ACTION SHEET ARISING FROM THE PLANNING LEAD MEMBER BRIEFING

HELD ON 29TH AUGUST, 2007

Meeting commenced:
9.30 a.m.
        "
        adjourned:
9.50 a.m.

        " 
recommenced:
1.40 p.m.


        "
              ended:
1.45 p.m.

PRESENT:
Councillor Derek Antrobus - in the Chair


Councillor Norbert Potter


Steven Lee, David Evans, Rob Pickering, Matthew Maule, Phillip Holden and Nikki Park

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Malcolm Sykes and Chris Findley

	Item No./Subject
	Action Required
	Responsible Officer



	1.
Action Sheet Arising from the Planning Lead Member Briefing held on 30th July, 2007
	(i)
Action sheet approved.

(ii)
That it be noted that in relation to item 1(iii) - Former Oakwood High School, the call-in of that decision had been considered by the Environment, Housing and Planning Scrutiny Committee, and the reasons stated were not supported, therefore, the original decision was upheld.
	

	2.
Lead Member Decisions (Part 1)
(a)
Planning Guidance for Ordsall Riverside  
(b)
Car Parking Charges 
(c)
Salford City Council Supplementary Planning Document: Sustainable Design and Construction: Consultation Draft
(d)
Draft Salford Landscape Character Assessment

(e)
Salford City Council Planning Document: Design - Consultation Draft
	That the preparation of informal planning guidance for Ordsall Riverside be approved. 
(i)
That the increase in off-street car parking charges within Salford, to be introduced in line with the recommendations, be approved.

(ii)
That the proposed charges to be introduced on the Worsley Courthouse Car Park, from Monday to Friday inclusive, be approved.
(iii)
That the introduction of charges on the Civic Centre Visitors Car Park on Saturdays not be approved, as the (a) Planning and Transportation Regulatory Panel had promised local residents in Swinton that the Visitors Car Park would be available for free use at weekends, and (b) introduction of the Registration Service and conference facilities at the Civic Centre would require free parking to be available.
(i)
That the draft of the Supplementary Planning Document “Sustainable Design and Construction”, the Sustainability Appraisal, and the Consultation Statement be approved for the purposes of consultation.
(ii)
That the proposed consultation arrangements be approved.
That the Draft Salford Landscape Character Assessment be approved, as a background document, in support of the Design Supplementary Planning Document and the Core Strategy, for consultation with stakeholders. .

(i)
That the draft of the Supplementary Planning Document “Design” the Sustainability Appraisal, and the Consultation Statement be approved, for the purposes of consultation, subject to the amendments as detailed in Appendix 1.
(ii)
That the proposed consultation arrangements be approved.
	Barry Whitmarsh
Bill Earnshaw
Matthew Maule
Marion Raines

Simon Glynn



	3.
Decisions of the Strategic Director of Housing and Planning (Part 1)
(a)
AGMA Joint Waste Development Plan Document - Sustainability Appraisal and Appropriate Assessment
(b)
Implementation of Weight Restrictions on Phase 1 of Network Rail Owned Bridges

(c)
Demolition of St. Clements School

(d)
Disposal of a Piece of Land to St. Clements Church
	That the decision of the Strategic Director of Housing and Planning to (a) retrospectively approve the award of the tender bid by Scott Wilson, to undertake the Sustainability Appraisal of the Joint Waste Development Plan Document (JWDPD) on behalf of AGMA, (b) approve the work on the appropriate assessment of the JWDPD, also to be undertaken by Scott Wilson, (c) authorise the City Solicitor to prepare the contract award documentation, and (d) authorise the Corporate Procurement Team to inform Scott Wilson of their successful bid, be noted. 

That the decision of the Strategic Director of Housing and Planning to approve the implementation of weight restrictions on Phase 1 of the Network Rail owned bridges, at a target cost of £46,123.41, be noted.

That the decision of the Strategic Director of Housing and Planning with regard to the demolition of St. Clements School, be noted. 

