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Please note . Between the time this report was written and the Record of Decision agreed it was noted that the reference in the report to the source of funding for the framework being the English Cities Fund was incorrect . The source of funding was the Central Salford Urban Regeneration Company as was made clear in the Record of Decision


REPORT OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF SUSTAINABLE REGENERATION

TO THE LEAD MEMBER FOR PLANNING 

FOR BRIEFING ON 3rd February 2009
FOR DECISION ON 3rd February 2009
TITLE: Salford Central Development Framework: Representations and Proposed Changes to the Development Framework
RECOMMENDATIONS:  

That Lead Member for Planning approves the proposed changes to the Development Framework in response to representations made in the Consultation Process carried out in the Summer of 2008
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:A draft Development Framework for the regeneration of Salford Central was prepared in May 2008 and presented for consultation between 13th May and 3rd June 2008. The purpose of this report is to provide a detailed record of the feedback from this consultation and indicate how this will influence the final document which is due to be completed in Spring 2009.
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS: Salford Central Development Framework Consultation Draft May 2008
ASSESSMENT OF RISK: Low
SOURCE OF FUNDING: English Cities Fund have funded preparation of the Development Framework
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS:  
Contact Officer and Extension No:
Richard Lester ext 2129
Date Consulted: 14th January 2009
Comments: No legal implications
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Contact Officer and Extension No: Stephen Bayley   2584
Date Consulted: 20th Jan 2009
Comments: The costs associated with the production of the Development Framework have been funded by the English Cities Fund.
COMMUNICATION IMPLICATIONS N/A
VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS: Preparation of the Framework has been funded by English Cities Fund. However the City Council has been able to be influence its form and contents and it has been based on the Salford Central Planning Guidance and statutory policy documents. In furthering Council policy and aims at a low cost to the Council it represents good value for money.
CLIENT IMPLICATIONS:N/A
PROPERTY: The Framework covers land, much of which is in Council ownership. Any land acquired through any Compulsory Purchase Order will pass, in the first instance into the control of Salford City Council. Urban Vision is acting as the agent for the Council / URC and has been consulted on the Development Framework.

HUMAN RESOURCES:N/A 
CONTACT OFFICER: 
 David Greenfield  Extension No:3264
WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S): Ordsall and Irwell Riverside
KEY COUNCIL POLICIES: 
Responses to Salford Central Planning Guidance March 2008

DETAILS:

	1.0
	Background

	
	

	1.1
	The statutory development plan for the area comprises the Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West and the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan 2004 – 2016. Salford City Council consulted on planning guidance for the Salford Central area in November 2007 and adopted the Guidance in March 2008. This Planning Guidance lies clearly within the context of the statutory development plan, local development documents and other Supplementary Planning Documents This planning guidance is intended to complement rather than duplicate these local development documents and national and regional planning policy. A key emphasis of the Planning Guidance is the need for a comprehensive approach through a Development Framework. Development proposals for individual sites will show, by reference to the Development Framework, how they would form part of a series of coordinated and connected mixed use developments across the whole of Salford Central (Policies SC1 and SC2). The Development Framework will form the basis for an Outline Planning Application to be submitted in Summer 2009 by English Cities Fund.

	
	

	1.2
	Consultants Urban Initiatives were commissioned to support the preparation of a Development Framework and a project team of officers from the City Council, the Central Salford Urban Regeneration Company, Urban Vision and the developer partners, English Cities Fund was established to manage the project. An initial stakeholder workshop was held on 8th February 2008 to establish the principles that would inform the development of the Framework. A Consultation Draft of the Framework was subject to public consultation between 13th May and 3rd June 2008. An extensive programme of consultation was held as detailed in Annex 2. Further consultation with residents is being led by Salix Homes on the future of the Islington Estate in the centre of the area.

	
	

	2.0
	Details

	
	

	2.1
	Around 350 individuals attended events. Twenty formal representations were made with around 50 detailed comments plus other observations and expressions of support. A summary of the key issues raised are as follows:

· Support for the plans but concern over deliverability

· The need to create a separate identity for Salford

· Concern regarding the number of apartments proposed and the demand for those apartments;

· The need for affordable housing;

· The future of the Magistrates Court and Bexley Square

· The viability of retail units on Chapel Street

· Keeping Green Space next to St Phillips Church

A total of 35 amendments have been made as a result of these. Most amendments were minor for the purposes of improving the clarity of the plans Key comments which have resulted in changes to the framework are as follows:

· Reference to increased rail services through Central Salford Station together with potential improvements to the station (following representations from GMPTE and NWDA).

