UDP REVIEW

REPORT TO COUNCIL, 2ND JUNE 2004

APPENDIX 1

SCHEDULE OF REVISED DEPOSIT REPRESENTATIONS AND PROPOSED RESPONSES

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

	INTRODUCTION CHAPTER – GENERAL COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Amend paragraphs 1.15 and 1.16 in light of the change from the Six Pledges to the Seven Pledges.


CHAPTER 2

PLAN STRATEGY

	AIM 1
	TO MEET THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0652/60223
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Amend the last sentence of paragraph 2.6 to refer to the release of housing land being controlled having regard to the RPG target, the Regional Housing Strategy Statement, and the Local Housing Needs Assessment and Housing Strategy, to ensure that housing matches the needs of the city and the housing market is sustainable.
	· Agree in part. The final sentence should be amended to refer to there being control over the number, as well as the type, of new homes. However, it is inappropriate to specify in the plan strategy every document that the city council will have regard to in regard to this, or any other, matter.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Amend paragraph 2.4 to refer to an emphasis on housing that will attract families to the city.


	AIM 2
	TO MAXIMISE EMPLOYMENT OPPOPRTUNITIES FOR LOCAL PEOPLE

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0260/60117
	University of Salford
	· Support the revised text (which addresses their earlier objection).
	· Noted.


	AIM 5
	TO PROVIDE A COMPREHENSIVE RANGE OF ACCESSIBLE LOCAL FACILITIES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0652/60224
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Amend paragraph 2.20 to refer to the need to replace facilities that are beyond improvement, and to secure environmental enhancement.
	· Disagree. The paragraph succinctly refers to the “further improvement” of facilities at the hospital and university, which covers redevelopment as well as improvements to existing buildings.

	
	
	
	

	0260/60118
	University of Salford
	· Support the revised text (which addresses their earlier objection).
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Amend paragraph 2.18 to refer to eighteen rather than sixteen neighbourhood centres, to reflect changes made at the Revised Deposit stage.


	PLAN STRATEGY CHAPTER – OTHER COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Amend paragraph 2.27 to refer to the seven rather than six pledges.

· Update Table 1 to take account of the seven pledges.


CHAPTER 3

SPATIAL FRAMEWORK

	SPATIAL FRAMEWORK CHAPTER – GENERAL COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1193/60283
	ASK Property Developments
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Amend paragraph 3.5 to refer to retail and amenity uses in Central Salford.
	· Disagree. Paragraph 3.5 is a very brief summary of the planning approach to be taken in Central Salford, and it is inappropriate to mention every type of land use.

	
	
	
	

	0260/60119
	University of Salford
	· The revised text of paragraphs 3.8 and 3.9 is supported.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Amend paragraph 3.9 to refer to the benefits to the whole region of investment in Salford’s parts of the Regional Centre.

· Amend paragraph 3.9 to refer to the UDP supporting the expansion of the Regional Centre’s residential population, but not at the expense of its mixed-use character.


CHAPTER 4

STRATEGIC POLICIES

	ST2
	HOUSING SUPPLY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0500/60134
	English Partnerships
	· Make explicit reference to the HMRI, and draw out the implications of housing clearance, replacement ratios and land supply.

· Explicitly state that the Housing Needs Assessment and Urban Capacity Study will inform the monitoring and management of sites, in a way that is supportive of HMRI.
	· Agree in part. The HMRI needs to be specifically mentioned. There should be a commitment to the 100% replacement of cleared dwellings, and an allowance in the supply calculation needs to be made for new dwellings on cleared sites.

· Disagree. The monitoring and management of housing sites is dealt with under Policy H1A.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60155

1190/60177
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Should make a specific allowance for clearance replacement.

· Many of the housing allocations are unlikely to make the contribution set out in the table on Page 24, because they are highly constrained, involve the development of open space, require large buffers, involve a mix of uses or retention of open space, are reliant on a new road, require land assembly, and/or involve unrealistic density assumptions.
	· Agree. A specific clearance replacement requirement should be added to the policy.

· Agree only in part. Some of the expected yields on allocated sites have been recalculated to take greater account of the city council’s desire to attract family housing to the city, and to the fact that, although development is expected to commence during the plan period on all sites, the full yield of some sites may not be realised by 2016. The calculated yields for allocations MX3/3 and MX4 were erroneously high. The yields are estimates rather than requirements.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60155
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Welcome the extension of the plan period to 2016.

· The likely windfall contribution to housing supply is overestimated. The allowance for unidentified sites and conversions in the housing supply is too high, and the increase since the First Deposit is not explained.

· Allocate additional land to make up the likely shortfall once the overestimates of provision have been addressed.
	· Noted.

· Agree only in part. The figures have been recalculated to remove potential overlap between commitments and windfalls. However, the mixed-use area windfall assumption has been increased because of the level of developer interest in those areas and the high densities that are being achieved.

· Disagree. The policy clearly identifies sufficient supply to achieve the RPG dwelling requirement.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60177
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Additional housing allocations should be made on sites currently in industrial or commercial use, to meet the likely shortfall in housing.

· A suitable allowance for slippage should be made for sites currently with planning permission, as not all will come forward.
	· Disagree. The level of housing provision identified is considered to be adequate to meet the needs of the city.

· Disagree. GONW have advised that an allowance should only be made on a site-by-site basis, where there are clear reasons to believe the site will not come forward.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60230
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Amend point 1 to include a reference to conversion and non-residential buildings.

· The policy text should recognise the contribution to supply that can be encouraged via a reduction in void rates, by increasing the environmental attractiveness of localities.

· Amend point 2 to refer to “net of clearance replacement of occupied dwellings”.

· Clarify the annual review mechanism and the information that will be presented. Clarify whether the replacement requirement will be calculated for the financial or calendar year (second and third paragraphs of the reasoned justification).

· Modify point i of the third paragraph of the reasoned justification to refer to the number of occupied dwellings cleared in the previous 12 months and proposed for clearance in the next 12 months.

· Replace the word “obsolete” in point 4 of the policy with “beyond viable economic repair or life expired and unsuitable for modern living”.

· The fifth paragraph of the reasoned justification should recognise the contribution to housing supply from conversions, reduction of voids, and revisiting the density of sites with outline planning permission.

· The total scheduled provision for new dwellings appears to significantly exceed that required by RPG, even allowing for clearance replacement.

· No net dwelling provision has been estimated to accrue from the developed of the sites of cleared dwellings.

· The provision under Policy ST2 does not seem to accord with the target of 2,650 dwellings net of clearance replacement for Indicator 3 in Chapter 18.

· The supply should be increased by targeting the reduction of voids.

· The supply should be increased by increasing the allowance for conversions, as a result of regeneration/HMRF activity.

· The supply should be increased by requiring higher densities at the reserved matters stage for those sites with outline planning permission.

· The supply should be increased by allocating additional known residential opportunities, such as the Willows.

· Refer to the imposition of phasing conditions on planning permissions (in the sixth paragraph of the reasoned justification), to ensure that the RPG target is not exceeded.

· Indicate the preferred housing type on each site.

· The estimated yield of 126 dwellings on allocation H9/36 (former Weaste Bus Depot) is excessive given the lack of local facilities and problematic access.

· Amend the final paragraph of the reasoned justification to refer to control being exercised with reference to the Local Housing Needs Assessment and the Housing Strategy.

· In the final paragraph, refer to the “nature of new housing” rather than the “type of new housing”.

· Recognise that the targeted annual average rate of new dwelling provision may change over the lifetime of the plan.
	· Disagree. The policy sets out how an adequate supply of housing will be secured. The conversion of dwellings is one way in which the housing requirement will be met but this is already covered under point 2 of the policy, as is explained in the reasoned justification. Point 1 of the policy is solely about ensuring that existing dwellings continue to be attractive to residents and therefore the proposed amendment is inappropriate.

· Disagree. The RPG dwelling requirement already assumes that the vacancy rate will drop to 3%, and therefore a reduction in void rates cannot be counted as contributing to meeting that requirement. Policy H3 already supports environmental improvements in housing areas.

· Disagree. RPG specifically states that the dwelling requirement is net of clearance. It is now proposed that all cleared dwellings should be replaced, including vacant dwellings, and so a change of wording would be inappropriate.

· Disagree. Government guidance sets out what the annual review should include, and it is not necessary to repeat it in the policy.

· Disagree. It is now proposed to replace all cleared dwellings, and therefore the calculation of the replacement requirement will relate solely to the number of dwellings demolished.

· Disagree. “Obsolete” is a widely recognised term. 

· Agree in part. Conversions should be mentioned in point d of the reasoned justification. The RPG dwelling requirement already assumes that the vacancy rate will drop to 3%, and therefore a reduction in void rates cannot be counted as contributing to meeting that requirement, but this should be explained in the reasoned justification. There is no reason to expect the outline permissions to come up for renewal, and therefore there is unlikely to be an opportunity to revisit densities, even if this was considered appropriate.

· Agree in part. The supply and demand figures are incomplete. The policy should be updated to take account of the latest information, and clearer predictions of clearance replacement.

· Agree. The housing supply figures should include an estimate of the number of dwellings to be provided on the site of cleared housing.

· Disagree. The target relates to the need to ensure that, at any one point in time, there is always sufficient land available to meet the RPG dwelling requirement for the next five years.

· Disagree. The RPG dwelling requirement already assumes that the void rate is reduced to 3% by 2016. Any further reduction would be inappropriate.

· Disagree. The scope for conversions is considered unlikely to increase above the historical average, because it is reliant on there being appropriate buildings to convert.

· Disagree. Where housing densities have been agreed at the outline stage, it is not possible to require an increase at the reserved matters stage, because the principle has already been agreed.

· Disagree. The allocations are based on a comprehensive assessment of potential housing sites. There is insufficient certainty over the future of the Willows to allocate it for housing.

· Disagree. Requiring specific phasing of development on individual sites would be inappropriate, unreasonable, and contrary to Government policy in Circular 10/95.

· Disagree. This is considered to be too detailed for the UDP, although it is proposed that the strategy be amended to provide more details of the general approach to house types, encouraging more dwellings of three bedrooms or more that could help to attract families.

· Agree in part. The yield has been reduced to better reflect the minimum density requirement on the site, but, given that it is very accessible by public transport, a much higher density would be appropriate to ensure that the site is used efficiently (which could equate to 126 dwellings).

· Agree. The two documents will be central to controlling the type of housing coming forward.

· Disagree. It is the type of housing that it is proposed to control. It is not clear what controlling the “nature” would involve.

· Disagree. This would introduce an unnecessary element of uncertainty, when RPG is clear that the current dwelling requirement should be used for the lifetime of the plan.

	
	
	
	

	0677/60244
	Countryside Properties
	· The policy is too modest in describing the potential scale of transformation that will occur in Salford during the plan period.

· There is a lack of consideration of infrastructure and support services for the new housing, particularly on the Proposals Map.

· The sites within Lower Broughton should not be treated as individual sites, but instead collectively as an opportunity to regenerate that area. Design briefs are required to put the sites into their wider context, and a masterplan is needed for the whole area. The UDP needs to explain this.

· Inadequate guidance is given on the density of new homes to be provided, and why the specified densities are appropriate. The densities in the table in Policy ST2 appear to differ from those specified under Policy H9, and relate to gross site areas.
	· Agree in part. The reasoned justification should be amended to explain the scale of transformation envisaged, particularly through the HMRI.

· Disagree. Area Action Plans, based on the UDP, are required to provide this level of detail.

· Agree in part. A masterplan for the whole area is required, possibly in the form of an Area Action Plan, and it would be appropriate to refer to the sites in Lower Broughton needing to be developed in a way that is compatible with the regeneration of the wider area. Amend the reasoned justifications of the individual allocations in Policy H9 rather than Policy ST2 (i.e. H9/2, H9/4, H9/25 and H9/26).

· Agree in part. The yields should be revised to better reflect the minimum densities identified in the allocations, and to support the city council’s objective of attracting more family housing. Text should be added after the yield table to explain how the yields have been calculated, and that they are estimates rather than requirements.

	
	
	
	

	1196/60266
	North West Regional Assembly
	· Support the strategic changes to the RPG housing targets, and the increased emphasis on brownfield housing.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0610/60308
	Morston Assets
	· Need to make a fuller assessment of the anticipated scale and location of housing clearance.

· Delete the statement that less than half of the 15,000 estimated cleared dwellings may need to be replaced, unless it can be fully substantiated.

· State that where dwellings were occupied before demolition, they will be replaced at a minimum of a one-for-one basis.

· Identify whether cleared sites will be redeveloped at a lower density to improve the quality of the residential environment, and the impact this will have on land-take.

· The annual monitoring exercise should not be used by the council to unilaterally alter housing requirements. Retrospectively determining the requirement on the basis of demolitions in any one year would lead to a lack of certainty for developers and planning by appeal.
	· Agree. Amend the policy accordingly.

· Agree. It is considered that clearance replacement should be on a one-for-one basis, given the assumptions underlying the dwelling requirement set for the city by Regional Planning Guidance.

· Disagree. It is considered that all cleared dwellings should be replaced on a one-for-one basis (see above).

· Agree. Amend accordingly. It is proposed that the average density on cleared sites will be substantially less than the density of dwellings cleared.

· Agree in part. The dwelling requirement set by Regional Planning Guidance is net of clearance replacement. Therefore, it is impossible to know how many dwellings are required in any single year until the number of cleared dwellings has been calculated. It is recommended that Policy H1A is amended to set out more specifically when any oversupply will result in planning permissions for housing being restricted.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65287
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. RPG strategy has been given too much weight in the policy, and the dwellings requirement of 530 per annum has been taken too literally. This target should be exceeded if there is evidence of unmet demand.