That the decision of the Strategic Director of Housing and Planning with regard to the disposal of a piece of land to St. Clements Church, be noted.
	Carolyn Williams
Stuart Molyneux

David Evans

David Evans

	4.
Exclusion of the Public
	That under section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the public be excluded from the meeting for the following items of business, detailed in items 5 and 6 below, on the grounds that they involve the likely disclosure of exempt information, as specified in paragraph 3 of Schedule 12A to the Act.
	

	5.
Key Decisions (Part 2)
(a)
Disposal of Greenbank, 470 Bury New Road, Salford
(b)
Land at Bridgewater School, Worsley, Salford

(c)
Disposal of Orchard Mount, Chorlton Fold, Monton, Eccles

(d)
Stowell Spire Public House, Eccles New Road, Salford

(e)
Disposal of the Former Clifford Street Depot, Patricroft, Eccles, Housing and Planning Directorate

(f)
Land at Former Ascension School, Lower Broughton
	(i)
That the appropriation of the land and premises comprising the former Greenbank Children’s Home, 470 Bury New Road, Salford, for planning purposes, under section 237 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 be approved.
(ii)
That the disposal of Greenbank by way of auction, subject to a report to the Resource Planning Group supporting this recommendation, be approved.
(iii)
That the proposed reserve price and the guide price, as detailed in the report, be approved.

(iv)
That the City Solicitor be authorised to complete the disposal by way of a 250 year lease.

(i)
That the surrender of the current 25 year lease, held by Parents Association (Bridgewater) Limited, be approved.

(ii)
That the granting of a new 125 year lease and associated easement to Bridgewater School Limited, Worsley, Salford, for a premium and revised annual rental, on the terms and conditions provisionally agreed, be approved.

(iii)
That the City Solicitor be authorised to complete the legal formalities.

(i)
That the disposal of Orchard Mount, Chorlton Fold, Monton, Eccles, by way of auction, be approved.

(ii)
That the proposed guide price and reserve price, as detailed in the report, be approved.

(iii)
That the City Solicitor be authorised to complete the disposal by way of a 250 year lease.

(i)
That the modification of the restrictive covenant, to enable residential development of the property to be progressed, be approved.

(ii)
That the provisionally agreed consideration of the amount, as detailed in the report, in staged payments, plus overage, be approved.
(iii)
That the City Solicitor be authorised to complete the legal formalities.

(i)
That the disposal of the former Clifford Street Depot, Patricroft, Eccles, by way of auction, be approved.

(ii)
That the proposed guide price and reserve price, as detailed in the report, be approved.

(iii)
That the City Solicitor be authorised to complete the disposal, by way of a 250 year lease, with restrictive covenants attached to the sale, to restrict future use to comply with planning policy.

That the provisionally agreed consideration, as detailed in the report, arising from the Church of England Diocese’s disposal of the former Ascension School site, Lower Broughton, be approved.
	John Nugent

Katie Rowan

Barrie Simpson

Andrew Cartwright

Lynne Bennett

Andrew Cartwright

	6.
Lead Member Decision (Part 2)


Proposed Surestart Facility, Leicester Road, Salford 7
	(i)
That the proposed leasing arrangement be approved.

(ii)
That the City Solicitor be authorised to complete the necessary legal formalities.

(iii)
That it be noted that the respective leases would not be executed until such time as the financial and other necessary arrangements had been approved by the Lead Member for Children’s Services and the Lead Member for Customer and Support Services.
	Angela Martens



	7.
Swinton Residents’ Car Parking Scheme (Update)
	That it be noted that (a) the target date for enforcement of the parking restrictions was 15th September, 2007, (b) there would be one weeks grace during which warning notices would be issued, (c) there would be no exemptions for disabled users, as parking bays were provided, (d) clarification was sought with regard to disabled users, and it was indicated that discretion would be used, as disabled drivers would always be given a warning for the first offence, and (e) discussions were currently being held with regard to the final price for the former Police Station Car Park.
	Steven Lee
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APPENDIX

Amendments to the document

All Document
® Check and amend labels
® Include individual section policy references
® New Front cover including full title Supplementary Planning Document:Design

01 Introduction
e Change photo to higher Resolution (with shirt on)
¢ Include UDP/Core Strategy in the diagram of where the doc. Fits in.

