructure 
across Greater Manchester, making the electric vehicle a more 
accessible form of travel. Option A should deliver more electric 
vehicle charging infrastructure and therefore would make a more 
significant contribution in this regard.  
 

 
Appraisal summary 
 
The provision of electric vehicle charging points is important in encouraging the take 
up of electric vehicles within Salford, without which Salford residents would continue 
to continue to suffer the negative effects of petrol and diesel engines for longer. All 
options could result in the delivery of electric vehicle charging infrastructure and 
therefore scored positively against a range of sustainability appraisal objectives, 
particularly 1 and 7 which seek to improve people’s health and the city’s air quality. 
All options would assist in climate change mitigation by helping to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, however it is important to recognise that the use of 
electric cars is not without its own environmental costs. All options scored positively 
for the contribution they would make to enhancing amenity, improving 
neighbourhood quality based on expected reductions in pollution and through 
ensuring that future residents have the opportunity to charge an electric vehicle at 
their home. Arguably without this, neighbourhood quality could be compromised, 
given the expectation that electric vehicles are expected to become mainstream over 
the coming years. The modifications to option A may mean that it performs slightly 
better respect of these objectives, by increasing the provision of charge point 
infrastructure within new developments with shared parking, meaning that more 
people can access these facilities at home. However, both options have been scored 
the same against these sustainability objectives anticipating that the impacts of the 
modifications would be fairly modest, particularly as high-density apartment schemes 
in the most central locations often have very little or no car parking.  
 
Whilst all options score positively with regards to the above sustainability objectives, 
option A provides clarity and certainty as to what would be provided in new 
developments and therefore scores better when assessed against a number of the 
sustainability objectives.  
 
There are some potential negative effects associated with option A, but which could 
potentially also be incurred with options B and C. The most significant being that the 
increased provision of electric vehicle charging points across the city could have 
negative impacts on the townscape and could be damaging to attractive visual and 
historic environments. The introduction of the exception in respect of the heritage 
could provide greater flexibility in enabling site specific circumstances to be 
considered in implementing the requirements of policy A10 and help to ensure that 
the city’s heritage assets are conserved and enhanced. The modifications to option 
A would therefore score slightly better than the original option A against objectives 
10 and 11.   
 
Selected option and reasons 



 
Option A is the preferred option as it provides more certainty in terms of the benefits 
it delivers as shown in the sustainability appraisal, it also better delivers the 
objectives of the Greater Manchester Air Quality Action Plan. Option A would be 
expected to have similar outcomes overall as a result of the proposed post-
submission modifications to the SLP:DMP and reflects the proposed standards in the 
recently published Greater Manchester Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure 
(GMVCI) strategy. 
 
Potential mitigation 
 

• Guidance could be provided regarding the layout/positioning of electric vehicle 
charge points within developments so as to ensure any negative impacts on 
the townscape are minimised and their usage is maximised.   

 
Changes made to SLP:DMP prior to approval/ consultation in response to 
mitigation identified 
 

• None required, further consideration to be given to the need for 
supplementary guidance. 

  



Policy D1 Digital Infrastructure and Policy D2 Protecting Digital Infrastructure 

 
Description of options 
 
Option A (Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations document (SLP:DMP)).The Digital Infrastructure chapter supports the 
rollout and improvement of affordable, high speed, high capacity digital 
infrastructure. The chapter includes requirements for new development in terms of 
integrating digital infrastructure and building in potential for Building Information 
Modelling. It identifies a series of requirements for new telecommunications 
development including in relation to size, design and location. Its requirements also 
cover non-ionising radiation protection and interference with other communication 
equipment, Air Traffic Control and other equipment operated in the national interest. 
 
Option B (No Local Plan). Saved UDP Policy DEV1 does not include specific 
requirements for new development in terms of integrating digital infrastructure but 
does identify a range of considerations for new telecommunications development. 
Chapter 10 of the NPPF supports the expansion of electronic communications 
networks. It encourages the shared use of existing equipment and, as Option A, 
includes requirements relating to non-ionising radiation protection and interference. 
 
Reasons for selecting those options 
 
Option A is the SLP:DMP option and therefore needs to be appraised. This option 
has been reappraised having regard to the proposed post-submission modifications 
(AM039). The modifications propose the removal of the requirement for development 
to build in potential for Building Information Modelling, having regard to the costs and 
complexities associated with it.  
 