· Representation received late. Clarify whether the first three paragraphs on page 22 (relating to clearance replacement) apply to housing built under the HMRI.
	· Agree in part. The 530 dwellings per annum is a target that should be achieved, but this does not preclude exceeding it providing that there is no unacceptable impact on interests of acknowledged importance. The UDP should be amended to recognise this, including point 2 of Policy ST2.

· Agree in part. However, it is now intended that there should be one-for-one replacement of cleared dwellings, and so this section needs to be rewritten.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Update all figures to be correct as of 31st March 2004.

· Amend “Components of Provision” table to refer to sites “0.4ha and over” rather than “over 0.4ha” in order to be precise.


	ST3
	EMPLOYMENT SUPPLY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0244/60153
	Mr Justin Reid
	· Allocation MX3/4 (Wharton Lane) is welcomed, but clarification is required as to what local labour and training agreements may be required on the site under this policy.
	· Support noted. Disagree with regard to labour/ training agreements. The form of any agreement, or whether one is needed at all, will depend on the details of any scheme that is submitted for the site.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60167
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Amend the policy to clarify that local labour and training agreements will be applied flexibly to suit the circumstances of each particular case.
	· Agree. Amend the final sentence of the reasoned justification to read “… local labour and training agreements, appropriate to the individual development, to ensure that …”.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60201
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Remove the new wording in point 2 and the second sentence of the reasoned justification relating to the protection of existing employment areas, because it is not consistent with proposed revisions to PPG3. The policy and reasoned justification should be much more positive towards the reuse/redevelopment of employment land/premises for housing.
	· Disagree. The protection of existing employment areas is considered essential to the employment strategy of the city, and maintaining an appropriate supply of local employment opportunities, and is therefore fully consistent with the existing PPG3 and the proposed changes. The policy does allow for some redevelopment of employment land where certain criteria are met but, given that there is sufficient land outside the existing employment areas to satisfy the need for housing, it is considered that there is no justification for a more positive approach to residential development within such areas because of the negative impact it would have on the city’s employment strategy.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Update all figures to be correct as of 31st March 2004.

· Amend “Components of Provision” table to refer to sites “0.4ha and over” rather than “over 0.4ha” in order to be precise.

· Clarify that some of the sites may not come forward in their entirety during the plan period.


	ST4
	KEY TOURISM AREAS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1188/60123
	Orbit Investments (Salford) Ltd
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Replace “Designer Outlet Mall” with “Discount Outlet Mall” to reflect the nature of the centre.
	· Agree. For the purposes of clarity, it is appropriate to amend the references to the outlet mall.


	ST5
	TRANSPORT NETWORKS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60043

0391/60156
	Ramblers Association of Manchester

Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
	· Support the addition of point F (relating to movement of freight by water and rail).
	· Noted.


	ST7
	MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0677/60245
	Countryside Properties
	· Restrictive to the regeneration of Lower Broughton, because it does not make provision for possible significant improvements that might be made to local facilities outside existing centres.
	· Disagree. Policy ST9 sets out the retail hierarchy as it currently stands. It does not prevent new centres being developed as part of regeneration initiatives, where they can be justified in terms of need and the impact on existing centres. Paragraph 9.2 of the UDP specifically recognises this.


	ST9
	RETAIL, LEISURE, SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY PROVISION

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0543/60037
	Government Office for the North West
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Retail development at Salford Quays should be considered against the sequential approach in PPG6.
	· Agree. Policy S2A should be removed and retail development at Salford Quays should be assessed against Policy S2B. Policy ST9 should be amended to clarify that areas A-C may be retained rather than developed, as they will need to be judged against Policy S2B.

	
	
	
	

	0677/60246
	Countryside Properties
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Restrictive to the regeneration of Lower Broughton, because it does not make provision for possible significant improvements that might be made to local facilities outside existing centres.
	· Disagree. The policy sets out the retail hierarchy as it currently stands. It does not prevent new centres being developed as part of regeneration initiatives, where they can be justified in terms of need and the impact on existing centres. Paragraph 9.2 of the UDP specifically recognises this.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Add Ellenbrook and Regent Road to the list of neighbourhood centres under point 2 of the policy, to reflect changes made to the Draft UDP at the Revised Deposit stage.


	ST10
	RECREATION PROVISION

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60044
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support the addition of point 4A on local nature reserves.

· Support the change to point 5 referring to strategic recreation routes.
	· Noted.

· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0089/60093
	Sport England
	· Support the addition of references to playing fields and other sports facilities to the first sentence of the second paragraph of the reasoned justification.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60228
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Add a new point on developing/enhancing a network of strategic recreation routes and appropriate amenity spaces, providing access across the whole city and not just to the urban fringe.
	· Disagree. The network of strategic recreation routes stretches to the boundary with Manchester, and so does cover the whole city. It is recognised that it may be appropriate to expand the network further in the future, but this needs to be the subject of further detailed investigation. The UDP already proposes some new routes.

	
	
	
	

	0769/60309
	English Nature
	· Support the inclusion of a reference to Local Nature Reserves.
	· Noted.


	ST11
	LOCATION OF NEW DEVELOPMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0543/60038
	Government Office for the North West
	· Remove the word “and” after point 1A, as it is inconsistent with RPG Policy DP1.

· Point 3 should refer to “previously undeveloped” rather than “greenfield”, and should also refer to the avoidance of important areas of open space.

· Remove the exceptions to the sequential approach (points A-D).
	· Disagree. The re-use of existing buildings is not always preferable, particularly in the context of HMRI and the problem of obsolescence, so it is inappropriate to provide a blanket prioritisation of the reuse of buildings over the reuse of previously-developed land. RPG Policy DP1 is clear that the sequential approach should be applied taking into account local circumstances.

· Agree. The wording should be changed accordingly.

· Agree only in part. RPG Policy DP1 is clear that the sequential approach should be applied taking into account local circumstances. The exceptions all reflect the reality of planning in Salford, particularly where the swapping of greenfield and brownfield can support regeneration activity more effectively than simply developing brownfield sites. A rigid approach that always prioritises brownfield sites over greenfield sites is likely to be detrimental to the regeneration of the city. However, point D iv should be removed because the exception is too broad.

	
	
	
	

	0073/60050
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Amend points 1Bi and 3i to refer specifically to accessibility by public transport, walking and cycling.

· Add a new point E that “development must be consistent with other policies and proposals of the UDP, particularly policies EN1 and EN2”.
	· Agree. This would clarify the policy, and make the wording more consistent with RPG Policy DP1.

· Disagree. All of the policies of the UDP need to be read together, and so this new point would be unnecessary. GONW has previously advised against such statements.

	
	
	
	

	0420/60100
	GMPTE
	· Support the amendments to the policy, as they will lead to more sustainable development.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0391/60157
	Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
	· Support the policy, as it reinforces the sustainable approach to development.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0500/60144
	English Partnerships
	· Support the sequential approach to development.

· Explicitly refer to the HMRA as a priority location, and preclude development that would be prejudicial to HMRI.

· Cross-refer in the reasoned justification to Policies DEV5 and H8.
	· Noted.

· Agree in part. It is not considered appropriate to prioritise land in the HMRA over that outside it. However, a new criterion should be added to the greenfield exceptions, requiring them not to have an unacceptable impact on acknowledged regeneration priorities, including HMRI.

· Disagree. It is unnecessary to cross-reference these policies, and there is no reason why they are prioritised over other policies in the plan.

	
	
	
	

	0365/60165
	SOS Swinton’s Open Space
	· Reinstate original wording. Greenfield land is sacrosanct.
	· Disagree. In limited circumstances, greenfield development may be the most appropriate option, and may produce a more attractive and successful place.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60169
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Generally support the first paragraph of the policy.

· Support the principles of the second paragraph of the policy, but there is no reason why greenfield land within the grounds of a redundant school should be treated as a special case.

· Reference to small limited release of greenfield sites in the second paragraph of the reasoned justification should apply to the whole city, not just Central Salford.

· Exclude from the policy all final disposal waste facilities in or on land, rather than just landfill, in accordance with RPG Policy EQ6.
	· Noted.

· Agree. Remove the exception.

· Disagree. The statement relates to such release only where it is required to generate confidence in an area. It is not considered that any such circumstances will arise outside Central Salford.

· Disagree. The reference should be removed completely. The partial review of RPG is likely to result in a modified approach, and therefore it is inappropriate to include exceptions at this time.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60202
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Support the amended policy, which accords with national and regional policy.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60232
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Prioritise previously-developed land within the HMRA over other such land.

· Criterion Dii and the third sentence of the second paragraph of the reasoned justification confuse “greenfied land” with replacement “open space”.

· Criterion Di should only apply where the plan/strategy makes provision for recreation facilities in accordance with the standards specified in Policy R2.
	· Disagree. The HMRA is a key priority, but it will also be important to bring forward previously-developed sites elsewhere within the city in order to ensure that other areas remain successful and that there is a good distribution of development opportunities to meet local needs.

· Disagree. Any replacement greenfield land is likely to be public open space, but this is not automatically the case. Amend the reasoned justification to explain that previously-developed land can become greenfield by virtue of its reclamation and reuse. It is the maintenance of the overall stock of greenfield land that this part of the policy is seeking to achieve.

· Disagree. Any regeneration plan/strategy will be expected to work towards those standards, but it may not be able to achieve them in isolation, and, in very limited circumstances, other considerations may outweigh this objective.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65289
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. The policy should deal with separate development categories individually.

· Representation received late. Permit development on greenfield sites in sustainable locations.
	· Disagree. There is no basis on which certain types of development should be treated differently from others.

· Disagree. The policy already permits greenfield development in limited situations. A general exception would undermine the policy approach.


	ST13
	NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSETS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60045

1196/60267
	Ramblers Association of Manchester

North West Regional Assembly
	· Support the addition of the wording “the city’s overall biodiversity”.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65290
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Remove the new reference to “the city’s overall biodiversity”.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. The policy is overly prescriptive as it extends beyond acknowledged sites that are, or could become, important for wildlife. Furthermore, there is no indication of how this importance will be determined.
	· Disagree. The city’s biodiversity is one of its key natural environmental assets, and should be protected as such.

· Disagree. The policy seeks to protect all of the city’s natural environmental assets, and all such assets will not necessarily have a specific designation. The definition of importance will be a matter of fact and degree, based on a consideration of the role of the site in the wider area, and this will need to be balanced against the benefits of any proposed development.


	ST16
	SUSTAINABLE WASTE MANAGEMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60172
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Support for transportation of waste by rail and water should be expressed in the policy and not simply in the reasoned justification.
	· Disagree. The general principle is normally supported, but transportation of waste by rail and water may not always accord with the proximity principle because it can encourage waste to be moved over further distances than is necessary, and therefore a blanket support should not be included in the policy.


CHAPTER 5

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

	MX1
	DEVELOPMENT IN MIXED-USE AREAS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1114/60023
	Northwest Development Agency
	· Support the new references to Knowledge Capital.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0260/60120
	University of Salford
	· Support the revised text.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1188/60121
	Orbit Investments (Salford) Ltd
	· Support the deletion of the reference to supplementary planning guidance.

· Add a new point that would permit other uses provided they accord with other policies in the plan.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. It is considered that the policy already permits all appropriate uses, particularly with the addition of point j at the revised deposit stage, including the example of health facilities specified by the objector.

	
	
	
	

	0904/60131
	Trafford MBC
	· Support the policy, particularly where it adds to the economic vitality and attractiveness of Salford Quays and the Ordsall Lane Corridor.

· Support the word changes relating to the need for retail uses.
	· Noted.

· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0391/60158
	Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
	· Support the addition of point j.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1193/60282
	ASK Property Developments
	· Points v and vi are irrelevant to land-use planning and should be deleted.
	· Agree in part. The size of a site will have an impact on the economic and physical feasibility of accommodating a mix of uses, and therefore point v should be retained. It is accepted that the existing and previous use of the site is less relevant, and therefore point vi should be deleted.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65291
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Support the policy.

· Representation received late. Development in the mixed-use areas should not be held up by a lack of guidance – either expand the chapter or produce interim supplementary planning guidance for the mixed-use areas.
	· Noted.

· Agree in part. The lack of more detailed guidance will not be used to hold up development. Further guidance may be produced under the new planning system, in the form of Area Action Plans. No changes to the Draft UDP are required.


	MX3/2
	WHARTON LANE, LITTLE HULTON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0244/60152
	UK Coal
	· Support the allocation. The company is preparing a masterplan for the scheme, consisting of a 95ha employment park (B1, B2, B8 uses) and 67ha country park.
	· Noted.


	MX3/3
	WHIT LANE, PENDLETON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65292
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Support the allocation, but development should not be held up by a lack of guidance – either expand the chapter or produce interim supplementary planning guidance for the mixed-use areas.
	· Support noted. It is considered that the policy is sufficiently clear regarding the development requirements on the site, and therefore development that accords with it should not be held up.


	MX3/4
	FORMER SWINTON SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS, SWINTON SOUTH

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65293
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Support the allocation, but development should not be held up by a lack of guidance – either expand the chapter or produce interim supplementary planning guidance for the mixed-use areas.
	· Support noted. However, it is now proposed to delete the allocation.