02 National Guidance

03 Citywide principles
e Our Housing — Housing planning guidance not SPD
¢ Our skyline — make a reference to future tall buildings planning
guidance to follow.

04 Local Guidance

City Centre

o City Centre — Amend title page remove all Central Salford references
Change Greengate image

¢ Greengate — Remove Collier Street Baths image and replace

¢ Ordsall Riverside — Amend section
- annotate aerial view

East Salford
e Higher Broughton — Section showing infil here showing width, heights,
boundary treatments and trees.
* Charlestown Lower Kersal — Replace sketch with better quality and
annotate explaining what is good about the sketch.
¢ Pendleton — Annotate aerial view / insert labels
* Seedley & Langworthy — Awaiting permissions from Urban Splah
-Change page layout/ move pics about.
e Claremont Weaste — Change labels to Eccles New Road from Liverpool
Road

Landscape
e Add apostrophe to Salford’s Landscape

Salford West - re-order
¢ Irlam Cadishead — New images, annotate sketch
o Eccles- remove centre for unemployed on photo
o Ellesmere Park - swap map and image around

gy

o Walkden:Little Hulton — Housing sketches to be done and
annotate
e Boothstown & Ellenbrook ~ annotate parking sketch

05 Other Bits

Remove Index
Glossary — to do
Additional Reading to do.

David Percival’s comments: All these comments will be acted upon, where
the response differs to that requested the production teams response is in
italics.

¢ One thing that the Regulations are very clear on is that the title of the document must be
the name of the local planning authority and whether it is a DPD or SPD, and the subtitle
must be the subject matter and the date of adoption. Given we haven't adopted it yet, the
titte and subtitle must therefore be "Salford City Council Supplementary Planning
Document: Design" - this MUST appear on the cover of the document. You can have
"Shaping Salford" in much bigger font if you want, but that title must be there as well.
Same goes for the Trinity Bridge inside page which includes the titles of the document.

* The Regulations also state that an LDD must contain a reasoned justification to the
policies contained within it, and the RJ and policy must be clearly distinguishable. As
previously discussed, | don't think that this necessarily needs to be quite as rigid as it
appears in all of the other SPDs, with policy in coloured blocks, and an RJ subtitle for
each policy. However, | think that the document could usefully have a paragraph
somewhere explaining what is policy and what is RJ, e.g. in Section 3 the policy is the
"Key Issues” section on each page, and the rest of the text is the RJ; and in Section 4 the
policy is the "Design Guidance" section with the rest of the text being the RJ. This would
mean that no changes to the format of the document would be necessary.

* Contents page - | don't think this should have a chapter number (currently 01, but
Chapter 01 is next). It has the "Designing Salford Now" side bar, but | assume this should
now be "Shaping Salford".

e P.10 - the Design SPD will be supplementing the UDP, and so it is essential that the UDP
appears in this diagram. It should probably be "Saved UDP Policies" next to
"Development Plan Documents” under the "Local Development Framework" heading. It is
also important that there is a reference somewhere to the policies in the UDP that the
document is supplementing - obviously this will be ST8 and all of the policies in the
Design Chapter, but may also include others such as A2.

» P.11 - opening sentence - use of the word "must" seems a bit odd here, and | would have
thought "will" would be better. It would also be worth saying that this will be in conjunction
with the UDP, other SPDs, national guidance, etc, otherwise people may think that all
they need to do is read the Design SPD to pick up all of the relevant design policies for
the city.