Option B is the no plan option which is a requirement to consider through the 
sustainability appraisal.  
 
Assessment of options 
 
Implementation is influenced by existing planning consents, and it is therefore 
assumed that for both options, there would be very limited impact in the first five 
years of the plan period. 
 
Additional modifications are proposed to policy DG1 of the SLP:DMP. The revised 
scoring for option A, taking into account the proposed modifications, is shown in the 
fourth column in table below.  
 
 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 
option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 
post-
submission 
modifications 

 

A B A 

1)   To improve physical and mental health 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

2)   To protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity resources 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

3)   To protect, enhance and restore 
geological resources 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

4)   To protect and improve soil and land 
resources 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

5)   To protect and enhance water resources 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

6)   To minimise the risk and impacts of 
flooding 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + 0 + 

10+ + 0 + 

7)   To improve air quality 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

8)   To minimise contributions to climate 
change 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

9)   To minimise the use of non-renewable 
resources 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

10) To protect, enhance, and enable the 
appreciation of, the city’s heritage 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 -/0 -/0 -/0 

10+ -/0 -/0 -/0 

11) To maintain and enhance the quality and 
character of landscape and townscape 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 -/0 -/0 -/0 

10+ -/0 -/0 -/0 

12) To protect and enhance amenity 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

13) To reduce crime and the fear of crime 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 
option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 
post-
submission 
modifications 

 

A B A 

14) To maximise economic growth that can 
be sustained in the long-term 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 ++ + ++ 

10+ ++ + ++ 

15) To enhance economic inclusion 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

16) To improve the city’s knowledge base 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

17) To ensure that everyone has access to a 
good home that meets their needs 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 ++ + ++ 

10+ ++ + ++ 

18) To improve the accessibility of facilities 
and opportunities 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

19) To improve community cohesion 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

20) To increase involvement in decision-
making 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

21) To improve perceptions of the city 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

++ major positive; + minor positive; 0 neutral; - minor negative; - - 
major negative; ? uncertain 

 

 
 

Effects Appraisal 

Certainty The benefits of a high quality digital network are dependent on 
take up and utilisation of the connections available. 

Scale City.  

Permanence The permanence of any impacts will relate to the resilience of the 
network provided. The requirements in Option A in respect of 
installing shared ducting, full fibre connections and building in 
potential for building information modelling, could go some way to 
future proof the city’s digital infrastructure. 
 



Effects Appraisal 

Over time, as technologies advance, telecommunications 
equipment in the city will be upgraded/ replaced. The 
considerations around the design and location of new 
telecommunications development under both options could be 
applied to new proposals as they arise.    

Secondary, 
cumulative, 
synergistic 

The policy will work alongside others relating to the development 
of high quality mixed-use development within central parts of the 
city. 

 
Appraisal summary 
 
The expansion and improvement of digital infrastructure within the city has the 
potential to contribute to a number of sustainability objectives. 
 
High quality digital infrastructure will be critical in support of economic growth 
(Objective 14), particularly in City Centre Salford and Salford Quays, but also across 
the city. Both options therefore score positively in this regard, however Option A has 
the potential for a greater contribution to this objective by encouraging the highest 
quality connections in the City Centre and Salford Quays, and including measures 
that seek to provide flexibility and future proof new development with full fibre 
connections, ducting and building in potential for Building Information Modelling. The 
deletion of the requirement for development to build in the potential for Building 
Information Modelling as proposed in the modifications, would mean that with these 
modifications, option A would not perform quite as well against objective 14. 
However, overall, the scores against this objective remain the same due to the 
remaining policy requirements (i.e. support for the continued improvement of digital 
infrastructure in Salford and the requirement for new development to incorporate full 
fibre connections), which it is considered would continue to deliver major positive 
outcomes.  
 
Digital connections support remote working and, with increasing numbers of services 
available online, the support given to an expanded network under both options has 
the potential to reduce the need to travel, contributing positively to Objectives 7, 8 
and 9 in respect of air quality, contributions to climate change and minimising the 
use of non-renewable resources. Similarly the connections provided could have a 
positive impact in terms of physical and mental health by supporting social inclusion 
(Objective 1), economic inclusion (Objective 15), the accessibility of facilities and 
opportunities (Objective 18) and involvement in decision making (Objective 20). It is 
possible however that the availability of high speed connections could also have 
some negative indirect impacts in terms of physical and mental health by 
discouraging physical activity / social engagement.  
 