	
	
	
	

	1195/60259
	Chatsworth Road Residents
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. The site needs to include an entrance for Eccles College (includes a 29 signature petition).
	· Noted. A similar representation was received from Eccles College at the First Deposit stage. However, it is now proposed to delete the allocation.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by Lead Member:
	· Delete the site. Although there are merits in the site‘s redevelopment, particularly in terms of securing the remediation of contamination and the provision of a high quality neighbourhood park, the latest housing supply figures indicate that the site is no longer required in order to achieve the dwelling requirement from RPG, and, given the strong local opposition to the openness of the site, the site allocation should therefore be deleted. Amend cross-references to the site in other parts of the plan accordingly.


	MX4
	SITE FOR MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT (FORMER LOWRY HIGH SCHOOL, BLACKFRIARS)

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0677/60249
	Countryside Properties
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. The mixed-use allocation should be broad, and should not exclude any uses at this stage.
	· Agree. The allocation should refer to mixed-use development as part of the wider regeneration of the Lower Broughton area. The uses currently specified should be examples of appropriate uses that could be incorporated.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65294
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Support the allocation, but development should not be held up by a lack of guidance – either expand the chapter or produce interim supplementary planning guidance for the mixed-use areas.
	· Support noted. It is considered that the policy is sufficiently clear regarding the development requirements on the site, and therefore development that accords with it should not be held up.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Refer to “further” rather than “supplementary planning” guidance in the reasoned justification, to recognise the proposed changes to the planning system.


CHAPTER 6

DESIGN

	DES1
	RESPECTING CONTEXT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60046
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support new reference in the reasoned justification to open space that contributes to an area’s character/amenity.
	· Noted.


	DES2
	CIRCULATION AND MOVEMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60047
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Delete the phrase “in terms of improving the overall design of development to the benefit of the wider urban environment”, because it is vague and may result in inappropriate loss of pedestrian routes.
	· Disagree. The reference is clear that any loss must be justified in terms of the benefits to the wider urban environment, and it will be up to individual planning applications to do this. It is not appropriate for development that would benefit an area overall to be prevented solely because of existing pedestrian route networks.

	
	
	
	

	0420/60310
	GMPTE
	· Support the amendment to part iv of the policy.
	· Noted.


	DES8
	ALTERATIONS AND EXTENSIONS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1199/65208
	M Halpern
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. There are many members of the Orthodox Jewish community who are living in overcrowded conditions. The planning criteria for extensions and loft extensions should take into account the real needs of Salford citizens, and this should take precedence over criteria considered desirable in other areas.
	· Disagree. The UDP policy does not prevent large extensions, provided that they are in keeping with the existing building. Consideration may need to be given to how the policy is implemented through other guidance, such as any update of the supplementary planning guidance on house extensions.


	DES9
	LANDSCAPING

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60048
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support the reference to the Greater Manchester Biodiversity Action Plan.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0391/60159
	Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
	· Support the addition of criterion vi.
	· Noted.


	DES11
	DESIGN AND CRIME

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60049
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support the reference to not compromising other planning objectives.
	· Noted.


CHAPTER 7

HOUSING

	HOUSING CHAPTER – GENERAL COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0500/60146
	English Partnerships
	· Reference to the housing market renewal pathfinder is supported, but it should be made explicit that the HMRI is a key delivery mechanism supporting the UDP.

· The extent of the HMRA should be shown on the Proposals Map, or at least in a schematic form in the written statement.
	· Support noted. Agree that the introductory text should refer to the HMRI being a key delivery mechanism of the UDP.

· Agree. A diagram showing the extent of the HMRA should be added to the introduction of the Housing Chapter.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65295
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. The HMR pathfinder initiative should be a much more central element of the chapter, in order to ensure joined up policy making.
	· Agree in part. It is considered that a few changes need to be made to incorporate the HMRI more effectively into the chapter (see elsewhere), but a full-scale rewriting of the chapter is not appropriate at this stage in the UDP review.


	H1
	PROVISION OF NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1190/60203
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete criterion F and the last sentence of the reasoned justification. Control of housing type should be done through the UDP not other documents.
	· Disagree. It is impossible in a strategic planning document to specify the housing types required on every site, so the policy can only set out the basis on which this will be done, and this should include the results of any housing needs assessment. However, the UDP could give more information at a more strategic level on the type of housing the city is seeking to attract.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60233
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Criterion C should also refer to the affordability of existing dwellings in the surrounding area.

· Criterion E should refer specifically to public transport, employment opportunities, community facilities and educational establishments.

· Criterion H should refer specifically to the Housing Strategy.

· Should allow for development below 50 dwellings per hectare in the most accessible locations, because accessibility is also important to special needs accommodation.
	· Disagree. Affordable housing is covered in Policy H4.

· Disagree. These are already covered by the existing wording of “the accessibility of the site, and its location in relation to jobs and facilities”. It is inappropriate to prioritise education and community facilities over other types of facility.

· Disagree. This is already subsumed within the current wording of the policy, and it is inappropriate to specifically mention one strategy as opposed to any others.

· Disagree. Government policy is clear that land in the most accessible locations should be used efficiently. This does not automatically preclude special needs accommodation from having good accessibility.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65296
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Support the loosening of the stipulations with regard to densities.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1199/65212
	M Halpern
	· Representation received late. Policy on the number of dwellings per hectare needs to take into account the demand for houses with 5-7 bedrooms in some parts of the city.
	· Noted. The reasoned justification says that development should normally be at least 30 dwellings per hectare. It is considered that very large houses can still be provided at this density, although the policy does provide for lower densities in limited circumstances.


	H1A
	MANAGING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0543/60039

0666/60176

1190/60204
	Government Office for the North West

Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Need to be say what will represent a significant potential over/under supply of housing.
	· Agree in part. The policy should refer to “unacceptable” over or under-supply, because it may be “significant” without being harmful, and what is unacceptable should be specified in the policy.

	
	
	
	

	0500/60147
	English Partnerships
	· Support the plan, monitor and manage approach in principle, but it needs to be explicitly linked to HMRI to ensure that development supports and does not prejudice the HMRI.
	· Agree. The policy should be amended to set out that an oversupply of housing will be considered unacceptable if it has an unacceptable impact on the HMRI. Point a already allows for a continuing oversupply where it supports regeneration, such as the HMRI.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60204
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Add a point e permitting development where its planning advantages would override any harm that may arise from increasing housing land supply.
	· Disagree. The suggested point would be too broad, and open to abuse. If any oversupply is unacceptable then new housing should only be granted in limited circumstances. The definition of unacceptable proposed in the policy means that the exceptions to the policy should be drawn relatively narrowly.

	
	
	
	

	0371/60222
	Bellway Homes
	· Welcome the policy as it relates well to Policy ST11.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60237
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Criterion b is too vague, and should refer to specific criteria and plan policies.

· Criterion c should specify the factors that will determine what is “important”.

· Need to ensure that windfall opportunities that are more sustainable than allocated sites can be brought forward without exceeding the RPG target.

· Need to ensure that sites with planning permission are built within a reasonable period and not just “land banked”.

· Refer to the use of conditions/obligations as a way of controlling the phasing of developments and therefore the supply of dwellings.

· The monitoring arrangements outlined in the final paragraph of the reasoned justification are too vague.

· Limit the granting of detailed planning permissions to a specified number of years supply of the RPG requirement plus any clearance replacement (e.g. 3-4 years).
	· Disagree. The criterion relates to development that is essential to the implementation of the UDP strategy, rather than to individual policies, the latter of which would be unlikely to justify exacerbating any oversupply of housing on their own.

· Disagree. Identifying housing needs is not an exact science, and the definition of what is important will depend on the individual characteristics of the identified need.

· Disagree. All of the allocations are considered to be equally sustainable, and it is not appropriate to hold them back simply because there may be unidentified sites that could be more sustainable.

· Agree in part. The Government’s proposed changes to the planning system include proposals relating to the length of planning permissions. It is not appropriate for the UDP to pre-empt the adoption of any changes at the national level.

· Disagree. If there is concern that there would be an unacceptable oversupply of housing then planning permission should not be granted at all, or only for part of a site. Requiring specific phasing of development on individual sites would be inappropriate, unreasonable, and contrary to Government policy in Circular 10/95.

· Agree in part. The policy needs to be amended to explain in more detail what constitutes an unacceptable, rather than significant, oversupply or undersupply.

· Disagree. It is the supply of dwellings on the ground that is the important issue. The number of planning permissions will influence this, but the city council cannot require that sites with planning permission are developed, so it is inadvisable to overly constrain planning permissions unless there is a clear, identifiable risk of an unacceptable oversupply.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65297
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Delete the policy, as Policies ST2, ST11 and H9 are sufficient to manage housing supply.

· Representation received late. Add a new policy explaining how the supply of housing will be monitored, whether housing built under HMRI will contribute to the RPG requirement, and how natural fluctuations in supply will be dealt with.
	· Disagree. It is important that the UDP specifically identifies how the supply of housing will be managed, and an unacceptable over/under supply will be avoided.

· Disagree. Monitoring requirements are set out in national guidance. The policy should however be amended to explain what constitutes an unacceptable over- or under-supply of housing, and therefore where intervention will be required.


	H2
	LOCATION OF NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60178

1190/60205
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Reinstate the policy as it provides important guidance on windfall housing sites.
	· Disagree. The policy has been superseded by Policy ST11, and its reintroduction would be repetitive and potentially confusing.


	H3
	HOUSING IMPROVEMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60180
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Delete the last two sentences of the reasoned justification, relating to replacement of cleared dwellings.
	· Agree in part. The first sentence needs to be amended to take account of the new proposal that all cleared dwellings should be replaced. The reference to replacement dwellings being provided on or close to the cleared site should be amended to state “where appropriate” rather than “ where possible”.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Delete the reference in the reasoned justification to calculating the clearance replacement requirement, as Policy ST2 now clarifies that clearance replacement will be on a one-for-one basis.


	H4
	AFFORDABLE HOUSING

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0371/60090
	Bellway Homes
	· Support in principle, subject to the requirement for affordable housing not making development unviable.

· Affordable housing targets should relate to the units actually above the threshold.

· A lower proportion of affordable housing should be required on smaller sites than would normally be required on sites more generally (a specific tapering of the requirement is proposed).
	· Noted. It is not, however, appropriate to put such a requirement in the policy, as many other factors will affect viability.

· Disagree. This would be against the spirit of Government policy.

· Disagree. The scale of any affordable housing requirement in Salford is likely to be sufficiently low to make any tapering of the requirement on the basis of site size unnecessary.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60206
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· There is no justification for reducing the thresholds, particularly in Salford where there is no proven need for additional affordable units.

· If a need is demonstrated, then more detailed policy should be developed through changes to the UDP rather than through SPG, to allow independent review by an Inspector.


	· Disagree. The amendments bring the policy into line with proposed changes to national planning policy. Furthermore, the policy only applies where there is a demonstrable lack of affordable housing, which addresses the objector’s concern.

· Disagree. Any further guidance would be produced under the new planning system. Provided it was not site-specific, draft Government guidance (PPS12) indicates that such guidance could be produced as a Supplementary Planning Document, which would not be subject to independent examination.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60206

1150/65298
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd

Westbury Homes
	· Delete the third paragraph of the reasoned justification, relating to grouping smaller sites by the same developer. (Westbury Homes representation was received late).
	· Disagree. The paragraph refers to sites being artificially split by developers to avoid breaching the threshold beyond which affordable housing may be required. In these circumstances, where sites are effectively a single site, they will be considered as such. This is not inconsistent with national policy.

	
	
	
	

	0016/60311
	McCarthy and Stone (Developments) Ltd
	· There must be exceptional local constraints to justifying lowering the thresholds to 15 or more dwellings, or sites of 0.5ha and above, and these have not been demonstrated.
	· Disagree. The lower thresholds are set out in the Government’s proposed changes to PPG3, published in 2003.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65298
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Not clear how the policy will be implemented, e.g. who will purchase the land; who will develop the affordable housing; what time period does the grouping of sites cover?
	· Disagree. The implementation will depend on the specifics of the individual site, and will be a matter for negotiation with the developer.


	H8
	OPEN SPACE PROVISION ASSOCIATED WITH NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0500/60148
	English Partnerships
	· Need a specific commitment to the preparation of more detailed guidance to give greater direction to developers.

· Policy needs to be flexible, allowing for the restructuring of open spaces where appropriate.
	· Agree. However, any such commitment should be in the city council’s Local Development Scheme rather than in the UDP.

· Agree. The policy already incorporates such flexibility, particularly as supported by Policy ST11, which allows for open spaces to be moved around within areas to support regeneration.

	
	
	
	

	0089/60150
	Sport England
	· Retain the original open space standard, or demonstrate the substance behind the reduction.
	· Agree in part. The revised standard is based on a more thorough assessment of the demand for open space, and this work is publicly available.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60207
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Generally support the policy.

· Flexibility must be retained for providing the open space on or off site, and this should not be curtailed by supplementary planning guidance.
	· Noted.

· Agree. Whether on or off site provision is most appropriate will depend on the size of the development and the geography of existing open space provision. Further guidance will expand on this, but will not alter the general principles.

	
	
	
	

	0365/60242

0652/60243
	SOS Swinton’s Open Space

Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Retain the original open space standard.
	· Disagree. Under current Government guidance, the city council can only require developers to provide open space needed to support their development. The original standard could not be justified in these terms, and has therefore been reduced to a level that can be supported by empirical evidence. That evidence is considered to be sufficiently up-to-date.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60243
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· It is not clear whether the policy includes amenity space or not.

· The 0.06ha of formal recreation required under this policy is less than the standard of 0.073ha for sports pitches in Policy R2.