» P.13 - title is grammatically incorrect, and | would have thought should just be "How do
we use Shaping Salford?" because the "Who" element is covered on the next page.

e P.13 - there are two references to CABE guidance, but CABE is not the only organisation
that has produced national guidance that is of importance, and indeed the first of the four
key documents you identify in the national guidance section is not a CABE document.

e P.15 - title should still be 01 rather than 02.

s P.15 (last bullet) - no apostrophe in "its"

P.17 (first line) - not keen on the term "Salford's local people" - although it is more wordy,
| think that "those with an interest in Salford, |nclud|ng residents and businesses"” would
be clearer. :
P.17 (what next) - "It can also be viewed on Salford's web site via the following link"
would sound better, and there is only one web link in the first bit of the comments section
so it should be singular rather than plural

P.20 (first sentence) - may be worth adding "and any successor documents". Peter
seemed quite confident that there wouldn't be any changes to these documents, but past
experience suggests that if something is working then the Government will reissue itin a
less effective form at the earliest opportunity!

P.20 (2nd para) - | think we need to be making clear that Design and Access Statements
should also be explaining how developments comply with local design policies, such as
the ones in this SPD, other SPDs and the UDP.

P.21 - | assume you will be addlng in an image of the cover of the Design SPD under
heading 4

Chapter 03 - | think that there are too many colours on the side bar here. | would just
stick to a single colour throughout this chapter otherwise the colours don't really aid
navigation as you flick through the document.

P.21 (last para) - not sure that "essential" is the correct word. Is it more "typical” or
"common” as other criteria may also be essential in individual circumstances.

P.26 - "Mariner's Canal"

P.27 - delete "regional strategic" before "high-speed” as it is repeated at the end of the
sentence.

P.27 (road user prioritisation bullets) - add "where practicable”, as it will not always be
appropriate or possible.

P.27 (2nd bullet of key issues) - rephrase as a question

P.29 - | think that this section misses what must be one of the key objectives, which is to
secure an integrated network of open spaces and greenery rather than just isolated
pockets.

P.29 (1st line) - "mossland"

P.29 (Vision paragraph) - comma after "open spaces"

P.29 (first italicised sentence) - add "e.g." at start of brackets, because s106 won't be the
only mechanism

P .29 (spaces should be safe) - "visually permeable” in the 3rd bullet. Security fences
won't be much use if they are permeable!

P.31 (1st para) - delete "side" between "canal" and "heritage”

P.31 (2nd para) - add "and public access" after "water borne transport”

P.31 (6th bullet) - there are quite a few references to "active uses” throughout the
document, and we need to be careful with this. We don't want A1-A5 uses in all of these
locations, and it wouldn't be feasible anyway. It is as much about entrances and
overlooking as it is about use, and simply using the term "active uses" without explaining
what it means in this context could create problems for us.

P.31 (last bullet) - "Flood Risk and Development Planning Guidance"

P.31 - not sure this fully covers the "dual aspect” issues you were talking about on Friday.
P.33 (2nd line) - delete "for" before "architecture”

P.33 (2nd para) - add "and others" after "CABE".

P.33 - 5th bullet doesn't have a bullet

P.35 (1st line) - it is the "Housing Planning Guidance" not an SPD

P.35 (last line before key issues) - this seems a bit odd here. Shouldn't it be in the
introduction as it applies to the whole document, and design policies in other documents.
P.35 (1st bullet) - should be in Our Buildings rather than here as it applies to all buildings
not just homes

P.35 (2nd bullet) - can probably be stronger than "discouraged”, e.g. "will not be
permitted".

P.35 (3rd and 4th bullets) - we discussed on Friday how these needed to be reworded.
P.35 (5th bullet) - may be worth adding "natural surveillance" after "ground floor activity”.
Bullets seem to go a bit awry in this section.

P.37 (design issues) - should this be titled "key issues" in the way it is in the other
subsections of chapter 37

P.37 - do we want to be encouraging tall buildings to be grouped together to avoid a
Beetham Tower situation?

