GONW Comments on Draft Revisions to Salford LDS 2006/7 to 2008/9 
1. More is needed in paragraph 1.2.2 to explain the scope of the new spatial planning system. See PPS12 paragraphs 1.8 to 1.11, Creating LDFs paragraph 2.3 and the POS Guide to Policies for Spatial Plans especially paragraphs 1.1 to 1.4. 

2. The Glossary in Table 1 should include AAPs.

3. Paragraph 2.1.3 says that the ‘saved’ plan will form part of the LDF. This is not correct. The UDP policies can be saved for 3 years from adoption but they are not part of the LDF. It is not necessary in paragraph 2.1.3 to set out the process for reviewing the UDP.

4. The reference in paragraph 2.2.2 to the Proposals Map should also not say that the UDP Proposals Map will form part of the LDF.

5. There is concern about the commencement of the Core Strategy being delayed by 12 months until September 2006. The reasons given for this delay are that initial consultation on the Core Strategy is due to commence in January/February 2006 but that this would coincide with the publication of the Council’s response to the UDP Inspector’s Report and the proposed modifications. It is therefore proposed to delay the commencement of the Core Strategy until September 2006 so that the modifications process can be completed and the UDP adopted. An additional reason is stated to be to allow the initial consultation phase of the Core Strategy to be informed by the Draft RSS to be published in March 2006. Whilst the delay to the UDP provides a reasonable reason for delaying work on the Core Strategy, a delay in commencement until September 2006 seems to be excessive. There is no reason to wait until the adoption of the UDP before commencing work on the Core Strategy. The draft RSS has been approved by the NWRA and is publicly available even though the consultation draft has not yet been published. There would seem to be no reason why the work on the Core Strategy could not commence in March 2006 following the consultation period on the UDP modifications as the initial work on issues and options should not compromise the adoption of the UDP. As indicated above, it can be informed by the draft of RSS that is now available.  
6. As the draft revised LDS indicates, the UDP Inspector recommended that additional AAPs be brought forward to support regeneration. The relevant Inspector’s findings regarding LDDs would seem to be:
Pages 81-2
Need for the LDS to provide guidance for mixed-use

                     areas, preferably by AAPs.

Page 107
Priority should be given to the Lower Broughton AAP

Pages 143-4
The Council needs to develop a housing phasing policy.

Page 152
The Council needs to bring forward its housing market document, including guidance on affordable housing.

Pages 156-8
Need to include guidance on affordable housing in a DPD or SPD, also need a policy for special needs housing.

Pages 430-1
An SPD should be produced to carry forward the urban open space strategy.

7. Apart for mentioning the intention to bring forward the Lower Broughton AAP in a future review of the LDS, the draft revised LDS does not identify which other LDDs recommended by the Inspector will be brought forward. It would be preferable for all of these LDDs to be identified and included in the revised LDS, prioritised and programmed according to the Council’s capacity to prepare them. It is noted that the scope of the Housing SPD has increased but it is not clear  from the SPD Profile whether it is intended to pick up all of the Inspector’s recommendations regarding housing LDDs.
8. The Saved Plan is included at paragraph 3.2 under the heading ‘Salford Local Development Framework’. As indicated above, the saved plan is not part of the LDF. 

9. Similarly the SPGs listed in paragraph 3.3.1 are not part of the LDF.

10. Paragraph 3.3.2 says that SPGs will continue to be used as ‘material considerations’ in the determination of planning applications. It needs to be made clear which saved plan policies the SPGs are linked to. As you will know, the saved plan policies only have a life of 3 years from adoption. 

11. It is necessary to expand on the second sentence of paragraph 3.3.3 to explain why some SPGs are not being revised as SPDs. 
12. Paragraph 3.5.8 should not refer to SPGs being converted to SPDs as SPDs will need to be prepared in line with the new process provided by the 2004 Act.

13. The section of the AMR in 3.6 should set out the main findings of the AMR in terms of implications for the LDS.

14. The Core Strategy Profile should not refer to RPG. Also there is no longer a requirement to produce an initial SA report.  

15. The Pendleton AAP Profile also refers to the preparation of the initial SA report which is not needed.

16. The SPD Profiles refers to the SPDs being adopted by Full Council. This is not required as the Council’s Executive can approve SPD. 

17. Appendix 1 Schedule of Saved Policies refers in the comments box, in relation to Policy E1, to the question of the Core Strategy being able to designate sites. The Core Strategy should not in fact be site specific and should not therefore designate sites.  