· The policy should allow for a reduction or waiving of the standard in certain circumstances, e.g. on cleared sites where dwellings have been occupied in the last two years, or on sites where redevelopment is particularly encouraged.

· The plan should define what constitutes “larger” and “smaller” as referred to in the third paragraph of the reasoned justification, in relation to on and off site provision.

· Amend the last sentence of the third paragraph of the reasoned justification to make a commitment to maintain a register/programme of proposed open space enhancements/improvements, to ensure that financial contributions are spent within 5 years of payment.
	· Agree. The policy should be amended to explain that the open space requirement is in addition to private amenity space.

· Noted. However, the latter standard is per 100 population, whereas the former standard is per 100 bed spaces. The difference recognises that not every bed space will necessarily be occupied.

· Disagree. It is not considered appropriate to specify exceptions within the policy, as these could be open to abuse, particularly with the examples suggested where open space will be an important element of area regeneration.

· Disagree. The reference is for guidance purposes only. Whether on or off-site provision is preferred will depend on a range of factors, not just site size, including for example the geography of existing open space provision and the layout and nature of the site.

· Disagree. The commitment is unnecessary, and priorities may be partly in response to the developments from which contributions are secured.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65299
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. No explanation has been included for how the £463 per bed space figure has been derived (i.e. the formula for calculation is not included), what the costs relate to, how the 20 year maintenance period is justified, how the money will be accounted for, and how the commuted sums will be spent.

· Representation received late. In the absence of a detailed assessment of need, it is questionable whether the council is justified in requiring a financial contribution.

· Representation received late. Housebuilders need to know that financial contributions will be spent, within a defined period of time, on open space improvements that benefit the residents of their developments.

· Representation received late. Need to consider how the policy will be managed and implemented in the context of the proposed new planning tariff.

· Representation received late. The open space requirement is inflated, particularly given the financial burden faced in developing brownfield sites.

· Representation received late. Developers should be informed from the outset if an open space contribution is required.
	· Disagree. The policy states that any financial contribution will need to be “equivalent” to the cost of on-site provision, and that this is based on a standard cost per bed space for both capital and maintenance. A 20-year maintenance period is required to ensure that new/improved open spaces successfully meet the needs created by new developments. It is inappropriate to include accounting details within the UDP. The spending of any commuted sum will be a matter for negotiation with the relevant developer.

· Disagree. A detailed assessment of need has been undertaken. Any financial contribution would be instead of on-site provision, which will normally be the starting point for negotiations with developers.

· Agree. However, the UDP is not the appropriate vehicle for doing this.

· Agree. However, the UDP is not the appropriate vehicle for doing this.

· Disagree. The open space requirement is based on an assessment of need within the city, and is not excessive in comparison with the requirements in other local authority areas.

· Agree. The requirement is already clearly set out in the UDP so that developers can see what is required.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Add a new sentence to the third paragraph of the reasoned justification to clarify that smaller financial contributions will be amalgamated until such time as they are of sufficient value to achieve agreed open space priorities.


	H9
	SITES FOR NEW HOUSING

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0500/60149
	English Partnerships
	· Insufficient explicit reference to the existence and aims of HMRI in the context of sites for new housing, and the role that Action Area Plans could play in linking clearance and replacement.
	· Agree in part. However, it is not considered that Policy H9 is the appropriate place to make such statements. Amend Policy ST2 and the introduction to the Housing Chapter instead.

	
	
	
	

	1190/60225
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Additional housing allocations should be made of industrial/commercial land/premises that are redundant or no longer required.
	· Disagree. The allocations are based on a comprehensive assessment of potential sites over 0.4ha in size. It is not considered appropriate to allocate any further existing employment sites for housing, because they are important to the city’s supply of employment opportunities.

	
	
	
	

	0403/60272
	Mr G I Pattinson
	· Object to the inclusion of so many additional housing sites, as it does not give the public time to comment on them.
	· Disagree. The amendments have been made in accordance with Government regulations.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65300
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Need to take a positive approach towards proposed new housing development in the city.
	· Agree. The UDP takes such an approach, within the constraints set by national and regional guidance.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Remove the reference to the RPG dwelling requirement in the first paragraph of the reasoned justification, to accord with proposed changes to Policy ST2.


	H9/1
	LAND AT BARTON LANE, BARTON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65316
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Welcome the allocation of the site.
	· Noted.


	H9/7
	NORTHUMBERLAND STREET PLAYING FIELDS, BROUGHTON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1199/65210
	M Halpern
	· Representation received late. The minimum net density of 30 dwellings per hectare is too low, because the site is in an area where there is a very high demand for much larger dwellings (5-7 bedrooms).
	· Disagree. The minimum density is in accordance with national guidance, and it is considered possible to provide some very large homes on the site whilst still achieving the minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare.


	H9/8
	LAND AT HAYES ROAD, CADISHEAD

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65317
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Welcome the allocation of the site.
	· Noted.


	H9/12
	KERSAL WAY/KINGSLEY AVENUE, KERSAL

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Amend the reasoned justification to explain that the use of the site for a primary school would also be acceptable, to accord with emerging proposals related to the New Deal for Communities initiative.


	H9/19
	CASTLE IRWELL, PENDLETON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by officers:
	· Amend the reasoned justification to refer to the site as vacant (responds to a First Deposit representation from the University of Salford that has since been clarified (ref. 0260/50465).


	H9/20
	ROYAL MANCHESTER CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL, SWINTON SOUTH

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65318
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Welcome the allocation of the site.
	· Noted.


	H9/21
	LAND AT MOSS LANE, LINNYSHAW INDUSTRIAL ESTATE, WALKDEN NORTH

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65319
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Welcome the allocation of the site.
	· Noted.


	H9/22
	BURGESS FARM, WALKDEN SOUTH

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1144/60179
	Mr A Moores
	· No comments made, but support is indicated, and it is assumed this relates to the deletion of the site.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60181
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Reinstate the allocation subject to the changes proposed at First Deposit stage, because the justification for the site’s allocation previously made still applies, the site can contribute to local housing need, the need for more housing allocations to meet the RPG dwelling requirement, the sustainability of the site, the social and environmental benefits from its development, the shortcomings of other sites, and its suitability for a mix of uses.
	· Disagree. The site is greenfield and peripheral to the rest of the city. Although there may be some merits to its development for housing, it is important that all housing allocations follow the sequential approach to development set out in RPG Policy DP1 and Draft UDP Policy ST11. There are sufficient sites to meet the RPG housing requirement that perform better in relation to the sequential approach, and therefore it is not possible to justify the continued allocation of Burgess Farm.


	H9/25
	LAND NORTH OF CUMBERLAND STREET AND EAST OF WHEATER’S TERRACE, BLACKFRIARS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60183

1190/60287
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because it should be retained as open space.
	· Disagree. The site is brownfield (cleared housing), and its development will make an important contribution to the regeneration of Lower Broughton.

	
	
	
	

	0930/65278
	Environment Agency
	· Representation received late. State in the reasoned justification that developers will be expected to demonstrate that development proposals are consistent with Policy EN16 on flood risk.
	· Disagree. Policy EN16 clearly states the need for flood risk assessments where development would be subject to a significant flood risk. It is not necessary or appropriate to repeat this in every allocation, particularly when the level of risk will reduce once the flood basin identified in Policy EN16A has been completed.


	H9/26
	LAND WEST OF LOWER BROUGHTON ROAD, BLACKFRIARS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60184

1190/60288
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because it should be retained as open space.
	· Disagree. The site is brownfield (cleared housing and associated car parking), and its development will make an important contribution to the regeneration of Lower Broughton.

	
	
	
	

	0930/65277
	Environment Agency
	· Representation received late. State in the reasoned justification that developers will be expected to demonstrate that development proposals are consistent with Policy EN16 on flood risk.
	· Disagree. Policy EN16 clearly states the need for flood risk assessments where development would be subject to a significant flood risk. It is not necessary or appropriate to repeat this in every allocation, particularly when the level of risk will reduce once the flood basin identified in Policy EN16A has been completed.


	H9/27
	FORMER HANOVER COURT, BURY NEW ROAD, BROUGHTON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60185

1190/60300
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· All new allocated sites are generally heavily constrained and/or in locations unsuitable for housing development.
	· Disagree. Development proposals are currently being prepared for the site.


	H9/28
	NEWBURY PLACE, BURY NEW ROAD, BROUGHTON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60186

1190/60292
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because there are doubts about its genuine availability.
	· Disagree. The site is part of wider proposals for the regeneration and redevelopment of this part of Higher Broughton, and there is no reason to expect that it will not come forward during the plan period.

	
	
	
	

	1199/65211
	M Halpern
	· Representation received late. The minimum net density of 45 dwellings per hectare is too low, because the site is in an area where there is a very high demand for much larger dwellings (5-7 bedrooms).
	· Disagree. The minimum density is considered appropriate given the location adjacent to a major public transport route into the Regional Centre, which is also a proposed Quality Bus Corridor. A lower density would be an inefficient use of land in this location, contrary to national guidance.


	H9/29
	FORMER OIL STORAGE DEPOT, WEST OF HAYES ROAD, CADISHEAD

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1151/60036
	CPL Industries Ltd
	· Extend the site boundary to include the oil depot at the junction of Green Lane and Hayes Road.
	· Agree. This would allow for a more comprehensive scheme removing bad neighbour uses from the area. Amend text and proposals map accordingly.

	
	
	
	

	1194/60235
	Arnold Laver & Co Ltd
	· Strongly support the allocation, and the site should be available in the short to medium term.

· Reduce the minimum density from 35 dwellings per hectare to 30.
	· Noted.

· Agree. However, it is expected that the actual density of development will be closer to 35 dwellings per hectare. The adjoining sites should also be amended in the same way (i.e. H9/8 and H9/30).

	
	
	
	

	1150/65320
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Welcome the allocation of the site.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60303
	Highways Agency
	· Given the recognised constraints to the trunk road network, the implications of the proposed development need to be identified as the plan is drawn up, so that infrastructure requirements can be identified and it can be determined whether they can be delivered.
	· The redevelopment of the site is considered an important element of the regeneration of the area. The UDP already proposes a number of infrastructure schemes to allow development with the Cadishead/Irlam/Barton area. Any further requirements can be identified through a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60187

1190/60293
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because there are doubts about its genuine availability.
	· Disagree. The owner of a large part of the site has supported the allocation for housing, and indicated that the site should be available in the short to medium term.


	H9/30
	LAND SOUTH OF LIVERPOOL ROAD, CADISHEAD

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0188/60007
	Lanstar
	· Welcome the allocation.

· Amend the boundary to include the full extent of Lanstar’s ownership and the line of the Cadishead bypass.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. The rest of the site is greenfield and therefore is not considered appropriate for allocation.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60302
	Highways Agency
	· Given the recognised constraints to the trunk road network, the implications of the proposed development need to be identified as the plan is drawn up, so that infrastructure requirements can be identified and it can be determined whether they can be delivered.
	· Noted. The redevelopment of the site is considered an important element of the regeneration of the area. The UDP already proposes a number of infrastructure schemes to allow development with the Cadishead/Irlam/ Barton area. Any further requirements can be identified through a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65321
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Welcome the allocation of the site.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60188

1190/60293
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because there are doubts about its genuine availability.
	· Disagree. The site owner has requested that the site be allocated for housing development.


	H9/31
	LAND AT COLESBOURNE CLOSE, LITTLE HULTON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60189

1190/60289
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because it should be retained as open space.
	· Disagree. The site is brownfield (cleared housing), and its development will make an important contribution to the regeneration of Little Hulton.


	H9/32
	LAND AT ORDSALL LANE, ORDSALL

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60190

1190/60290
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because it should be retained as open space.
	· Disagree. The site is considered to be an important element in the regeneration of Ordsall, and there have previously been requests from the public for its development.


	H9/33
	CAR PARK WEST OF HOSPITAL ROAD, PENDLEBURY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60191

1190/60301
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· All new allocated sites are generally heavily constrained and/or in locations unsuitable for housing development.
	· Disagree. The site will become available once the hospital closes, currently anticipated to be in 2007.


	H9/34
	LAND AT WHITEHEAD STREET/HILL TOP ROAD

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1153/60002

1152/60013

1149/60028

1154/60058

1155/60059

1156/60060

1157/60061

1158/60062

1159/60063

1160/60064

1161/60065

1162/60066

1163/60067

1164/60068

1165/60069

1166/60070

1167/60071

1168/60072

1169/60073

1170/60074

1171/60075

1172/60076

1173/60077

1174/60078

1175/60079

1176/60080

1177/60081

1178/60082

1179/60083

1180/60084

1181/60085

1182/60086

1183/60087
	Moya Sreenan

Mr Cliff Pilkington

Catherine Hayes

Louise Stimson

Just for Dogs

Carol Anne Ferendenus

Pearl Grifo

Kathryn Murphy

Mr & Mrs R Collier

Mr & Mrs Hollingsworth

Mr D Hampson

Kirsty Bent

Mr Tim Ellis

Kathryn Eckersley

Mr Darren Byrns

Mr & Mrs DB Haynes

Veronica Forde

Mr George Bryan

Mr Christopher Goodall

Mr Graham Kilmartin

Mrs H Rigby

D Bartlett

V Wheelson

Mr & Mrs R Stott

G Taafe

L Hayes

J Waring

Lyndsey Longworth

Mr & Mrs Mathieson

Mr CJ Clews

Mr Craig Trench

Mr & Mrs Wilson

Mr Alan W Vernon
	· Object to the allocation. The land should be retained as open space, and as an open aspect to Blackleach Country Park.
	· Agree. The site was incorrectly identified for housing as a result of the boundary of the country park being incorrectly drawn on the Draft Proposals Map. The allocation should be deleted and the boundary of the country park (R4/1) amended to include the site.