The specific requirement to avoid flood risk areas under Option A is positive from a 
resilience perspective and therefore the option scores positively in terms of 
minimising the risk and impacts of flooding (Objective 6). 
 
There is the potential under both options for some conflicts between the 
communications equipment required to provide a high quality network and the city’s 
townscapes/landscapes and heritage assets. However both Options require that 



consideration is given to related issues, including supporting the sharing of existing 
equipment, and therefore a negative / neutral impact has been identified in relation to 
Objectives 10 (To protect, enhance, and enable the appreciation of, the city’s 
heritage) and 11 (To maintain and enhance the quality and character of landscape 
and townscape).  
 
The requirements under Option A to incorporate full fibre, shared ducting and 
potential for building information modelling mean that it scores more positively in 
terms of providing a good home that meets peoples needs (Objective 17). The 
deletion of the requirement for development to build in the potential for Building 
Information Modelling as proposed in the modifications, would mean that with these 
modifications, option A would not perform quite as well against objective 17. 
However, overall, the scores against this objective remain the same due to the 
remaining policy requirements (i.e. support for the continued improvement of digital 
infrastructure in Salford and the requirement for new development to incorporate full 
fibre connections), which it is considered would continue to deliver major positive 
outcomes. 
 
Digital connections are an important element of a modern city and their 
availability/quality will contribute to people’s perceptions of the city (Objective 21).  
 
Selected option and reasons 
 
Option A is selected. A network of high quality digital connections would be provided 
under both Options, however Option A gives specific prioritisation to key locations in 
the city and promotes resilience both in relation to flood risk and seeks to future 
proof installed infrastructure. Option A would be expected to have similar outcomes 
overall as a result of the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP 
 
Potential mitigation 
 

• None 
 
Changes made to SLP:DMP prior to approval/ consultation in response to 
mitigation identified 
 
Not applicable 
  



Policy GI4 West Salford Greenway 

 
Description of options 
 
Option A (Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations document (SLP:DMP)). Policy GI4 identifies how the West Salford 
Greenway would be protected and enhanced as interconnected greenspaces of 
varied use and character. The designation would be slightly smaller in size than 
Options B and C as a result of boundary changes proposed in the SLP:DMP, the 
most significant being the removal of land to the north of Lumber Lane and the 
Novotel Hotel and surrounds which have not been considered sufficiently integrated 
into the wider Greenway to retain their designation.  
 
Option B (No Local Plan) Saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) Policy EN2 
focuses on Worsley Greenway with an emphasis on ensuring that development does 
not fragment or detract from its openness and continuity, whilst ensuring that its 
character or value is not unacceptably harmed by potential development.   
 
Option C (SLP:DMP without designations). The option reflects a Development 
Management version of the SLP:DMP without protective designations. Policy GI4 
(Option A) would not therefore be included within the SLP:DMP and instead Saved 
UDP Policy EN2 would be retained (Option B). 
 
Reasons for selecting those options 
 
Option A is the SLP:DMP option and therefore needs to be appraised. This option 
has been reappraised having regard to the further proposed post-submission 
modifications (MM030). The modifications propose the deletion of criterion 6 of policy 
GI4 which proposed to limit development in the West Salford Greenway consistent 
with Green Belt policy. There is a minor amendment to the boundary of the West 
Salford Greenway to correct a mapping error (PMM02), however due to the nature of 
this proposed modification, it is not considered in this addendum.   
 
Option B is the no plan option which is a requirement to consider through the 
sustainability appraisal.  
 
Option C is the SLP:DMP without designations. 
 
The land retained as West Salford Greenway in the SLP:DMP is considered to be 
consistent with the purposes of the designation, as demonstrated through the 
dismissal of appeals by the Secretary of State relating to the development of up to 
600 dwellings on land at Broadoak North and South (which form an integral part of 
the Greenway). Therefore, other than potentially in relation to a need to 
accommodate a defined level of development, there is not considered to be a 
justification to further reduce the extent of the West Salford Greenway from that 
identified in the SLP:DMP.  
 