· The possibility of a bus interchange on Gore Street (following representations from GMPTE).

· Clarification of the links between the UDP, Salford Central Planning Guidance and the Development Framework following representation by the GMPTE

· Strengthen reference to the need for a varied design approaches and facade treatment of blocks to create a varied streetscape

· Create active frontage to the River Irwell in the Adelphi Street blocks

The full schedule of representations which have resulted in changes is attached  as Annex 1

	
	

	2.2
	Generally the majority of feedback was very positive particularly from local residents and businesses. The main issue was the need to make an early start on the ground.

	
	

	3.0
	Conclusion

	
	

	3.1
	The consultation process has produced general support for proposals in the draft Development Framework. However the consultation exercise has resulted in changes being made to the document to reflect the views expressed and improve its functionality. 

	
	

	3.2
	The final version of the Development Framework should be completed in March and submitted for adoption by May 2009


Paul Walker 
Strategic Director for Sustainable Regeneration

Annexe One  
Representations which have resulted in Amendments to the Draft Development Framework
	Ref
	Organisation
	Representation
	Recommendation
	Proposed Changes

	7
	British Waterways
	Following the Salford Central Development Framework 2nd Stakeholder Workshop on Tuesday 13th May, please find attached plans indicating the pedestrian routes available around the Manchester Bolton & Bury Canal at the Middlewood Site. Unfortunately there is no pedestrian or cycle route available under the railway tunnel at Oldfield Road. This is due to the historical nature of the canal. Originally there was no towing path along this section and as such, the tunnel was built too narrow to accommodate both boats and pedestrians. I have also suggested an alternative route for the cycleway as the railway line at this point is significantly higher than the canal and an over-bridge may be costly.


	ACCEPTED


	Amend all plans within document where pedestrian / cycle routes are shown passing alongside the Canal under the rail line at Oldfield Road.

	9
	Campaign for Real Ale
	Going through the Development Framework and looking at each public house individually the impact of the proposals appear to be as follows, starting with those currently open, numbers 1) to 4):

1) Old Pint Pot – Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage, Figure 10 shows this as a future development block and Figure 12 shows this as a future 3-4 storey development which is not the case at the current time.  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise.

2) New Oxford – Figure 2 shows this as a locally listed building, Figure 9 shows maintaining the existing frontage, Figure 10 shows it an existing development and Figure 16 shows the current public space, (Bexley Square) which is currently partly used by this establishment to provide a continental café type outdoor drinking area, will be maintained.  This appears to indicate that the New Oxford will maintain its current status.

3) Egerton – Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage, Figure 10 shows this as a future development block and Figure 12 shows this as a future 6+1 to 7+1 storey development which is not the case at the current time.  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise.

4) Mark Addy – Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage, Figure 10 shows this as a future development block and Figure 12 shows this as a future 3-4 storey development which is not the case at the current time.  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise.

5) Jollies (closed) – Figure 2 shows this as a locally listed building however Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage, Figure 10 shows this as a future development block, Figure 11 shows this as a residential area and Figure 12 shows this as a future 4+1 to 5+1 storey development which is not the case at the current time.  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise; the local listing suggests the building should be carefully considered but Figures 9, 10, 11 & 12 appear to contradict this.

6) Dock and Pulpit (closed) – Figure 2 shows this as a locally listed building and Figure 10 shows this as an existing development; however Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage and Figure 12 shows this as a future 3-4 storey development, which is not the case at the current time.  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise; the local listing suggests the building should be carefully considered but Figures 9 & 12 appear to contradict this.

7) Peel Park (closed) – Figure 2 may show this as a locally listed building and Figure 10 may show this as an existing development, although these may just refer to the former ‘Manchester & Salford Savings Bank’: however Figure 9 shows both buildings as a proposed frontage, Figure 11 shows this as a residential area and Figure 12 shows this as a future 3-4 storey development which is not the case at the current time.  This appears to indicate no future for either building in their current guise; the possible local listing suggests the building should be carefully considered but Figures 9, 11 & 12 appear to contradict this.

8) Bell Tower (closed) – Figure 2 shows this as a building that makes a positive contribution and Figure 10 shows this as an existing development; however Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage, Figure 11 shows this as a residential area and Figure 12 shows this as a future 3-4 storey development which is not the case at the current time.  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise; this is a building that makes a positive contribution and should be carefully considered but Figures 9, 11 & 12 appear to contradict this.