	
	
	
	

	1146/60003
	Mrs CQ Bell
	· Any construction work and use of additional housing will interrupt with objector’s sleep (works at night).
	· Noted. It is proposed to delete the allocation (see above for reasons).

	
	
	
	

	1147/60005
	Mr CJ Bell
	· Suffer from ill health, and views across the site help recuperation, which the development would block.
	· Noted. It is proposed to delete the allocation (see above for reasons).

	
	
	
	

	1184/60088
	Mr & Mrs Jones
	The representation was accompanied by a 396 name petition.

· Object to the allocation. The land should be retained as open space, and as an open aspect to Blackleach Country Park.

· Loss of the site would seriously affect wildlife (it is part of the wildlife corridor).

· Development would worsen traffic problems, and increase the risk to children.

· Impact on schools and other amenities.
	· Noted. It is proposed to delete the allocation (see above for reasons).

	
	
	
	

	1185/60106
	Roy Entwistle
	· Leave the site alone, there are already too many houses that are empty and for sale in the area, so no need for any more.
	· Noted. It is proposed to delete the allocation (see above for reasons).

	
	
	
	

	0666/60192

1190/60291
	Peel Investments Ltd

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because it should be retained as open space.
	· Agree. The site should be retained and improved as part of Blackleach Country Park.

	
	
	
	

	1197/65168
	Mr PR Hagerty
	· Representation received late. The area has previously been identified as open space and part of a valuable wildlife corridor. It has been used for some years as a safe informal play area. Development would obscure the entrance to the country park, which is already difficult to find. It may also affect the ecological balance of the area. The site could be contaminated. There would be an unacceptable increase of traffic on Bolton Road and Thorpe Street. There are insufficient school places. There is insufficient employment for an expansion in population.
	· Noted. It is proposed to delete the allocation (see above for reasons).


	H9/35
	LAND AT WORSLEY ROAD NORTH AND THORPE STREET, WALKDEN NORTH

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1146/60001
	Mrs CQ Bell
	· Object to the policy as the site is part of Blackleach Country Park, and should be retained as open space and as an open aspect to the country park.
	· Disagree. The site is not part of the country park. Part of it is occupied by an industrial unit, and the rest is used for car parking. The site is not an appropriate entrance to the country park, and such an entrance will be allowed for by the deletion of allocation H9/34.

	
	
	
	

	1147/6004
	Mr CJ Bell
	· Suffer from ill health, and views across the site help recuperation, which the development would block.
	· Noted. However, there is no right to a view under the planning system.

	
	
	
	

	1153/60019
	Moya Sreenan
	· Representation received late. It is a safe site for children to play away from lots of traffic.
	· Disagree. Part of the site is occupied by an industrial unit, and the rest is used for car parking.

	
	
	
	

	1174/60021
	Mr & Mrs Stott
	· Representation received late. Huge increase in traffic and noise in Thorpe Street, causing disturbance.
	· Disagree. It is not considered that the development of the site would have any unacceptable impact on Thorpe Street. However, these issues would need to be considered in more detail at the planning application stage.

	
	
	
	

	1185/60174
	Roy Entwistle
	· Object to the allocation, because there are already too many houses that are empty and for sale in the area.
	· Disagree. There is a high level of development pressure for housing in this area, and it is important to spread new investment across the whole city.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60193

1190/60295
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because there are doubts about its genuine availability.
	· Disagree. It is expected that the site will become available in the next few years.

	
	
	
	

	1191/65171
	Miss Louise Marriott
	· Representation received late. Object to noise and nuisance during construction, and increase of traffic on Thorpe Street.  Number of houses proposed is too many for a small site. Loss of pleasant view of Blackleach Country Park.
	· Disagree. Any nuisance during construction would be controlled under environmental health legislation, rather than the planning system. It is not considered that the development of the site would have any unacceptable impact on Thorpe Street. The proposed density is considered appropriate given the location relatively close to the town centre. There is no right to a view under the planning system.

	
	
	
	

	1197/65170
	Mr PR Hagerty
	· Representation received late. Unacceptable increase in traffic on Thorpe Street. Site likely to be contaminated. Insufficient school places. Must be no danger of any development polluting Blackleach Reservoir.
	· Disagree. It is not considered that the development of the site would have any unacceptable impact on Thorpe Street. It is not expected that any contamination will be so severe as to prevent development. School places are currently under review and so any need can be identified as part of that review. Issues of pollution control can be dealt with at the planning application stage, and should not affect the allocation of the site.


	H9/36
	FORMER WEASTE BUS DEPOT, ECCLES NEW ROAD, WEASTE AND SEEDLEY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1148/60022
	SELNEC Preservation Society
	· The site should ideally be retained for the storage of double decker buses.
	· Disagree. It is considered that the site is most suitable for housing development, particularly given its location next to a Metrolink stop.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60194

1190/60296
	Peel Holdings Plc

Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Delete the allocation, because there are doubts about its genuine availability.
	· Disagree. There is known to be interest in the site for housing.


CHAPTER 8

EMPLOYMENT AND THE ECONOMY

	E1
	REGIONAL INVESTMENT SITE: BARTON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1114/60024
	Northwest Development Agency
	· Does not provide a sufficiently clear and decisive planning framework for what is a regionally important development opportunity.

· Allocation for a mix of light and general industry, and ancillary office use, is acceptable in terms of the NWDA’s Mersey Belt Study Position Statement.

· If it is a Regional Investment Site, then the policy needs to explain how its development will support the region’s sectoral priorities, as set out in RPG Policy EC5.

· If it is to be developed as a multi-modal freight interchange, then the proposal needs to be considered against Policy EC7 of RPG rather than Policy EC5.

· Need to be convinced that the site is large enough to accommodate a multi-modal freight interchange, given over 30ha is reserved for a sports stadium and the wildlife corridor along Salteye Brook.
	· Disagree. The policy provides an appropriate planning framework that seeks to assist the implementation of two important proposals (the regionally important freight interchange, and the locally important stadium), whilst also allowing for a situation in which it is not possible to bring forward either or both proposals.

· Noted.

· Disagree. The third paragraph of the reasoned justification already explains how it meets the criteria for a regional investment site, as set out in RPG.

· Disagree. The fourth paragraph of the reasoned justification already explains why the site is appropriate for a multi-modal freight interchange.

· Noted. However, a proposal has already been drawn up by a prospective developer that indicates the site is sufficiently large to accommodate a multi-modal freight interchange.

	
	
	
	

	0073/60051
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support point 8 regarding the strategic recreation route.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0420/60101
	GMPTE
	· Support the requirement for the site to be well served by public transport, with developer contributions where appropriate.

· Include a cross-reference to Policy A3 to clarify that the proposed Metrolink route is only identified for further investigation.
	· Noted.

· Agree. Amend the penultimate paragraph of the reasoned justification accordingly. However, it needs to be clear that site development should still make appropriate provision for Metrolink in terms of its layout, and, where appropriate, to the physical infrastructure.

	
	
	
	

	0779/60112
	Red City Developments Ltd
	· Strongly support the policy in general.

· The piece of land between Salteye Brook and the rear of houses on New Hall Avenue has been removed from the allocation. It should be reinstated as it does possess development potential, or could be used for structural landscaping associated with development on the main site, and this could be done in an ecologically sensitive manner.

· Amend criterion 1 so that the requirement is for developments to secure provision of the infrastructure/services they require, in a way that does not prejudice the development of the wider strategic site.

· Amend criterion 2 to clarify the position regarding the provision of Metrolink. It should only relate to the design of development allowing for its line.

· Rephrase criterion 5 to require adverse impacts on nature conservation to be minimised. It is unlikely to be possible to develop the site whilst maintaining its nature conservation interest.

· Amend the fifth paragraph of the reasoned justification to recognise that enabling development will definitely be required (as opposed to may be required) to fund the stadium.

· Amend the reference to phasing in the sixth paragraph of the reasoned justification. The enabling development is likely to be phased ahead of the stadium (which the text currently says is likely to be the first phase of development). Therefore, should simply refer to phasing in accordance with the agreed vision.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. The land is physically separated from the rest of the Barton site, is close to existing housing, and is primarily greenfield. Therefore, it is not considered appropriate for development. However, this would not prevent it being landscaped as part of any development proposal on the Barton site.

· Disagree. The contribution needs to be proportional to the infrastructure required to secure the development of all sites within the area, otherwise a disproportionate financial burden will be placed on those sites that are developed later, with earlier sites taking up remaining highway capacity. This would undermine the implementation of UDP strategy.

· Disagree. Where development generates large numbers of trips, particularly if it involves uses normally directed towards town centres, then it may be appropriate for there to be a financial contribution to the physical infrastructure of Metrolink as well as protecting the line.

· Disagree. It is the overall nature conservation interest of the “area” rather than the “site” that criterion 5 seeks to maintain. This could be done, for example, through off-site nature conservation enhancements. It is important that nature conservation interests in the area are protected, and this accords with national and regional planning policy.

· Disagree. It may be possible to secure a new stadium without any enabling development, so it would be inappropriate to change the wording.

· Agree. Amend the final sentence of the sixth paragraph of the reasoned justification to refer to it being an “early “ phase rather than the first phase.

	
	
	
	

	1187/60130
	Strategic Rail Authority
	· Initially objected to the reference to a multi-modal freight interchange under point B, stating that it had the potential to conflict with more favoured schemes at Carrington and Ditton, and that the SRA would only review the Barton proposal if either Carrington or Ditton were refused planning permission. Also questioned whether there is capacity for three interchanges in close proximity. In particular it is considered that Barton is reliant on the heavily used Liverpool-Manchester line, and would erode its future passenger capacity, and also on the congested West Coast Main Line north of Crewe. However, the SRA have now clarified that the objection is principally to the lack of supporting information and business plan for the Barton proposal, and its likely impact on the rail network, and they have stated that they would reconsider their position in the light of any such information.

· Refer in the reasoned justification to SRA guidance on railfreight interchanges.
	· Disagree. The site is considered to have considerable potential as a multi-modal freight interchange, and in many ways is a more sustainable location for such development than competing proposals. It is recognised that further work is required in determining how the proposal can most effectively utilise the existing rail network, and the city council looks forward to working on this in partnership with the Strategic Rail Authority, to the economic, social and environmental benefit of the sub-region.

· Disagree. It is considered appropriate to refer to the need for positive working with the SRA, but it is inappropriate to refer to individual documents, particularly as the proposal is for a multi-modal interchange and not just rail freight.

	
	
	
	

	0904/60135
	Trafford MBC
	· Support the allocation for a mix of employment uses and a stadium.

· Satisfied with the proposed phasing arrangements with Trafford Quays.

· Object to the allocation of the site for a multi-modal freight interchange. Add a phrase to clarify that any proposal needs to be considered in relation to RPG and tested against the criteria set out in the Regional Freight Strategy.
	· Noted.

· Noted. However, the reference to phasing with Trafford Quays should be omitted given the recommendations of the Inspector that held the Inquiry into Trafford’s UDP.

· Disagree. The site is considered appropriate for a multi-modal freight interchange. Policy A13 (Freight Transport) already refers to the need for major freight proposals to be consistent with the provisions of the Regional Freight Strategy. It is not appropriate to duplicate this in another policy.

	
	
	
	

	0391/60160
	Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
	· Add a new criterion 1a relating to the need to assess the feasibility of a rail link to the Manchester - Newton-le-Willows rail line.

· Identify such a rail link as an appropriate form of development in the Green Belt.
	· Disagree. This would be an integral part of any freight interchange proposal. Criteria 1-9 relate to any proposal on the site, and not just freight.

· Disagree. Whether such a link is appropriate development within the Green Belt will depend on its specific design and location, and whether it maintains the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt (PPG2, paragraph 3.12).

	
	
	
	

	0666/60182
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Support the allocation for a multi-modal freight interchange.

· Delete the words “and ancillary” from point A, relating to offices. This change was not reported to Council and therefore must be a mistake.

· Point C of the policy should state that “appropriate enabling” development will need to comply with other policies of the plan, and demonstrate overall community benefits, rather than covering these issues in the reasoned justification.

· Point 2 of the policy should refer to Metrolink serving the site rather than running through it, because the most appropriate line may be outside the site.

· Remove the words “where practicable” from point 5 (on nature conservation), and refer to the “site” rather than “area”.

· Delete the word “attractive” from point 8. It is vague and unnecessary.

· Delete the last two sentences of the sixth paragraph of the reasoned justification relating to development needing to accord with any approved vision, and the early phasing of the stadium.

· Delete “where this is necessary” from the seventh paragraph of the reasoned justification, because it is clear that new transport infrastructure will be required, and specifically refer to development on sites E1 and E3/11 making a contribution.

· In the seventh paragraph of the reasoned justification, clarify that making provision for the Metrolink extension means safeguarding a route. The extension is incorrectly shown in Figure 2 of Policy A3, as it should link in to Trafford Park on the eastern, not the western, side of the M60.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. To accord with RPG Policy EC8 and Draft PPS6, office development should be directed towards the regional centre and town centres. Therefore, only ancillary office development can be justified at Barton.

· Disagree. It is a statement of fact rather than policy that the appropriateness of any enabling development would need to be judged against other policies of the plan and the overall community benefit of the stadium. It is not necessary to include this within the text at all, but it was considered beneficial to refer to it in the reasoned justification for the sake of clarity.

· Agree in part. Amend to refer to the extension of Metrolink, where appropriate, “via” the site.