As detailed in Section 7 of the main sustainability appraisal report it is considered 
that the city can accommodate its local housing need, as calculated using the 
national methodology in the planning practice guidance, whilst retaining the 



boundaries of existing protective designations as currently defined in the Saved 
Policies of Salford’s Unitary Development Plan. 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. 
 
The further reduction in the area designated West Salford Greenway from that 
identified in the SLP:DMP has therefore been discounted as a reasonable option for 
the SLP:DMP. 
 
Assessment of options 
 
Main modifications are proposed to policy GI4 of the SLP:DMP. The revised scoring 
for option A, taking into account the proposed modifications, is shown in the fourth 
column in table below.  
 
 

Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

1)   To improve physical and mental 
health 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ ++ 

2)   To protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity resources 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

3)   To protect, enhance and restore 
geological resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

4)   To protect and improve soil and 
land resources 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

5)   To protect and enhance water 
resources 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

6)   To minimise the risk and impacts 
of flooding 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

7)   To improve air quality 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

8)   To minimise contributions to 
climate change 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

9)   To minimise the use of non-
renewable resources 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

10) To protect, enhance, and enable 
the appreciation of, the city’s 
heritage 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

11) To maintain and enhance the 
quality and character of 
landscape and townscape 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

12) To protect and enhance amenity 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ ++ 

13) To reduce crime and the fear of 
crime 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

14) To maximise economic growth 
that can be sustained in the long-
term 

0-5 0/? 0/? 0/? 0/? 

5-10 ? ? ? ? 

10+ ? ? ? ? 

15) To enhance economic inclusion 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

16) To improve the city’s knowledge 
base 

0-5 0 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 0 

17) To ensure that everyone has 
access to a good home that 
meets their needs 

0-5 0/? 0/? 0/? 0/? 

5-10 ? ? ? ? 

10+ ? ? ? ? 

18) To improve the accessibility of 
facilities and opportunities 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ ++ 

19) To improve community cohesion 

0-5 + + + + 

5-10 + + + + 

10+ + + + + 

20) To increase involvement in 
decision-making 

0-5 ? 0 ? ? 

5-10 ? 0 ? ? 

10+ ? 0 ? ? 

21) To improve perceptions of the city 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ ++ 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B C A 

++ major positive; + minor positive; 0 neutral; - minor 
negative; - - major negative; ? uncertain 

  

 
 

Effects Appraisal 

Certainty Both options would protect the area as a strategic element of 
green infrastructure, recognising its character and varied roles. 
The potential outcomes under both options over the plan period 
could therefore be similar overall, however the more detailed and 
clearer focus under Option A is considered to be positive in 
providing clear direction and therefore certainty. The proposed 
modifications to policy GI4 would continue to provide this certainty. 
 
The sustainability implications relating to the reduction in the area 
designated as West Salford Greenway, particularly in relation to 
the area north of Lumber Lane, under Option A are very uncertain 
as discussed further below.  

Scale Both options would have impacts at the neighbourhood level by 
protecting and improving local assets and resources, and at the 
city and sub-regional level by contributing to an integrated network 
of Green Infrastructure.  

Permanence Both options would deliver permanent benefits. With continued 
protection and enhancement any benefits are likely to increase 
over time. 
 

Secondary, 
cumulative, 
synergistic 

Plan policies relating to green infrastructure, biodiversity, 
recreation, air quality, accessibility would collectively have a 
positive effect on the achievement of some of the sustainability 
objectives relating to climate change, air quality and health.  

 

 
Appraisal summary 
 
The provision of a comprehensive range of green infrastructure functions, as would 
be protected under both options, could have significant positive benefits in terms of 
mental health (Objective 1), amenity (Objective 12), the accessibility of facilities 
(Objective 18) and perceptions of the city (Objective 21). Accessible open spaces 
can also contribute positively in terms of providing attractive areas to live (Objective 
17). These positive benefits would continue to be experienced as a result of the 
proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP, as the Greenway would continue to be 
protected and enhanced through the remaining criteria in the policy.  