9) Ye Olde Nelson (closed and fire damaged) – Figure 2 shows this as a locally listed building and Figure 10 shows this as an existing development: however Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage, Figure 11 shows this as a residential area and Figure 12 shows this as a future 4+1 to 5+1 storey development.  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise; the local listing suggests the building should be carefully considered but Figures 9, 11 & 12 appear to contradict this.   

10) Church (closed) – Figure 2 shows this as a building that make a positive contribution, Figure 9 as an existing frontage, Figure 10 as an existing development and Figure 11 as an institutional building.  This appears to indicate that the Church will maintain its current status.?

11) Albert Vaults (closed) – Figure 5 shows this as a vacant site, Figure 9 shows this as a proposed frontage, Figure 10 shows this as a future development block area and Figure 12 shows this as a future 6+1 to 7+1 storey development,  This appears to indicate no future in its current guise.

12) Former Brown Bull (change of use) – Figure 16 shows this as a public space which suggests demolition.


	NOTED

The Development Framework identifies development blocks and does not seek to identify the future of individual buildings within these. The future of individual buildings within development blocks will need to be considered on a site-by-site basis as development schemes are brought forward. 

Critically, this does not imply that these buildings will not be retained. It reflects that it is not appropriate for the Development Framework to determine the future of individual buildings within development blocks, recognising that the future of these buildings will need to be considered on a site-by-site basis as development schemes are brought forward. 

It is recognised that a number of the pubs within the area make a positive contribution to the streetscape and historic fabric of the area. It is also recognised that retaining pubs as a use within the area will be integral to the creation of a vibrant mixed use area. 
Objective 5 of the Development Framework specifically relates to the provision of a range of facilities including local shops, bars and leisure opportunities that will bring vibrancy and life to the area ensuring that it is a destination of choice within the region. Retaining pub uses within the area will be an important part of this.

 
	It is recognised that Figure 9 is misleading in making the distinction between existing frontage and proposed frontage, in that it could be interpreted as implying which buildings will be retained and which demolished. This will be amended for clarity to remove the distinction between existing and proposed frontage, and identify simply key frontage

Figure 9 to be amended to remove the distinction between existing and proposed frontage, and identify simply key frontage.

It is recognised that Figure 10 is misleading in this regard where it appears to identify individual buildings for retention. This will be amended for clarity to remove identification of individual buildings within development blocks. 

Figure 10 to be amended for clarity, to remove identification of individual buildings within development blocks.

	10
	Campaign for Real Ale
	The above interpretation of the Development Framework suggests that only 2 out of 12 public houses will remain and one of those has recently suffered fire damage.  This seems a rather drastic loss of purpose built facilities which could serve a revitalised Salford Central well.  While appreciating that the area may not be able to support all the public houses listed above we do believe that a larger percentage should be retained than appears to be the current aspiration.


	NOTED

Figures 9 and 10 to be amended as identified 


	The Development Framework identifies development blocks and does not seek to identify the future of individual buildings within these. The future of individual buildings within development blocks will need to be considered on a site-by-site basis as development schemes are brought forward.

Figure 9 to be amended to remove the distinction between existing and proposed frontage, and identify simply key frontage.

Figure 10 to be amended for clarity, to remove identification of individual buildings within development blocks.

	19
	Canon Hussey Association of Residents and Tenants
	There already appears to be evidence of this commercial pressure on page 57 which deals with the skyline, where the Arthur Millwood and Canon Hussey towers are shown on the key as an existing development - opportunity for taller building. 

	NOTED


	Figure 12 is misleading where in identifying Canon Hussey and Arthur Millwood Court in red it appears to identify them as ‘Opportunity for taller building’. The key states that heights of existing development are indicated in a lighter tone, and the tower blocks are shown in this lighter tone. The intention of the plan was therefore to show the tower blocks as existing buildings taller than 8-10 storeys (as per the Civil Justice Centre, Manchester). However it is agreed that this is not clear from the plan, and Figure 12 will be amended for clarity.

Figure 12 to be amended for clarity, given potential for misinterpretation in relation to distinction between existing development and proposed development.

	25
	English Heritage
	For example, buildings of local interest (and those making a positive contribution to the area) which are South of Chapel Street, are excluded from the Historic Core Character Area (Figure 4) and the Adelphi and Bexley Square Conservation Area. This means that they appear to enjoy less chance of preservation than those North of Chapel Street. The desired outcome appears to be that a new Character Area, ‘New Chapel Street’ should be formed as a central public realm. 
We believe that some of the extant buildings South of Chapel Street could make a significant contribution to the character and urban grain of New Chapel Street, providing much-needed visual cohesion between the North and South sides of the street. We would prefer to see the emphasis shifted onto understanding and preserving the best of the existing historic environment.