· Disagree. It is the overall nature conservation interest of the “area” rather than the “site” that criterion 5 seeks to maintain. This could be done, for example, through off-site nature conservation enhancements. It is important that nature conservation interests in the area are protected, and this accords with national and regional planning policy.

· Disagree. It is vital that any strategic recreation route is attractive in order to encourage its use.

· Agree in part. The penultimate sentence should be removed referring to an adopted vision, as there is insufficient certainty over this. The final sentence should refer to the stadium being an early rather than first phase of development. This is not a requirement.

· Agree. Reword the first sentence of the seventh paragraph of the reasoned justification accordingly.

· Disagree. It is not appropriate to use the term “safeguarded” when a definite route for Metrolink has yet to be agreed. Equally, it is not considered necessary to change Figure 2, because the route has not been finalised and could be on either the west or east side of the M60.

	
	
	
	

	1196/60270
	North West Regional Assembly
	· Further explanation is required on the stadium in terms of the sequential principles, the extent of the area it will use, the enabling development, any conflict with the regional investment site designation, accessibility issues, and the net playing field provision.

· The wider planning issues of the Barton site should have been raised more comprehensively.
	· Disagree. The reasoned justification is clear that the site is considered to be the most appropriate location for the stadium, but it is not appropriate to include detailed site selection details for individual proposals in the UDP. The extent of the site for the stadium is clearly shown on the Proposals Map. It is not for the UDP to specify the enabling development. The policy is clear that the site is considered to be a regional investment site, irrespective of whether part of it is developed for a stadium. Any playing field replacement requirement should be dealt with through the development control process, influenced by Draft UDP Policy R1, and not specified within this allocation.

· Disagree. The policy covers the planning issues affecting the site in a manner consistent with the Government aim to keep UDPs strategic and streamlined.

	
	
	
	

	0170/60284
	Burford & Shell
	· Proposal is inconsistent with national, regional and local policies for the area, including the Western Gateway Strategy.

· Inappropriate location for a railfreight interchange.

· It is contrary to the views of the SRA, and therefore contrary to PPG13.

· The NWDA identify Barton as a Strategic Regional Site for knowledge-based industry. It is incorrect to infer in the reasoned justification that the NWDA would identify it as a Strategic Regional Site for an alternative use.

· The extended range of uses would reduce the ability of the site to meet the needs of knowledge-based industry.

· Conflicts with the NWDA’s designation of Carrington as a Strategic Regional Site for rail-served distribution.

· Lack of clarity on the provision of major highway and public transport improvements, or the capability of delivering them within the plan period. There is no assessment of the highway implications of a distribution scheme at this location, and therefore any allocation for a freight interchange is premature.

· Lack of any specific requirements relating to new rail infrastructure or rail served buildings.

· Point 8 should properly protect the canalside to minimise ecological impacts and maximise recreational opportunities. Question the justification for changing the reference to Salteye Brook.

· No adequate strategic environmental assessment of the proposals.
	· Disagree. The proposal is considered consistent with national, regional and local policies. The Western Gateway Strategy has no clear status in planning terms, and the UDP proposals supersede it.

· Disagree. The site is well-located in relation to water, rail, road and the urban area, and the vast majority of it is previously-developed land. It is also outside the Green Belt.

· Disagree. The SRA have made a representation stating that their concern is primarily about the lack of supporting information, not necessarily the principle of the freight interchange.

· The reasoned justification makes no such inference, it merely sets out the purpose of the strategic regional site designations.

· Agree. However, it is considered that flexibility over the uses on the site is required, to ensure that it has the greatest positive impact on the region and the city. Furthermore, there is an increasing emphasis on locating knowledge-based industries within Central Salford, and so reducing the provision on the Barton site may be advisable.

· Disagree. Rail-served distribution at Carrington may be able to complement a more sustainably located multi-modal freight interchange at Barton.

· Disagree. Two road schemes are specifically identified in the UDP to enable the development of the Barton site.

· Noted. However, the policy is clear that the allocation is for a multi-modal freight interchange, and therefore development proposals would need to be consistent with this.

· Disagree. Government policy encourages an increase in the use of waterways for the transport of goods. It is considered that this can be achieved whilst maintaining the overall nature conservation value of the wider area, although this may require off-site mitigation.

· Disagree. A sustainability appraisal of the plan has been produced, in accordance with Government advice. A strategic environmental appraisal is not currently required under EU and UK legislation.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60307
	Highways Agency
	· The detail of any transport assessment on the site needs to be agreed with the Highways Agency before it could remove its objection to the allocation.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0930/65276
	Environment Agency
	· Representation received late. Point 5 accords insufficient protection to Salteye Brook. The wildlife corridor should be retained and where possible improved. This could include changing the line of the brook, provided it still acts as a wildlife corridor. Oppose any large scale culverting of the brook.
	· Disagree. The economic benefits of redeveloping the site need to be balanced against the environmental impacts. It is considered that the most appropriate balance is to ensure the overall nature conservation interest of the local area is maintained. This should include a wildlife corridor along the length of Salteye Brook where possible, but this may not always be practicable.

	
	
	
	

	0150/60089
	Manchester City Council
	· If Trafford MBC accepts the Inspector’s recommendations then references should be removed from Salford’s UDP to the provision of Metrolink to Trafford Quays and Trafford Park, phasing in accordance with the development of Trafford Quays, and reliance on designation of the Western Gateway.

· The proposals for a multi-modal freight interchange should not be made until a planning and investment framework for the wider area has been agreed, and should be considered in the context of the Regional Freight Strategy.

· The policy should specify what “enabling development” consists of under point C, and this should not include any out-of-centre retail proposals.
	· Agree in part. The reference to phasing with Trafford Quays should be removed. The reference to Metrolink is still appropriate, given Policy A3 of the Draft UDP, and the need to plan for such infrastructure at an early stage. The Western Gateway is defined in the Spatial Framework of the Draft UDP, in Chapter 3 of the Written Statement and in a diagram on the Proposals Map. It is therefore appropriate to refer to a key part of the plan strategy within the policy.

· Agree in part. Policy A13 requires that any freight proposal is consistent with the provisions of the Regional Freight Strategy. Barton is considered appropriate for a multi-modal freight interchange, and, provided that its development does not prevent the development of other brownfield sites in the area because of infrastructure constraints, it is not considered necessary to delay any proposal until a planning and investment framework for the wider area has been agreed.

· Disagree. Point C is clear that any enabling development will need to be consistent with the other policies of the UDP. Beyond this, It is not considered that the policy should constrain what the enabling development should consist of.


	E2A
	KNOWLEDGE CAPITAL

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1114/60025
	Northwest Development Agency
	· Support the policy, which is consistent with the Mersey Belt Study.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0260/60145
	University of Salford
	· Support the policy and justification.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1196/60265
	North West Regional Assembly
	· Welcome the policy as it appears to bring the plan further in line with RPG.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1193/60281
	ASK Property Developments
	· Generally supportive.

· Keen to ensure that it does not restrict the ability of key sites within Salford Quays or Chapel Street to accommodate known end-user demands. Should specifically state that planning permission will be granted for knowledge-based and other commercial uses that are consistent with the Knowledge Capital and other policies and proposals of the UDP.

· Policy should acknowledge that Knowledge Capital is not capable of effective definition as a planning use class.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. The purpose of the policy is to ensure that competing known user demands do not undermine the development of Knowledge Capital, which may involve directing those demands to elsewhere in the city in certain circumstances. The emphasis is on supporting the Knowledge Capital rather than on a permissive policy for knowledge-based and other commercial uses, which are already dealt with in Salford Quays and Chapel Street under Policy MX1.

· Disagree. It is not considered that this would clarify the policy and, indeed, the situation could change if the Use Classes Order is amended.


	E3
	SITES FOR EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT – GENERAL COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0904/60137
	Trafford MBC
	· Sites at Northbank, Cadishead and Boysnope Wharf must be properly phased with the Barton site and Trafford Quays.
	· Noted. However, the relevance of phasing with Trafford Quays is questionable given the recommendations of the Inspector that held the Inquiry into Trafford’s UDP.

	
	
	
	

	0420/60312
	GMPTE
	· Support the amendment to the reasoned justification.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65301
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Generally support the policy.
	· Noted.


	E3/5
	LISSADEL STREET, PENDLETON

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0260/60129
	University of Salford
	· Support the revised policy wording (addresses previous objection).
	· Noted.


	E3/9
	IRLAM WHARF ROAD, NORTHBANK, CADISHEAD

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60208
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Delete the final sentence on making provision for the A57-A6144 link road because its precise line is not known.
	· Agree. The line of the road is uncertain, and references to it under this policy should therefore be deleted.

	
	
	
	

	0904/60299
	Trafford MBC
	· Refer to a “bridge” rather than “lift-bridge” in relation to the A57-A6144 link road, because the design of the scheme has not been completed.
	· Noted. However, it is intended to delete the reference to the road in this policy because of the uncertainty over its line.


	E3/11
	BOYSNOPE WHARF, IRLAM

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60052
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support the reference to protecting and enhancing the River Irwell Old Course as an important wildlife corridor.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60313
	Highways Agency
	· Support the changes to the allocation.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60209
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Delete “where this is necessary” from the reasoned justification, because it is clear that new transport infrastructure will be required, and specifically refer to development on sites E1 and E3/11 making a contribution.
	· Agree. Reword the reasoned justification accordingly.


	E3/12
	AGECROFT COMMERCE PARK, PENDLEBURY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65322
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Welcome the allocation.
	· Noted.


	E3/16
	LAND SOUTH OF CENTENARY WAY, WEASTE AND SEEDLEY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0904/60297
	Trafford MBC
	· Support the allocation of additional sites along the Ship Canal Corridor.
	· Noted.


	E3/17
	LAND SOUTH OF PACIFIC WAY, WEASTE AND SEEDLEY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0904/60298
	Trafford MBC
	· Support the allocation of additional sites along the Ship Canal Corridor.
	· Noted.


	E5
	DEVELOPMENT WITHIN ESTABLISHED EMPLOYMENT AREAS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1190/60226
	Taylor Woodrow Developments Ltd
	· Make the policy more positive with regard to reuse/redevelopment of employment land/premises for non-employment uses, particularly housing. The proposed change is not consistent with proposed revisions to PPG3, particularly given the amount of land that has been allocated for employment use in the UDP.
	· Disagree. The protection of the existing employment areas from residential development is considered to be a central component of the economic development strategy of the UDP, and is required in order to ensure that there continue to be an adequate supply of local employment opportunities, contributing to sustainable neighbourhoods. This is consistent with the proposed revisions to PPG3, and the level of employment allocations does not change this situation, particularly given that a regional investment site accounts for almost half of the allocated employment sites, and two sites in Little Hulton (where unemployment is a particular problem) for a further quarter.


CHAPTER 9

RETAIL AND LEISURE DEVELOPMENT

	RETAIL AND LEISURE DEVELOPMENT CHAPTER – GENERAL COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60210
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Reinstate the text in paragraph 9.2 stating that West One Retail Park is defined as being on the edge of Eccles Town Centre.
	· Disagree. It is not appropriate to use the UDP to identify edge-of-centre locations, only to identify the boundaries of the centres.


	S2
	RETAIL AND LEISURE DEVELOPMENT WITHIN TOWN AND NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0950/60010
	Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd
	· Support the revised policy, in terms of recognising Regent Road as a neighbourhood centre.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0950/60010

0273/60020
	Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd 

Aldi Stores Ltd
	· Support the general thrust of the policy in terms of supporting new retail development in existing centres.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0100/60151
	Tesco Stores Ltd
	· The requirement for development to be of a scale appropriate to the centre is encouraged by PPG6 and Draft PPS6, but should be applied flexibly. The policy should acknowledge the opportunity for stores to anchor retail centres.
	· Agree in part. The key issue will be the impact that the development would have on the centre it is to be located in, and other centres within the locality. However, it is inappropriate to specifically refer to large stores anchoring retail centres, as that would prompt a need to refer to other issues of scale, such as the potential for stores to overwhelm centres.

	
	
	
	

	0677/60247
	Countryside Properties
	· Does not acknowledge the potential for a change in the status quo of centres. This will be restrictive in Lower Broughton, where significant improvements in local facilities could be made, outside existing centres. Flexibility should be retained in the policy on new retail and leisure development outside existing centres.
	· Disagree. Policy S2 now only applies to development within town centres and neighbourhood centres. Development in out of centre locations is dealt with under Policy S2B, so it is inappropriate and would be confusing to consider it under this policy.


	S2A
	RETAIL AND LEISURE DEVELOPMENT IN SALFORD QUAYS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0543/60040

0779/60109
	Government Office for the North West

Red City Developments Ltd
	· Retail and leisure proposals at Salford Quays will need to be measured against the sequential approach in PPG6.
	· Agree. The policy should be deleted and future applications for retail development at Salford Quays determined in accordance with revised policy S2B, which sets out the sequential approach to such development

	
	
	
	

	0950/60009

0273/60014
	Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd

Aldi Store Ltd
	· Consider that the policy could work against regeneration, directing development to other centres. Should state that, within the Salford Quays and Chapel Street mixed-use areas that retail development of 500 sq.m. or less, leisure development that contributes to the role of the areas or is integral to a mixed-use scheme, will be permitted. Larger proposals should then be considered against Policy S2B
	· Agree in part. The policy should be deleted and future applications for retail development at Salford Quays determined in accordance with revised policy S2B.

	
	
	
	

	0779/60109
	Red City Developments Ltd
	· The area should not be accorded any priority over other out of centre sites.
	· Agree. See above.