 
The protection of local recreational opportunities and the protection of open 
greenfield land could have further positive impacts in relation to air quality (Objective 
7), contributions to climate change (Objective 8), and use of non-renewable 
resources (Objective 9). There could also be positive benefits in respect of aiding 
community cohesion by providing opportunities for interaction (Objective 19). These 
positive benefits would continue to be experienced as a result of the proposed 
modifications to the SLP:DMP, as the Greenway would continue to be protected and 
enhanced through the remaining criteria in the policy. Similarly, positive benefits 
would continue to be experienced in respect of biodiversity and flood risk (Objectives 
2, and 6) as criteria 4) and 5) of GI4 remain unchanged as a result of the proposed 
modifications.  
 
The policy under option A, includes an emphasis on protecting the historic character 
of the Greenway, including four conservation areas, a scheduled ancient monument 
and several listed buildings which are a significant part of its history. Criterion 4 
remains in policy GI4 and is not affected by the proposed modifications.  The specific 
focus on these areas and other spaces within the urban area could result in more 
positive impacts in respect of the city’s heritage (Objective 10) and the quality of 
landscape and townscape (Objective 11) when compared to option B.  
 
The up to date list of specific strategic priorities outlined in Option A could have a 
positive impact in terms of involvement in decision making (Objective 20) compared 
with Options B and C. The strategic priorities identified in criteria 1) – 5) remain in 
the policy and are not affected by the modifications.  The impacts of Options A and C 
are however difficult to predict. The continued reliance on the UDP Policy in the 
context of a new SLP:DMP (Option C) could make the Local Plan more difficult to 
understand. Conversely however, the inclusion of protective designations such as 
this in the new plan (Option A) in the context of the decisions in respect of 
development requirements and Green Belt boundaries to be taken through the 
GMSF Places for Everyone and SLP:CS could also cause some confusion. The 
proposed deletion of the criteria 6) could potentially help to address this by removing 
reference to Green Belt policy within this designation.  
 
Where the protection of greenfield land prevents and/or limits development, it is 
possible that such priorities could have some negative impacts in terms of limiting 
economic growth (Objective 14) and the provision of new homes (Objective 17). In 
respect of the former, any economic development in the Worsley area would 
primarily be as part of any potential to provide high value homes that could have the 
potential to attract and retain high value / professional workers (rather than economic 
development in the sense of office / industry / warehousing). There is however some 
uncertainty around any potential impacts in this regard given that the scale and 
distribution of development is outside of the scope of the SLP:DMP and will instead 
be considered through Places for Everyone the GMSF. As set out in section 7 of the 
main sustainability appraisal report, the city can accommodate its Local Housing 
Need without the reducing the extent of existing protective designations within the 
city. It is also important to recognise that high quality multi-functional green 
infrastructure could also impact positively on these objectives, particularly in respect 
of providing attractive places to live. The same outcome is expected to be 
experienced as a result of the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP, as the 



Greenway would continue to be protected and enhanced through the remaining 
criteria in the policy. 
 
The area designated as West Salford Greenway would be slightly smaller under 
option A. The most significant differences this could make in terms of sustainability 
objectives would seem to relate to the area north of Lumber Lane.  Whilst there may 
be other restrictions to development, the decision to remove Lumber Lane from the 
Greenway under Option A could potentially increase the likelihood of parts of that 
site coming forward for development which, if forthcoming, could have a range of 
positive and negative impacts in relation to the various sustainability objectives. 
However, in the absence of a specific allocation / proposal any such impacts are 
very uncertain, as is the extent to which such issues would change the overall rating 
of the policy. 
 
Selected option and reasons 
 
Option A is the preferred option. The appraisal of the three options suggests similar 
outcomes overall. Notwithstanding the fact that the area designated as West Salford 
Greenway would be slightly smaller under Option A, the greater focus on the multi-
functionality of green infrastructure would provide greater clarity and certainty in 
respect of the key priorities and value of specific characteristics of the area to be 
protected and enhanced. Option A would be expected to have similar outcomes 
overall as a result of the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP 
 
Potential mitigation 
 

• Extending the area designated in the SLP:DMP to encompass the area north 
of Lumber Lane to remove uncertainties in regard to its future use 

• Salford Greenspace Strategy Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
would need to be updated to coincide with the adoption of the Local Plan, 
either independently or as part of a new Green Infrastructure SPD, to provide 
additional guidance on the implementation of the policy.  