P.39 - 3rd bullet doesn't seem to have a bullet

P.40-41 - "Hazelhurst" is misspelt.

P.41 - subtitle is "Salford Quays" rather than "The Quays"

P.41 - | was a bit confused by the positioning of the Our Green Landscape section.

P.41 - spelling of "Irlams o' th' Height" seems to vary through the document.

The character sections of this local guidance can be a bit confusing, as it is not always
clear what is existing character that is being protected and what is new character that is
being developed. This could create problems of interpreting the SPD. [Answer: ensure
all character areas say existing/emerging and tenses are correct]

P.42 - where has the Greengate image come from? | think that this could cause major
problems for us as we have previously advised GMPTE that we would not accept a
building in that location on the former bus station site as it would block views of
Manchester Cathedral. Can you find another image.

P.44 - the University seems to be on Crescent Meadows!

P.45 -1 am a bit concerned about the use of the phrase "City Centre". The UDP uses the
term "Regional Centre"”, and identifies the area within the Inner Relief Road as forming
part of Manchester City Centre. Indeed, the Design SPD calls it the Regional Centre in
some places. | would prefer to use consistent terminology otherwise people will be
confused as to what is being referred to. [All references to be changed to City Centre
in line with aspirations from the URC]

P.45 - "The old Roman road" sentence doesn't read correctly - probably a word missing
somewhere.

P.45 - (village character paragraph) - | understand what the last sentence of this para is
trying to say, but I don't think the inland port is now known as Salford Quays - it is more
about the inland port now itself having undergone redevelopment becoming Salford
Quays.

P.45 (last para) - it is a truism that historic buildings are from earlier times.

P.45 - riverside links goes beyond Ordsall into Salford Quays.

P.46 - | don't think Chapel Street is an accurate description of this area as it does not
include the whole of Chapel Street and also includes the Crescent - maybe West Chapel
Street/Crescent would be better if not quite as snappy. [ Document will carry on using
Chapel Street as this title came through from consultation]

P.46 (2nd sentence) - delete comma after "historic assets”

P.46 (9th bullet of character) - "Buildings mainly positioned ..." - e.g. Crescent terrace is
not back of pavement ,

P.46 (last bullet) - refer to Crescent/Chapel Street rather than A6 (not mentioned A6
anywhere else)

P.46 (1st bullet of design guidance) - needs rewording a bit, e.g. "... heights and scales,
and will seek to re-use and adapt buildings of interest ..." - there are quite a lot of
buildings that will be demolished, but this bullet word work against this and therefore
could compromise the successful redevelopment of the area.

P .46 (4th bullet) - should this refer to open spaces as well. Do we want to mention any of
the key views, e.g. of St. Philip's, the Cathedral, across Crescent Meadows, etc

P.46 (5th bullet) - "a network" not "and network". Don't we want to encourage open
spaces as well, otherwise we may just get all buildings with green roofs and no open
spaces at street level.

P.47 (top left) - this is-actually on Crescent/Oldfield Road rather than Chapel Street
P.48 (1st line) - concerned at the narrow focus of a "cafe bar culture" - don't we want to
be a bit wider than that talking about a vibrant neighbourhood with local facilities and
street level activity.

P.48 (4th bullet of character) - is use of the word "locals" appropriate here?

P.48 (6th bullet of guidance) - should it be "pedestrian entrances" specifically, otherwise it
could give the impression that vehicular entrances should be from the main public spaces
P.48 (7th bullet) - "scheme's design"

P .48 (8th bullet) - again, need to be encouraging ground level open space as well as
innovative open spaces

P.48 (last bullet) - "complement” rather than "compliment” - mistake repeated throughout
much of the document

P.50 (1st para) - don't like use of the phrase "former employment area". It is still an
employment area and its gradual and co-ordinated redevelopment for a mix of uses will
continue to ensure that it performs an important employment function, but office-based
rather than warehouse/industrial.