	NOTED

Notwithstanding this, it is recognised that a number of buildings to the south side of Chapel Street are locally listed or identified as making a positive contribution to the streetscape and historic fabric. In this context it is recognised that the retention of buildings to the south of Chapel Street can play an important role in retaining the distinctive streetscape and make a positive contribution. 

The Development Framework identifies development blocks and does not seek to identify the future of individual buildings within these. The future of individual buildings within development blocks will need to be considered on a site-by-site basis as development schemes are brought forward. 


	It is recognised that Figure 10 is misleading in this regard where it appears to identify individual buildings for retention. This will be amended for clarity to remove identification of individual buildings within development blocks. 

Figure 10 to be amended for clarity, to remove identification of individual buildings within development blocks.

	38
	GM Archaeological Unit
	There is an opportunity to apply the same archaeological procedures to the regeneration of this area as for the Irwell City Park scheme. There will be archaeological recording interest below and above ground and some of this could be expressed through information boards and surface treatment in public realm to portray the history / archaeology of the area.


	ACCEPTED

Policy SC9 of the Salford Central Planning Guidance provides the basis for requiring that development proposals must be supported by proposals to secure the implementation of a programme of archaeological investigations.


	Strengthen Section 4.7 of the Development Framework to make greater reference to encouraging the introduction of information boards and surface treatment in public realm to reflect the archaeological / historical development of this area.

	42
	GMPTE
	P26 – Our understanding is that the calming of Chapel St is to continue beyond Quay St to Blackfriars Street – this is not shown on Figure 7. Please can you clarify this?


	ACCEPTED

The proposed calming of Chapel Street / The Crescent would extend eastwards beyond the corridor identified on Figure 7. 

   
	Amend Figure 7 to simply reflect existing transport infrastructure given that it lies within Section 2 – Site Context and Analysis. 

Introduce an additional plan in Section 4.6 – Movement and Parking to identify proposed transport infrastructure and improvements.



	46
	GMPTE
	P33 – In Figure 8 there seems to be a contradiction in use of the land to the south of Salford central station with other figures in the document. In Fig 8 and 9 the area is shown as public realm whereas in 10,11 and 12 it shows it is to be built upon and used as a prime site for a tall commercial building.


	ACCEPTED

This is an error in the draft document. Figure 8 will be amended for consistency.
	Amend Figure 8 for consistency with other plans through removing identification of public space to south of Salford Central Station.

	47
	GMPTE
	P39 – In the text about Salford Central Station and Corporate Centre there is no reference to the railway station development and improvements. This is a key issue.


	ACCEPTED


	Include additional bullet point within Salford Central Station and Corporate Centre (p39) to refer to improvements to Salford Central Station in terms of enhancing its hub role within the Regional Centre through increased rail services and physical infrastructure improvements. 



	48
	GMPTE
	P62 – we would also like to see reference to proposals for new conventional bus facilities in the vicinity of Salford Central and also improved bus linkage to Salford Crescent station


	ACCEPTED

It is recognised that there may be land requirements within the area to deliver such a facility.
	Include reference to proposals for conventional bus facilities within the vicinity of Salford Central Station within Section 4.6 – Movement and Parking. 



	49
	GMPTE
	P66 – Section 4.6.4 – reference should be made to better links to bus services and integration of all modes


	ACCEPTED

It is recognised that there may be land requirements within the area to deliver such a facility.
	Include additional bullet point in 4.6.4 - Salford Central Station to refer to enhances links to bus services and integration of all modes.

  

	50
	GMPTE
	In general terms GMPTE feels that the document could be strengthened in terms of public transport, as its role will be integral to the delivery of wholescale regeneration of this area.


	NOTED


	Strengthen Section 4.6 with regard to public transport. This will include an additional plan showing proposed transport initiatives across the area and associated text, and will respond to the strengthened baseline context in Section 2 relating to existing public transport routes and identified gap areas.