 
Changes made to SLP:DMP prior to approval/ consultation in response to 
mitigation identified 
 

• None 
o the area designated as West Salford Greenway in the SLP:DMP is 

considered consistent with the value the designation seeks to protect. 
The area north of Lumber Lane is considered somewhat detached from 
the wider Greenway and it is not therefore considered appropriate to 
retain this area within the designation 

o Consideration to be given to an update of the Greenspace Strategy 
SPD running alongside the Local Plan process. 

  



Policy GI6 Trees, woodland and hedgerows 

 
Description of options 
 
Option A (Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and 
Designations) Policy GI6 identifies the range of measures to protect and enhance 
trees and hedgerows across Salford that would contribute towards of a 
comprehensive network of green infrastructure and as part of significant tree planting 
in Greater Manchester.  
 
Option B (No Local Plan) Saved Unitary Development Plan (UDP) Policy EN12 
identifies important landscape features for protection which includes trees, woodland 
and hedges. Saved Policy EN13 specifically relates to trees protected by tree 
preservation orders. Saved policies are supplemented by the adopted Trees and 
Development Supplementary Planning Document which provides additional 
guidance on trees and the Greenspace Supplementary Planning Document which 
contains a policy on accessible woodland. 
 
The main aspects of options A and B are very similar. Option B provides more 
details in terms of what would be expected in relation to trees and contains clearer 
reference to ecological considerations. 
 
Reasons for selecting those options 
 
Option A is the Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management policies 
and Designations option and therefore needs to be appraised. This option has been 
reappraised having regard to the proposed post-submission modification (MM031). 
The modifications propose a requirement for new streets to be tree lined and an 
addition to the justification to explain that existing trees should be retained wherever 
possible in new developments.   
 
Option B is the no plan option which is a requirement to consider through the 
sustainability appraisal.  
 
Assessment of options 
 
Main modifications are proposed to policy GI6 of the SLP:DMP. The scoring for 
option A, taking into account the proposed further modifications, is shown in the 
fourth column in table below.  
 
 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B A 

1)   To improve physical and mental health 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ 

2)   To protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity resources 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ 

3)   To protect, enhance and restore 
geological resources 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

4)   To protect and improve soil and land 
resources 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

5)   To protect and enhance water resources 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

6)   To minimise the risk and impacts of 
flooding 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

7)   To improve air quality 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

8)   To minimise contributions to climate 
change 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

9)   To minimise the use of non-renewable 
resources 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

10) To protect, enhance, and enable the 
appreciation of, the city’s heritage 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

11) To maintain and enhance the quality and 
character of landscape and townscape 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

12) To protect and enhance amenity 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ 

13) To reduce crime and the fear of crime 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

0-5 -/0 -/0 -/0 



Sustainability objective 

Timing 
(years) 

Option Revised 
scoring to 

option A as a 
result of the 
proposed 

post-
submission 

modifications 

A B A 

14) To maximise economic growth that can 
be sustained in the long-term 

5-10 -/0 -/0 -/0 

10+ -/0 -/0 -/0 

15) To enhance economic inclusion 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

16) To improve the city’s knowledge base 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

17) To ensure that everyone has access to a 
good home that meets their needs 

0-5 -/+ -/+ -/+ 

5-10 -/+ -/+ -/+ 

10+ -/+ -/+ -/+ 

18) To improve the accessibility of facilities 
and opportunities 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ 

19) To improve community cohesion 

0-5 + + + 

5-10 + + + 

10+ + + + 

20) To increase involvement in decision-
making 

0-5 0 0 0 

5-10 0 0 0 

10+ 0 0 0 

21) To improve perceptions of the city 

0-5 ++ ++ ++ 

5-10 ++ ++ ++ 

10+ ++ ++ ++ 

++ major positive; + minor positive; 0 neutral; - minor negative; - - 
major negative; ? uncertain 

 

 
 

Effects Appraisal 

Certainty Under Option A the Local Plan would list the range of measures to 
encourage the protection and enhancement of trees, woodland 
and hedgerows, many of which are already being pursued. The 
potential outcomes of both options over the plan period could 
therefore be similar overall, and there is a reasonable level of 
certainty that the main aspects of both options would be delivered, 
in terms of the protection of trees and appropriate replacement 
where necessary. There is less certainty about the delivery of 
some aspects of option A, such as the positive management of 
woodlands to maximise green infrastructure functions.  