	
	
	
	

	1188/60124
	Orbit Developments (Salford) Ltd
	· Replace “Designer Outlet Mall” with “Discount Outlet Mall” to reflect the nature of the centre.

· The Outlet Mall is not completely let, and the UDP should support its continuing success rather than provide further competition in the area. Delete the reference in the second paragraph of the reasoned justification to retail and leisure uses possibly being acceptable away from Pier 8.
	· Agree. However it is proposed to delete the policy (see above).

· Agree in part. It is proposed to delete the policy (see above).

	
	
	
	

	0904/60133
	Trafford MBC
	· Support the policy for allowing retail and leisure development that supports Salford Quays’ role as a major visitor destination and meets identified local needs.

· Any new retail and leisure development in this out-of-centre location should be subject to the tests of need and the sequential approach. The policy makes no reference to a retail study that justifies new retail or leisure floorspace in this location. Need to clarify how much, and what type of, development is appropriate.

· State that any proposals should be consistent with the criteria in Policy S2B.
	· Noted. However it is proposed to delete the policy (see above).

· Agree in part. It is proposed to delete the policy and determine future applications for retail provision in accordance with revised policy S2B, which incorporates the needs test and the sequential approach to development.

· Agree. It is proposed to delete the policy and rely instead on policy S2B  (see above).

	
	
	
	

	0100/60162
	Tesco Stores Ltd
	· Support the mixed-use approach in the area.

· Policy should recognise the vital role of convenience retailing in mixed-use schemes.
	· Noted.

· Noted. However, it is proposed to delete the policy (see above).

	
	
	
	

	0150/60274
	Manchester City Council
	· Salford Quays is not a town or neighbourhood centre, and therefore more clarification is needed on the type, scale and function of the retailing proposed.

· Retailing should not serve as a visitor destination in itself, but may be appropriate to meet visitor needs to other non-retailing attractions.
	· Agree in part. It is proposed to delete the policy and determine future applications for retail provision in accordance with revised policy S2B (see above).

· Agree in part. It is proposed to delete the policy and determine future applications for retail provision in accordance with revised policy S2B, which incorporates the needs test and the sequential approach to development.



	
	
	
	

	0882/60304
	Highways Agency
	· New retail facilities at Salford Quays could have significant traffic impacts, given it is a desirable visitor destination and is located at the end of the M602. These impacts do not appear to have been fully considered, and therefore any need for significant improvements to highway infrastructure is not identified.
	· Disagree. The continued regeneration of Salford Quays is considered essential to the strategy of the UDP, and will be an important aspect of the renaissance of the Regional Poles proposed by RPG. Improvements in highway infrastructure are already proposed in the area, including the Broadway Link (Policy A9/2). Any further requirements can be identified through transport assessments for individual schemes. However, it is proposed to delete the policy (see above).




	S2B
	RETAIL AND LEISURE DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE TOWN CENTRES, NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRES AND SALFORD QUAYS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0950/60008

0273/60015
	Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd

Aldi Stores Ltd
	· Generally support the thrust of the policy.

· It is overcomplicated and goes beyond the requirements of PPG6. Such development should be permitted where it accords with the four policy tests set out in Government guidance (need, sequential test, impact on centres, accessibility), there is no unacceptable traffic impact, the proposal would be of a high standard of design, and would not have an unacceptable impact on environmental quality or residential amenity.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. The aspects of the policy that are proposed for deletion by the objector are important to ensuring that such development is acceptable, and takes into account the particular retail hierarchy of the city. For example, issues relating to the type of need, the scale of development, and the encouraging of linked trips are fully consistent with Government policy.

	
	
	
	

	0543/60041
	Government Office for the North West
	· Amend the policy to reflect the greater emphasis on quantitative need as per the Parliamentary statement of 10/04/03.
	· Disagree. The policy already states that quantitative need always has to be shown, whereas qualitative need is only required where appropriate.

	
	
	
	

	0073/60053
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Strengthen point iv to specifically mention public transport, walking and cycling.
	· Agree. Amend the policy accordingly.

	
	
	
	

	0420/60103
	GMPTE
	· Support the policy as it ensures out of centre development will be accessible, and encourages linked trips.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0779/60110
	Red City Developments Ltd
	· Object to the priority afforded to the Salford Quays and to the Regent Road Retail Warehouse Park, and the policy should be revised and point ii)d) deleted accordingly.
	· Agree in part.  Specific reference to Salford Quays should be deleted. However, in order to encourage linked trips, it is considered appropriate to locate new warehouse development at Regent Road where possible if in or edge of centre sites are not available. 

	
	
	
	

	0100/60163
	Tesco Stores Ltd
	· Requirement to demonstrate the availability of more appropriate sites for part or all of a development does not accord with PPG6 or Draft PPS6.

· Amend point ii to properly accord with the sequential approach of in centre sites, edge of centre sites, then out of centre sites.
	· Agree in part. It is not appropriate in the case of single stores to seek to break them down into smaller parts, and the second paragraph of the reasoned justification should explain this. However, it is appropriate where the development consists of more than one store.

· Agree in part. The policy should be amended to remove reference to Salford Quays and out of centre sites referred to in point e. However, it is considered appropriate to locate new retail warehouse development at Regent Road where in or edge of town centre sites are not available.

	
	
	
	

	0677/60248
	Countryside Properties
	· The new policy is welcomed, but it could be more positive towards opportunities for development that will act as a major catalyst for regeneration.
	· Support noted. However, it is not considered appropriate to strengthen support for out-of-centre retailing, because it will be important to fully consider its potential impacts against the criteria set out in the policy.

	
	
	
	

	0150/60275
	Manchester City Council
	· Word the policy negatively (i.e. Planning permission will not be granted unless).

· State “and” after each bullet to ensure all requirements are met.

· Point ii should refer to the scale of new facilities relating directly to the role and function of the centre.

· Delete point ii)e) because making an out-of-centre site accessible by a choice of means of transport does not make it sustainable.

· Add a new bullet stating that retail development will be required to demonstrate flexibility of format and scale, and retail and leisure development flexibility in parking provision.

· Point iv is contrary to the Parliamentary Statement of April 2003, which indicated that sites should be proven to be accessible already. Draft PPS6 reiterates this by stating that development “is, or will be” highly accessible. The policy would allow development of unsustainable sites.
	· Disagree. The policy is correctly supportive of retail and leisure development, but it can only be justified in out-of-centre locations in certain circumstances.

· Disagree. Points i to x are a list, and the use of and in the penultimate point makes it clear that all requirements need to be met.

· Disagree. Scale is covered in point vi, in accordance with Draft PPS6.

· Agree. The point unnecessarily duplicates point iv of this policy.

· Disagree. This is an interpretation of how the sequential approach is applied, and is already covered in the second paragraph of the reasoned justification. It is also a requirement of Draft PPS6, and so does not need to be repeated in the policy itself.

· Disagree. The purpose of the policy is to ensure that any development is accessible. It is irrelevant whether that accessibility is secured as part of the development, or exists prior to the planning application, because the planning outcome is the same.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65302
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Policy is unreasonably restrictive, and needs to take a more proactive approach to where there is a qualitative or quantitative need for new retail provision to serve a local population, in accordance with Draft PPS6. There should be an additional policy that actively encourages such local provision, and the Westbury Homes development at Agecroft Road is one site that requires new provision.
	· Disagree. All new retail and leisure development in out-of-centre locations must be judged against the tests in this policy, and this is fully consistent with current and emerging Government policy. Where there is a need, in the form of unmet demand at a local level, then the policy would not stand in the way of new local provision where it is appropriately located.


	S2C
	REGENT ROAD RETAIL WAREHOUSE PARK

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0779/60111
	Red City Developments Ltd
	· Delete the policy. Regent Road Retail Warehouse Park should not be accorded a preferred position in terms of out-of-centre development.

· The policy strangely creates a presumption against development that increases the overall floorspace, making it incapable of satisfying the need for further retail warehousing floorspace in the plan period.
	· Disagree. Town centres should continue to be the priority location for retail warehouse development. However, where sites are not available in, or on the edge of, existing centres, it is considered appropriate to seek to concentrate retail warehouse development in a single location as far as possible in order to encourage linked trips and reduce the need to travel.

· Agree. Add a new sentence to the policy stating that an increase in floorspace will be permitted where a need for that floorspace can be demonstrated and there are no appropriate sites available within or on the edge of existing centres.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60305
	Highways Agency
	· Concern that the intensification of activity, at the end of the M602, could have a detrimental impact on the trunk road network. Need to clarify what “remodelling” means.
	· Noted. Any increase in the overall floorspace would need to be subject to a Transport Assessment in accordance with Policy A1.


CHAPTER 10

EDUCATION, HEALTH AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

	EHC0A
	PROVISION AND IMPROVEMENT OF SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0089/60091
	Sport England
	· Clarify that, for the purposes of point ii, the “adequate standard” should not be based on that in Policy H8 without justification. It should be based on a district wide needs assessment including an up-to-date pitch strategy.
	· Agree in part. However, the standard should relate to the needs of the school. Where the proposal is for improvement/replacement of an existing school, and there is a dual use of the playing fields, then replacement provision will also be covered by Policy R1, the implementation of which is informed by the city council’s needs assessment and pitch strategy.

	
	
	
	

	0420/60104
	GMPTE
	· Support the requirement for new schools and colleges to be accessible by a choice of travel.
	· Noted.


	EHC0B
	REDEVELOPMENT OF REDUNDANT SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0089/60092
	Sport England
	· A community use should be considered before permitting redevelopment for other uses.

· Adequate alternative provision of playing fields should be in line with Policy E4 of Sport England’s playing fields policy.

· The playing fields of a school will not necessarily be redundant simply because the buildings are. The level of current use is therefore not relevant.
	· Disagree. It may not always be appropriate to give priority to community uses. A proven community need might be better met by investing in existing facilities elsewhere in the local area.

· Agree in part. Replacement provision would need to be made in accordance with Policy R1, which is consistent with Sport England’s policy.

· Disagree. The level of use will affect whether the playing fields are considered to contribute already to the general playing pitch supply in the city, or whether any dual use would be additional to what is already counted towards the supply.


	EHC1
	PROVISION AND IMPROVEMENT OF HEALTH AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1199/65209
	M Halpern
	· Representation received late. Deletion of the word education suggests that new education facilities will not be granted planning permission. Include a policy stating that permission will be granted for new schools, some of which may be privately funded.
	· Disagree. A separate policy has been provided on the provision and improvement of schools and colleges (Policy EHC0A), and this supports the provision of new schools, both public and private, provided certain criteria are met.


	EHC2
	REUSE OF EXISTING HEALTH AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0089/60094
	Sport England
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. A further consideration is that the building/site is no longer required for other forms of community use identified in other council strategies.
	· Disagree. It may not always be appropriate to give priority to community uses. A proven community need might be better met by investing in existing facilities elsewhere in the local area.


	EHC3
	UNIVERSITY OF SALFORD

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0260/60132
	University of Salford
	· Revised text is supported (previously objected to the original wording).
	· Noted.


	EHC4
	HOPE HOSPITAL

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0652/60251
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Amend criterion ii to read ”and improvements to public transport, cycling, and pedestrian environment and facilities, car parking provision and highway access/egress arrangements”.

· Delete the words “long term” from criterion iv, and change the word “use” to “resource”.

· The reasoned justification does not recognise the community health benefits and training/employment opportunities that the SHIFT project could generate.

· The final paragraph needs to recognise the potential negative impacts of the redevelopment process, as well as of the existence of the hospital more generally.
	· Agree in part. Point ii in the policy should be amended to refer to “…improvements to public transport, cycling, provision for pedestrians, car parking and access/egress provision”.

· Disagree. The purpose of the criterion is to ensure that the playing fields are protected, whilst accepting that there is a temporary use for car parking. Removal of the words “long term” would prevent any temporary use.

· Agree. Amend the last sentence of the first paragraph of the reasoned justification accordingly.

· Disagree. Issues relating to the hospital itself are already covered in the paragraph. Those relating to disturbance from construction are not appropriate within the UDP, as they are covered by other legislation.


CHAPTER 11

ACCESSIBILITY

	ACCESSIBILITY CHAPTER – GENERAL COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65303
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Transport designations such as strategic roads and quality bus corridors should be marked on the proposals map.
	· Disagree. Quality bus corridors are already shown in Figure 3 and named in Policy A5 and, given that any works are likely to be contained within the existing highway boundary, it is not considered appropriate to show them on the Proposals Map. Similarly, the strategic route network is named in Policy A8 and it is not considered necessary to show it on the Proposals Map given that it will not result in land use changes.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60211
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Remove the reference to the World Heritage Site in paragraph 11.5, as it is premature.
	· Disagree. Its inclusion by the Government on the list of sites for nomination as World Heritage Sites highlights its international importance, and therefore the need to afford it adequate protection.


	A1
	TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS AND TRAVEL PLANS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60212
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Amend the reasoned justification to be more consistent with Circular 04/2001.

· The TA should assess impact 15 years after opening.

· Any works required at the point where traffic related to the development first enters the trunk road network needs to be a standard sufficient to accommodate all traffic 15 years after development opens.

· Any other highway improvements required as a result of the development should ensure that the trunk road is no worse at any time during the first 15 years than if development had not taken place.
	· Agree in part. The reasoned justification is considered to be consistent with Government guidance, and it is not considered appropriate to repeat that guidance within the policy. However, the bullet point that was added to the third paragraph of the reasoned justification at the Revised Deposit stage does appear to have confused the situation, and therefore it is proposed to delete it, particularly given that the issue is already covered in a more general sense in the first bullet point of the second paragraph of the reasoned justification.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60253
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Extend the 15-year assessment requirement to include the impact on local highways as well as trunk roads.