	52
	GM Chamber of Commerce
	Proposals for the Adelphi area are the weakest part of the Framework and show poor understanding of urban design.  Whilst the framework identifies a clear need to provide an attractive public realm and access links to the River Irwell, the subsequent plans seem to indicate that building blocks should back onto and therefore conceal the river rather than face onto it and provide an active frontage.  Due to the Adelphi area’s location next to the Meadows, any development of the site would be highly visible, particularly from the A6 and therefore should be of the highest quality and maximise the value and potential of the site by facing out to the open space.  There, therefore, needs to be much clearer guidance for this area in order to promote a high quality, highly visible and well-used location, which the present framework will not provide.


	NOT ACCEPTED

The proposals for the Adelphi Riverside have been developed in response to the extant planning consents for the sites to the west of Adelphi Street, and the site to the rear of the former Adelphi Royal Hospital building. These proposals establish the principle of residential development over commercial uses at ground floor level, enclosure of the street space and development arranged to maximize views to the west towards the river and The Meadows. These principles are carried through in the Urban Structure Plan (Figure 9) and Indicative Masterplan (Figure 10). Figure 9 also indicates a desire to provide views through the new development toward the river and this is reinforced with connections identified in Figure 10. 

This arrangement of buildings allows the majority of residential properties to benefit from a riverside view and provide overlooking of the riverside.

The proposed height of development is set out in Figure 12. Whilst the predominant height through the area is 6 to 7 stories taller buildings are identified to mark the proposed road bridge crossing to Lower Broughton. 


	Text to bullet 4 in the Adelphi Riverside height and massing principles on page 54 to be amended to read:

Typical heights of 6-7 storeys with the possibility of an additional setback storey along Adelphi Street, and with the opportunity for additional variation of up to two storeys (up or down) along the riverside, in order to create a more dynamic built form when viewed from a distance.



	55
	GM Chamber of Commerce
	Salford Central contains several buildings of high architectural merit, which could be utilised and incorporated into the regeneration of the area to provide an attractive and distinctive area, vital for winning over investment from other emerging parts of the City.  The historical context of the area is clearly indicated in figure 2, however later diagrams, including the masterplan appear to neglect some of these buildings, particularly the redundant but landmark factory to the East of the Chapel Street South Area.


	NOTED

The Development Framework identifies development blocks and does not seek to identify the future of individual buildings within these. The future of individual buildings within development blocks will need to be considered on a site-by-site basis as development schemes are brought forward. 

Critically, this does not imply that these buildings will not be retained. It reflects that it is not appropriate for the Development Framework to determine the future of individual buildings within development blocks, recognising that the future of these buildings will need to be considered on a site-by-site basis as development schemes are brought forward. 


	It is recognised that Figure 10 is misleading in this regard where it appears to identify individual buildings for retention. This will be amended for clarity to remove identification of individual buildings within development blocks. 

Figure 10 to be amended for clarity, to remove identification of individual buildings within development blocks.

	66
	ITV Granada
	There is potential for conflict to arise, with pedestrian, cycle and vehicular routes overlapping in several places. For example on the Middlewood site a minor road overlaps with a pedestrian route effectively dissecting the site. It is considered that pedestrian movement through a site such as this is acceptable; however there is no need for a road (even a minor one) to run through the site, especially considering the high footfall levels which could be expected alongside the newly created canal basin. 


	NOT ACCEPTED

A connected network of streets is promoted through Middlewood and this will help to animate the area. Some vehicular movement is welcomed as it provides activity and can improve perceptions of safety through passive surveillance. Vehicular routes along the canalside would be designed for low traffic speeds and could be shared surface. 

	Add reference in Section 4.6 regarding the character of streets within Middlewood. 

	77
	Local resident

(Peter Martin)
	The draft framework appears to undo some of these key attractions:

 

It proposes residential development on the popular and well used green spaces to the east of St Phillip’s and the reinstatement of a road all around the church. I think that the regeneration would be more successful if it played to the strengths of the area. It would be improved by retaining some of this green space – whilst other public parks in the area languish this area is already popular. The passage from Bexley Square which passes to the rear of the cathedral can be pleasant, but the having all the buildings backing on to it make it like an alley, and not a area that people are comfortable walking through at night. It would be a real shame if the regeneration made the area leading up to St Phillip’s like this as well.

 

The removal of the attractive and recent regeneration around the church to build a new road would run counter to improving the area and waste the money already spent. If a road is to be rebuilt around the church I’d suggest that it retains the historic cobbled style of the area. 


	NOTED

The Development Framework aims to enhance the setting of St Philip’s Church through new complementary development that frames views of the building and helps to activate the surrounding public realm. The existing walkway from Bexley Square will be retained as a pedestrian route but with new development fronting onto it and providing natural surveillance rather than backing onto the space as is the case to the north of Salford Cathedral. 