P.50 (2nd para) - "complement"

P.50 (3rd bullet) - "Metrolink" is one word (repeated elsewhere)

P.50 (4th bullet) - odd that this is the only reference to Irwell City Park, but it runs through
other areas

P.50 (2nd bullet of guidance) - | would have thought that pedestrians were at least as
high a priority as cyclists

P.50 (3rd bullet) - do we want to be a bit more explicit about creating an open space
between the hall and the river? (or could mention in last bullet)

P.50 (5th and 6th bullets) - comes across a bit negative in relation to crime. These bullets
could be usefully merged.

P.50 (7th bullet) - this could be a bit confusing as the entire area is likely to be
redeveloped, so people may be confused as how public spaces can reflect that existing
industrial character

P.52 (5th bullet) - worth mentioning the high quality landscaping of the walkway

P.52 (1st bullet of guidance) - add "and open spaces" at end

P.52 (2nd bullet) - two sentences are repetitive and could be condensed

P.52 (6th bullet) - delete "developing” - some of those spaces already exist, and so
deleting that word would mean the bullet would also encourage the redevelopment of
those unattractive spaces

P.52 (7th bullet) - should last word be "surroundings'?

P.52 (8th bullet) - last sentence doesn't scan correctly.

P.53 - | think that here and with many of the other pictures we need to be clear where
things are "proposed" and "artist's impressions" for the avoidance of doubt.

P.55 - "Seedley and Langworthy"

P.56 - Kersal Dale is on the wrong side of the river, and | can't work out why the NV
buildings seem to be in the north of the city! Shopping city is on the wrong side of the A6.
P.57 - side bar is incorrect :

P.57 (4th line) - "primarily" rather than "solely” - Ordsali Hall is still in Ordsall so it has
retained some of its history!

P.57 (3rd para, last sentence) - start with "Located" rather than "Placed". May also be
worth referring to providing a mix of dwelling types in this sentence.

P.57 (last para) - "family in East Salford".

P.58 - the title should probably refer to "Broughton Park" as well.

P.58 (1st para) - | didn't realise so many famous architects had worked in Higher
Broughton - do you have details of which buildings they designed as | would be
interested. "the biggest United Reform Church". Church is misspelt in last sentence.
P.58 (3rd para) - "first" zoological gardens - in Salford? in England? in the world? Is the
last sentence a hit too negative, potentially creating concern about future collapses?
P.58 (3rd bullet of guidance) - | assume we want to retain as well as erect these features
P.58 (4th bullet) - needs rewording as it is unclear at the moment (new development
shaping newer development - | assume you mean that new development should
complement the emerging character being created by high quality recent developments)
P.58 - does there need to be something about the demands of the Jewish community?
The Eccles section has a reference to extended families, but the issue is much bigger in
this part of the city.

P.59 (top right) - this is a very retro design for a "new" development!

P.60 (2nd line) - use of the word "Pathfinder" could be confusing in relation to the HMR
Pathfinder area, of which Lower Broughton is only a small part in Salford

P.60 (3rd line) - use of the word "region” is odd. This paragraph seems to end abruptly -
residential what?

P.60 (2nd main para) - delete "large" before "regeneration projects” as "largest” also
appears here. Add "by" before "a full range".

P.60 (1st bullet of character) - the whole area lies within the Pathfinder area. Odd that the
Pathfinder is only referred to in relation to this area.

P.60 (4th and 5th bullets) - this could be a bit confusing as these do not relate to the
existing character, but this is not clear.

P.62 (3rd para) - "famous well known" is a truism.

P.62 (2nd bit of 4th para and 5th para) - these seem to be policy rather than description
and so should be in the design guidance section.

P.62 (character) - surely there needs to be a big emphasis on the contribution of open
spaces to the area's character

P62 (1st bullet of guidance) - what does "to be of a scale” mean?

P.62 - all of the design guidance relates to Charlestown. Is there nothing to say about
Lower Kersal? 7

P.63 - all are artist's impressions. Is there nothing that is existing that could be included?
Top left picture should refer to "Kersal" with one |.