Effects Appraisal 

Scale Both options would have impacts at the neighbourhood level by 
improving local resources, and at the city and sub-regional level by 
contributing to an integrated network of Green Infrastructure.  

Permanence Both options would deliver long term benefits, as trees can live for 
hundreds of years. With continued protection and enhancement 
any benefits are likely to increase over time. 
 

Secondary, 
cumulative, 
synergistic 

Other local plan policies relating to green infrastructure, 
biodiversity, air quality, accessibility would collectively have a 
positive effect on the achievement of many of the sustainability 
objectives including those relating to climate change, air quality 
and health. 

 

 
 
Appraisal summary 
 
The provision of a comprehensive range of measures to encourage the protection 
and enhancement of trees and hedgerows, as could be delivered under both options, 
could bring major benefits in terms of mental health (Objective 1), resources for 
biodiversity (Objective 2), amenity (Objective 12), the accessibility of quality green 
space (Objective 18) and perceptions of the city (Objective 21). Accessible open 
spaces and woodland could also contribute positively in terms of providing attractive 
areas to live (Objective 17). These benefits are likely to increase slightly as a result 
of the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP.    
 
Further benefits could be realised relating to a reduced need to travel and/ or the 
protection of open greenfield land including in respect of soil and land (Objective 4), 
air quality (Objective 7), contributions to climate change (Objective 8), and use of 
non-renewable resources (Objective 9). There could also be positive benefits in 
respect of the city’s heritage (Objective 10) and the quality of landscape and 
townscape (Objective 11) as well as aiding community cohesion by providing 
opportunities for interaction (Objective 19). The requirement for new streets to be 
tree lined could help to enhance the quality of the townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness, such that the benefits in respect of objective 11 are expected to 
increase slightly as a result of the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP. The 
Overall, the scores against this objective (minor positive) remain the same given the 
modifications relate to new streets only.  
 
Where there is competition for land, it is possible that green infrastructure priorities 
could have some minor negative impacts in terms of limiting economic growth 
(Objective 14) and the provision of new homes (Objective 17). However high quality 
multi-functional green infrastructure could also impact positively on these objectives, 
particularly in respect of providing attractive places to live and invest. The outcomes 
in respect of these objectives would be expected to be very similar with the proposed 
modifications.   
 
 
Selected option and reasons 



 
Option A is the preferred option. The appraisal of the two options suggests similar 
outcomes overall, however the focus on trees, woodland and hedgerows as part of a 
comprehensive network of green infrastructure in Option A would provide greater 
clarity and certainty for the city and maximise the benefits from trees, woodland and 
hedgerows. Option A would be expected to have similar outcomes overall as a result 
of the proposed modifications to the SLP:DMP 
 
Potential mitigation 
 

• Salford Trees and Development Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
would need to be updated to coincide with the adoption of the Local Plan, 
either independently or as part of a new Green Infrastructure SPD, to provide 
additional guidance on the implementation of the policy.  

 
Changes made to Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management 
Policies and Designations document prior to approval/ consultation in 
response to mitigation identified 
 

• None required, further consideration to be given to an update of the Trees and 
Development SPD running alongside the Local Plan process. 

 
 


	Structure Bookmarks
	Publication Salford Local Plan: Development Management Policies and Designations 
	Sustainability Appraisal (SA): Addendum to the January 2020 and January 2021 SA Reports  
	1.0 Introduction 
	2.0 Assessment of the sustainability implications  
	Summary of revised appraisals  
	Implications for strategic options 
	Overall conclusion 
	Annex 1 Further revisions to the sustainability appraisal of the Publication SLP:DMP to address the impacts of the post submission modifications  
	Policy H2 Size of dwellings  
	Chapter 12 Town Centres and retail development: Proposed new Policy TC5 Community Facilities   
	Policy A7 Motor vehicle parking provision and drop-off points in new developments  
	Policy A10 Electric vehicle charging points 
	Policy D1 Digital Infrastructure and Policy D2 Protecting Digital Infrastructure 
	Policy GI4 West Salford Greenway 
	Policy GI6 Trees, woodland and hedgerows 