Whilst the grassed areas will not be retained it is intended that the walkway will be tree lined and that it will provide an attractive pedestrian route through the area that is fronted onto and overlooked by surrounding properties and this will improve perceptions of safety.  


	The existing sculpture, and treatment around St Philip’s will be retained and comments regarding vehicle access are noted – Figure 13 within the Framework will be revised to make clear that as currently, there will be no vehicular access to the eastern side of the church with the area being pedestrianised.

.

	84
	Northwest Regional Development Agency
	We are aware that future investment in the rail network in Greater Manchester could offer economic opportunities in terms of widening labour market catchments and creating additional passenger capacity. Network Rail have identified a number of rail projects which could have an influence on the Salford Central area in their North West Rail Utilisation Strategy  (May 2007). 

These include proposals to increase peak capacity between Liverpool and Manchester by a programme of train lengthening as well as a proposed scheme to create additional platforms at Salford Central station. This would enable services between Liverpool and Manchester Victoria to serve Salford directly. Work currently in progress by NWDA on RUS proposals indicates that both these projects would offer considerable productivity benefits. Network Rail is also involved in a study to identify potential solutions to capacity constraints in the Greater Manchester rail hub.

We suggest that reference is made to these potential opportunities within the document and would advise the URC to discuss these proposals further with Network Rail.
	ACCEPTED


	Include references to these proposals within Section 4.6 – Movement and Parking in relation to enhancing the role of Salford Central Station.

	85
	Northwest Regional Development Agency
	On a point of detail, the Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal is not shown on Figure 2, although it is referred to on the key.


	ACCEPTED
	Delete Manchester Bolton and Bury Canal from key of Figure 2, as this plan relates to the historic context.



	87
	Northwest Regional Development Agency
	Whilst all of these documents provide helpful guidance, none form part of the statutory development plan. For clarification, we suggest that the section on 'Planning Status' (page 8) is expanded to cover this point. It would also be helpful to explain the Development Framework's relationship to the forthcoming LDF Core Strategy and Allocations Development Plan Document.


	NOTED

At this stage the Planning Guidance and Development Framework do not form part of the City Council’s Local Development Framework, but they are set clearly within the planning policy framework provided by the UDP. The City Council intends that the principles of these documents will be reflected in the Core Strategy and Allocations Development Plan Document.


	Expand Section 1.3 to clearly show the links between the UDP, Salford Central Planning Guidance and Development Framework.

	96
	St Philip’s Parochial Church Council
	We object to the proposed development on the grass between Cleminson Street, Great George Street and Bank Street. We object on the grounds that this grassed area is well used by the local community and is far safer than most of the parks because of its very open nature). It has a village green feel that fits in well with the aspirations expressed in the Salford Central Planning Guidance and offers the possibility of hosting events. It enhances the setting of both St Philip’s Church and Salford Cathedral. We do not have sufficient faith in developers that they would build anything other than apartments that wouldn’t be in keeping with the surrounding buildings.

We believe that part of the site could possibly be developed if it was for family housing that fitted in the Conservation Area but it is very important that the bulk of the site remains as green space. 

We have quite a lot of concerns about the proposal to reopen the road all the way around St Philip’s. This would have to be done very sensitively and have benefits such as increased and safe visitor parking. The detail of this is insufficient for us to form a definite view at the moment.

 
	NOTED

The Development Framework aims to enhance the setting of St Philip’s Church through new complementary development that frames views of the building and helps to activate the surrounding public realm. The existing walkway from Bexley Square will be retained as a pedestrian route but with new development fronting onto it and providing natural surveillance rather than backing onto the space as is the case to the north of Salford Cathedral. 

The existing sculpture, and treatment around St Philip’s will be retained and comments regarding vehicle access are noted – Figure 13 within the Framework will be revised to make clear that as currently, there will be no vehicular access to the eastern side of the church with the area being pedestrianised.

Whilst the grassed areas will not be retained it is intended that the walkway will be tree lined and that it will provide an attractive pedestrian route through the area that is fronted onto and overlooked by surrounding properties and this will improve perceptions of safety.  


	Figure 13 – Proposed Vehicular Routes will be revised to make clear that as currently, there will be no vehicular access to the eastern side of the church with the area being pedestrianised.

	101
	Valley and Vale Properties Ltd
	Page 19 - Description of Middlewood: the last remaining industrial uses have now been demolished.