- P.64 (1st para) - reference to "virtually all* sounds like there are only a couple of houses

left - "large majority" may be more accurate, as the Barracks estate retains quite a few
terraced dwellings.

P.64 (3rd bullet of character) - "Lads™ not "Lad's"

P.64 (7th bullet of guidance) - there are still quite a few examples like this of guidance
that probably applies equally to all other areas, and it is unclear why this area is being
singled out.

P.66 (7th bullet of character) - emerging rather than existing!

P.66 (8th bullet) - not a "character” issue.

P.66 (3rd bullet of guidance) - delete "must form" as it is duplicated

P.67 - again all artist's impressions.

P.68 - not keen on the phrase "and that certainly is optimism in action”

P.68 (1st bullet of character) - bit vague. Assume it refers to Langworthy Road
specifically.

P.70 - intro is a bit on the brief side compared to other areas

P.71 - Liverpool Street rather than Liverpool Road

P.74 - are you sure about the 60% stat? | thought that included a lot of urban open space
and not just the countryside

P.74 - the guidance seems a bit confused. | think it either needs a lot more thought or
excluding. [Amendments will be made to the landscape character section]

P.76 - picture 4 looks like Ellesmere Park rather than Monton Green

P.78 - motorways are mislabelled. Roe Green is on the wrong side of the motorway. The
M602 doesn't seem to exist. Why is there a helicopter in the middle of Chat Moss?
P.79 - side bar again.

P.79 (1st para) - Irlams o' th' Height does not border Manchester

P.79 (2nd para) - "was" not "were" in 1st line

P.79 (4th para) - delete "the" before Salford West

P.79 (last para) - why 20287 This also suggests that Salford is not currently a place
where people want to live.

P.80 (intro) - quite brief again

P.80 (5th bullet of character) - "Northbank" is one word

P.80 (1st bullet of guidance) - extremely concerned about reference to "countryside
living" - this sounds like development in the Green Belt, which would not be permitted.
P.80 (4th bullet) - don't think Chat Moss could really be described as amenity space.
P.80 (last bullet) - "save space”

P.81 - where is the bottom picture of?

P.82 - brief intro again.

P.82 (4th bullet of character) - is this really something we want to be highlighting?
P.84 - last two bullets of character are the same

P.84 (3rd bullet of guidance) - "active" frontage issue again

P.84 (4th bullet) - "principal”

P.84 (last bullet) - delete "a" before "small neighbourhood”

P.86 (last bullet) - "discouraged” rather than "not encouraged"

P.88 - surely the intro needs to mention the area's history, and its pivotal role in the
industrial revolution, e.g. starting point for the Bridgewater Canal

P.88 (character) - mention the canal, Worsley Delph, and perhaps also Old Warke Dam
P.90 - intro is limited again

P.90 (4th bullet of character) - the area is also characterised by some heavy industry at
present. | am not happy with anything that suggests that employment uses should be
limited to light industry.

P.90 (2nd and 4th bullets of guidance) - should be merged

P.90 (7th bullet) - not happy with this. Please delete as it is covered sufficiently in the
Housing Planning Guidance, and it is overly simplistic. [Bullet point completely deleted
from document) \

P.92 (1st builet of character) - are you sure the civic centre is listed?

P.92 (2nd bullet) - "St. Peter's" ‘

P.92 (2nd bullet of guidance) - "complement"

P.93 (bottom left) - "St. Anne's"

P.94 (1st bullet of character) - should this refer specifically to Boothstown?

P.94 (last bullet of character) - is this really a positive aspect of the area's character that
other development should duplicate/respect? .

P.94 (2nd bullet of guidance) - "not normally be permitted” - it may be the only design
solution for a lot of infill sites.

P.94 (4th bullet) - "complement”

P.95 (bottom left) - "Miner's Rescue”

P.96 - same problem with image used for Glossary as with Greengate