	ACCEPTED
	Amend text of 2.3.2 – Middlewood to reflect for accuracy.



	102
	Valley and Vale Properties Ltd
	Page 21 - Figure 5: The plan should now show the industrial part of the Middlewood site as vacant.


	ACCEPTED
	Amend Figure 5 to reflect for accuracy.



	103
	Valley and Vale Properties Ltd
	Page 26 - Figure 7: The plan has omitted to show the reinstated Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal.


	ACCEPTED
	All plans within Development Framework to be amended to reflect Phase 1 of Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal which was officially opened in September 2008.




INFORMAL COMMENTS DISCUSSED AT CONSULTATION
	A4
	Additional bus routes needed – whilst there are a significant number of bus services running east-west through the area via Chapel Street, north-south connections are poor. Additional bus services are needed to improve connections with areas of Salford and Manchester to the north and south and thereby encourage access to employment opportunities. 


	NOTED

This lies outside the scope of the Development Framework, however Section 4.6 – Movement and Parking does identify priorities for public transport enhancements and has been strengthened in this regard.


	Strengthen Section 4.6 with regard to public transport. This will include an additional plan showing proposed transport initiatives across the area and associated text, and will respond to the strengthened baseline context in Section 2 relating to existing public transport routes and identified gap areas.



	A7
	Need to address existing gaps in public transport – the Development Framework could usefully show existing public transport routes and hubs in order to identify where routes are missing and public transport access is limited / in need of improvement.


	ACCEPTED


	Strengthen Section 4.6 with regard to public transport. This will include an additional plan showing proposed transport initiatives across the area and associated text, and will respond to the strengthened baseline context in Section 2 relating to existing public transport routes and identified gap areas.

Introduce an additional plan in Section 4.6 – Movement and Parking to identify proposed transport infrastructure and improvements.

Amend Figure 7 to simply reflect existing transport infrastructure given that it lies within Section 2 – Site Context and Analysis. 



	A8
	Enhancing routes under viaduct will be key – creating new routes under the viaducts will be critical in fostering better connections across the area, but these routes will need a clear strategy for innovative lighting, public art and maintenance so that they are not intimidating routes for pedestrians.


	ACCEPTED


	Amend Section 4.6.2 – Pedestrian Movement to include references to the need for creative lighting, public art and effective maintenance of routes under the viaducts. Also refer to need to encourage new development with a range of uses around the viaduct connections to ensure positive overlooking of the spaces.



	A10
	Explore opportunities for wider range of uses on Chapel Street – residential use above commercial / retail space is the default proposed for Chapel Street. Is there an opportunity to be more ambitious in attracting a wider range of uses / a more significant employment base to Chapel Street itself in order to generate greater daytime activity within the area and sustain new local shops, cafes and bars.


	ACCEPTED

	Figure 11 to be amended to show key development blocks on Chapel Street as mixed use development, as opposed to residential with active ground floor uses as shown in the consultation draft. This will provide flexibility for commercial development above ground floor level along Chapel Street. Subject to commercial viability, securing commercial / workspace uses along Chapel Street will support the objectives of the Development Framework through supporting daytime activity across the Chapel Street area and support the viability of new shops, and food and drink uses within the area.  



	A11
	Avoid the creation of uniform blocks – whilst new development should create a defined block structure, the façade treatment along Chapel Street needs to encourage a variety of design approaches within blocks as though the street has developed organically. This will add visual interest to the streetscape and prevent new blocks appearing uniform in design. New development should create varied roofscapes and use balconies positively to add relief to elevations.


	ACCEPTED

There are clear references in Section 4.4 – Built Form to the need for a fine urban grain that breaks down blocks visually and creates variety and interest in the streetscape.  
	Strengthen references and images in the document referring to the need to encourage a variety of design approaches and façade treatments within blocks to create variety and interest in the streetscape. 

	A13
	Create views from Adelphi Street to river – there is support for proposals to create and frame views from Adelphi Street towards the river, with new development affording glimpses through to The Meadows. However there is a need to consider variety in height of new blocks to avoid creating an overly regimented appearance.


	NOT ACCEPTED

The proposals for the Adelphi Riverside have been developed in response to the extant planning consents for the sites to the west of Adelphi Street, and the site to the rear of the former Adelphi Royal Hospital building. These proposals establish the principle of residential development over commercial uses at ground floor level, enclosure of the street space and development arranged to maximize views to the west towards the river and The Meadows. These principles are carried through in the Urban Structure Plan (Figure 9) and Indicative Masterplan (Figure 10). Figure 9 also indicates a desire to provide views through the new development toward the river and this is reinforced with connections identified in Figure 10. 

This arrangement of buildings allows the majority of residential properties to benefit from a riverside view and provide overlooking of the riverside.

The proposed height of development is set out in Figure 12. Whilst the predominant height through the area is 6 to 7 stories taller buildings are identified to mark the proposed road bridge crossing to Lower Broughton. 


	Text to bullet 4 in the Adelphi Riverside height and massing principles on page 54 to be amended to promote greater variety in height and massing for development to the west of Adelphi Street as follows:

"Typical heights of 6-7 storeys with the possibility of an additional setback storey along Adelphi Street, and with the opportunity for additional variation of up to two storeys (up or down) along the riverside, in order to create a more dynamic built form when viewed from a distance".



	A22
	Opportunity to create green corridor alongside viaduct – the opportunity to create a green corridor alongside the viaduct should be explored, to provide a ‘breathing space’ between the viaduct and new housing development. Without this the residential blocks facing the viaduct could be overwhelmed by its scale and their amenity undermined.


	ACCEPTED

The character of the viaduct varies in different parts of the site. In some places it is composed of arches that can accommodate new uses, in others it is of solid construction and access through is precluded. 

The Framework responds to these conditions and development is generally set back with a street alongside the viaduct allowing new uses to occupy the arches. On a portion of the eastern edge to Middlewood, development backs onto the arches and they can be used to accommodate parking spaces.

A landscaped corridor could be created to the northern edge of Middlewood where the viaduct is solid and uses cannot help to activate the street.  


	Indicative Framework (Figure 10) to be amended to indicate a landscaped margin to the northern edge of Middlewood and for the text in Section 4.7 to be amended to reflect this.

	A27
	New development needs to respect the history of Salford – whilst new development is welcomed and will enhance the area, it needs to strongly respect the history of this area as the heart of Salford and avoid being bland ‘anywhere’ architecture.

	ACCEPTED

	Strengthen Section 4.7 of the Development Framework to make greater reference to encouraging the public realm, public art and detailed design of development to reflect the history and distinctiveness of this area.



	A30
	Encourage greater linkages with Trinity – whilst it lies just outside the boundary, the Development Framework should make more reference to enhancing linkages with the Trinity area to the north which is an established residential community who would use the renewed Chapel Street for shopping and leisure.


	ACCEPTED


	Figure 9 and associated text to be amended to reflect key linkages with Trinity to the north of the area.

	A42
	Concern at the extent of active frontages – recognise the need for active frontages at ground floor level, but concern that this amount of commercial / retail / leisure space will not be viable, resulting in these units remaining vacant and boarded in the medium / long term. Particularly question viability in fringe locations such as Adelphi Riverside. This would undermine the objective to create active frontage and would have a negative impact on perceptions of the area.


	ACCEPTED

The Framework indicates active uses (retail, bars, cafes, and restaurants) at the important nodes within Salford Central and other active uses along the principal routes through the area. 


	It is recognised that the extent of these other active uses shown in the draft Framework may be overly extensive for commercial viability .
Figure 11 to be revised reduce the extent of active ground floor uses, particularly on Adelphi Street, and on parts of Oldfield Road and around St. Philip’s Church. 




CONSULTATION EVENTS – SUMMARY OF ISSUES RAISED
	B9
	Need to improve public transport connections north-south through to Salford Quays – there is no public transport access north-south from Broughton / Chapel Street down to Salford Quays. There is a need to enhance north-south movement with new bus services.


	NOTED

This lies outside the scope of the Development Framework, however Section 4.6 – Movement and Parking does identify priorities for public transport enhancements and has been strengthened in this regard.


	Strengthen Section 4.6 with regard to public transport. This will include an additional plan showing proposed transport initiatives across the area and associated text, and will respond to the strengthened baseline context in Section 2 relating to existing public transport routes and identified gap areas.



	B26
	Transport issues – need better transport connections across the area connecting transport hubs and providing north-south connections.


	NOTED

This lies outside the scope of the Development Framework. 
Section 4.6 – Movement and Parking does identify priorities for public transport enhancements

.


	Strengthen Section 4.6 with regard to public transport. This will include an additional plan showing proposed transport initiatives across the area and associated text, and will respond to the strengthened baseline context in Section 2 relating to existing public transport routes and identified gap areas.
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