· Explain what is meant by the phrase “materially worse off” in relation to the 15-year requirement.
	· See above.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65304
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. The list of requirements for developments that are likely to generate major travel demand are too onerous and should be deleted unless such developments can be defined. Any such requirements should be scoped at a pre-application meeting.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and received late. Word the policy more positively, so as to accord with PPG13.
	· Agree in part. The requirements are fully in accordance with Government policy, and therefore amendments are not considered necessary. A pre-application meeting will normally be the most appropriate vehicle for agreeing whether a full transport assessment is required.

· Disagree. The policy wording is appropriate, given that development should not be permitted if important transport implications are not identified and addressed, and this is considered to be consistent with Government policy.


	A3
	METROLINK

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1187/60113
	Strategic Rail Authority
	· Welcome the addition of a reference to the Strategic Rail Authority.

· The reasoned justification should refer to the use of planning obligations to secure infrastructure provision, in the same way as Policy A4 now does.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. Given that the policy relates to the further investigation of Metrolink lines, it is not considered appropriate to mention the use of planning obligations. If the lines do go ahead, however, this would not preclude their use.

	
	
	
	

	0904/60138
	Trafford MBC
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Support the extension of the Metrolink to the Lowry.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Support the proposal to extend Metrolink from Eccles through to Trafford, to link to the proposed Trafford Centre extension.
	· Noted.

· Noted.


	A4
	RAILWAYS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1187/60115
	Strategic Rail Authority
	· Support the change to the reasoned justification relating to planning obligations.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Reference to car parking at stations should be in the policy as well as the reasoned justification.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Third paragraph of the reasoned justification should refer to new station proposals being worked up in detail in consultation with the SRA, and the final sentence should refer to emerging SRA guidance on new stations and the need to meet other SRA requirements.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Reasoned justification should refer to the need to monitor consistency of UDP proposals with the forthcoming Regional Planning Assessment, and the future Regional Transport Strategy.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. Point ii already mentions the provision of park and ride facilities where appropriate.

· Agree in part. Refer in the final sentence of the third paragraph of the reasoned justification to working with the SRA on the development of new station proposals.

· Disagree. The UDP will be monitored with regard to a great many factors, including various documents as they emerge, and it is not appropriate to seek to mention them all within the Written Statement.

	
	
	
	

	0260/60143
	University of Salford
	· Support the revised policy (previously objected to original wording).
	· Noted.


	A5
	BUSES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0652/60254
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Bus priority measures on the B5229/B5231 are impractical given the width and nature of the road. Replace with a commitment to assessing improvements in bus services between Swinton and Eccles.

· Text makes no reference to a commitment to review the provision of a bus only/priority link road between the A580 and A6 as previously agreed by the Council.
	· Disagree. The route is considered to be an important one, and bus priority measures do not always require a wide road.

· Noted. The Council’s previous response said that such a review was appropriate, and had already been completed, and the link was considered to be inappropriate because of the cost and the fact it would cut across another bus priority lane.


	A9/5
	A580/B5231 LINK ROAD (EAST LANCASHIRE ROAD TO ROCKY LANE)

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1195/60261
	Chatsworth Road Residents
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. The road needs to include an entrance to Eccles College to reduce traffic on Portland Road.
	· Noted. However, it is now proposed to delete the road proposal and associated housing/open space allocation on the former Swinton Sewage Treatment Works site.

	
	
	
	

	Changes proposed by Lead Member:
	· Delete the allocation. The allocation of the former Swinton Sewage Treatment Works site for housing development and open space is proposed for deletion, and therefore the road would no longer be required. Amend cross-references to the road in other parts of the plan accordingly.


	A9/6
	A57-A6144 LINK ROAD AND LIFT-BRIDGE

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0904/60140

0666/60213
	Trafford MBC

Peel Holdings Plc
	· Refer to a “bridge” rather than “lift-bridge” as the detailed design work has yet to be carried out.
	· Agree. Amend the wording in case a lift-bridge is not considered the most appropriate design solution.

	
	
	
	

	1114/60027
	Northwest Development Agency
	· Support the scheme as it improves access within Salford and also to the Carrington strategic regional site.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0170/60285
	Burford & Shell
	· Support its inclusion as a firm proposal.

· State that financial contributions to the construction of the bridge will be obtained from developments that would give rise to an increase in demand for vehicular crossings of the canal between the A57 and A6144.

· Refer to joint working with Trafford MBC and other agencies to bring about implementation as early as possible.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. It is not considered that the bridge would be required to serve any development within Salford. If it were, then this would be picked up through a Transport Assessment.

· Disagree. Support for the road is contingent on evidence that there would be no unacceptable impact on Salford’s highways, and so reference to early implementation is therefore premature.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60306
	Highways Agency
	· Potential impacts on the trunk road network do not appear to have been satisfactorily assessed. A detailed assessment is required as the plan is drawn up.
	· Agree in part. Given the lack of certainty over the line of the proposal, it is proposed to amend the policy so that it only refers to further investigation of the route rather than formally identifying it.

	
	
	
	

	1201/65323
	Maro Developments Ltd
	· Representation received late. It is inappropriate to safeguard the route because it is not a firm proposal, lacks certainty, and could undermine the Carrington First proposal in Trafford that could provide up to 1,000 jobs.

· Representation received late. If a route is retained, then it should run adjacent to the southern boundary of the Carrington First site, and extend across the canal to link to the roundabout at the south-west end of Irlam Wharf Road.
	· Agree. It is not considered that the proposal is sufficiently certain to be included in the UDP, and should therefore be deleted.

· Noted. However, no route is considered sufficiently certain to be included in the UDP.


	A10
	PROVISION OF CAR, CYCLE AND MOTORCYCLE PARKING IN NEW DEVELOPMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65307
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Welcome the deletion of the maximum standard for dwelling houses.
	· Noted.


	A13
	FREIGHT TRANSPORT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1187/60125
	Strategic Rail Authority
	· Initially objected to the reference to a multi-modal freight interchange under point B, stating that it had the potential to conflict with more favoured schemes at Carrington and Ditton, and that the SRA would only review the Barton proposal if either Carrington or Ditton were refused planning permission. Also questioned whether there is capacity for three interchanges in close proximity. In particular it is considered that Barton is reliant on the heavily used Liverpool-Manchester line, and would erode its future passenger capacity, and also on the congested West Coast Main Line north of Crewe. However, the SRA have now clarified that the objection is principally to the lack of supporting information and business plan for the Barton proposal, and its likely impact on the rail network, and they have stated that they would reconsider their position in the light of any such information.

· Refer in the reasoned justification to SRA guidance on railfreight interchanges.
	· Disagree. The site is considered to have considerable potential as a multi-modal freight interchange, and in many ways is a more sustainable location for such development than competing proposals. It is recognised that further work is required in determining how the proposal can most effectively utilise the existing rail network, and the city council looks forward to working on this in partnership with the Strategic Rail Authority, to the economic, social and environmental benefit of the sub-region.

· Disagree. It is considered appropriate to refer to the need for positive working with the SRA, but it is inappropriate to refer to individual documents, particularly as the proposal is for a mulit-modal interchange and not just rail freight.

	
	
	
	

	0904/60141
	Trafford MBC
	· Support the policy and criteria.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Should require any proposals for major freight interchange facilities to be acceptable in relation to the criteria set out in the Regional Freight Strategy.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. The policy already requires proposals to be consistent with the provisions of the Regional Freight Strategy. However, it is not considered appropriate to effectively delegate decision-making to another document over which the city council has little control, and which has not been through the development plan process.

	
	
	
	

	0170/60286
	Burford & Shell
	· The policy lacks any specific requirements and criteria relating to the provision of new rail infrastructure required to form access to site E1, or commitment to rail-served buildings.
	· Noted. However, the policy is general in nature, and it is not appropriate to include site-specific requirements within it.


	A14
	BARTON AERODROME

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60054
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support the inclusion of “nature conservation” in the policy.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60214
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Definition of “General Aviation” is too restrictive. There should be a specific reference to business aviation.
	· Disagree. The current wording does not necessarily preclude Business Aviation, it simply states that the aerodrome is being protected for General Aviation purposes, and therefore any proposals at and around the site will need to be consistent with that General Aviation use, including proposals for Business Aviation.

	
	
	
	

	1189/60227
	CK Davies
	· Concerned at noise, the number of reported incidents at Barton, and the potential for forced landings within the built-up area.

· Allow the aerodrome and buildings to be moved to a more rural area with fields for “forced landings”, and then develop the aerodrome site to provide more local employment.
	· Noted. However, the Civil Aviation Authority deal with safety issues at aerodromes rather than the city council as local planning authority.

· Disagree. The aerodrome is an important and unique historic feature, and therefore moving it would not be considered appropriate.

	
	
	
	

	1192/65173

1193/65175
	Light Planes (Lancashire) Ltd

Lancashire Aero Club
	· Representation received late. Support the revisions to the policy.
	· Noted.


	A15
	SAFEGUARDING POTENTIAL TRANSPORT ROUTES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0904/60142

0391/60154
	Trafford MBC

Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
	· Support the addition of the former Carrington-Glazebrook railway line.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60256
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Replace “wherever practicable” in the second paragraph of the reasoned justification with a requirement for appropriate pedestrian and cycle access being maintained/retained.
	· Disagree. It may not always be practicable to retain pedestrian access, for example if a route is re-used for Metrolink or a guided busway. In these circumstances, the benefits of improved public transport may outweigh the loss of an individual pedestrian and/or cycle route. However, the reference to retaining pedestrian access where practicable should be extended to cover cycling as well.


CHAPTER 12

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND IMPROVEMENT

	EN1
	DEVELOPMENT AFFECTING THE GREEN BELT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60055
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support the change from “within” to “affecting”.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65308
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Object to the change from “within” to “affecting”. Application of the policy to developments outside the Green Belt would be contrary to national policy.
	· Disagree. The policy is clear as to which elements only relate to development within the Green Belt. The requirement for development outside the Green Belt to affect its visual amenity is fully consistent with paragraph 3.15 of PPG2.


	EN7A
	NATURE CONSERVATION SITES OF INTERNATIONAL IMPORTANCE

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0142/60029
	Viridor Waste Management Ltd
	· Revise criterion i to accurately reflect guidance in paragraph C10 of PPG9, referring to “suitable and available sites which are reasonable alternatives”.
	· Agree. Amend wording accordingly.

	
	
	
	

	0073/60056
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Amend policy so that no development that would adversely affect the integrity of an existing or candidate SAC is permitted.
	· Disagree. That would be much more restrictive than national policy, which Draft Policy EN7A is consistent with.

	
	
	
	

	0769/60195
	English Nature
	· Support the replacement of Policy EN7 with EN7A-E.
	· Noted.


	EN7B
	NATURE CONSERVATION SITES OF NATIONAL IMPORTANCE

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0142/60030
	Viridor Waste Management Ltd
	· Point a should refer to “impact on” rather than “reduction in”.

· Delete criterion d and the penultimate sentence of the reasoned justification, as the requirements are excessive. Management agreements should only be used where appropriate.

· The use of conditions requiring landowners/occupiers to enter into management agreements would be unreasonable and ultra vires, contrary to Government guidance in Circular 11/95.
	· Disagree. If the special interest has not been reduced, then the policy would not apply.

· Disagree. The Government encourages all landowners to enter into such management agreements. If the special interest of a SSSI is harmed then the importance of such an agreement is increased, and the agreement is considered the minimum mitigation required to compensate for such harm.

· Disagree. It is reasonable to expect mitigation measures to compensate for harm to a SSSI resulting from development. A condition only permitting the development once a management agreement had been entered into would not be ultra vires according to Circular 11/95.

	
	
	
	

	0769/60196
	English Nature
	· Support the replacement of Policy EN7 with EN7A-E.
	· Noted.


	EN7C
	NATURE CONSERVATION SITES OF LOCAL IMPORTANCE

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0142/60031
	Viridor Waste Management Ltd
	· Revise the policy to refer to the Proposals Map.

· Revise the Proposals Map to show the sites of nature conservation value.
	· Disagree. This is unnecessary, and reference is already made in the reasoned justification.

· Disagree. Existing local SBI designations are already shown on the Proposals Map, as amended at Revised Deposit stage. There are currently no Local Nature Reserves. The Proposals Map would be unnecessarily complex if all priority habitats were to be shown on it, and such habitats are liable to change over time.

	
	
	
	

	0243/60114
	A and B Motors
	· Criterion a-c are almost identical to the criteria in Policy EN7B on national sites, but should be much less strong because they only relate to local designations.

· References to GMEU should be deleted. Any local designations must be justified by the city council not GMEU.

· SBIs are not afforded statutory protection, so object to that reference.

· It is not clear what is meant by “viable areas and population levels” in the penultimate paragraph of the reasoned justification.

· Policy refers to further guidance on priority habitats and species. This should be included in the UDP, or at worst in Supplementary Planning Guidance.
	· Disagree. The key issue is that the nature conservation interest of the site is balanced against the benefits of the development. The weight given to the nature conservation interest will clearly be less for a local designation than a national designation. Equally, the mitigation for any damage is likely to be less.

· Agree in part. GMEU should be referred to as assessing such sites, rather than identifying them.

· Agree in part. Amend the first sentence of the second paragraph of the to reasoned justification to end “but are not afforded the statutory protection that SSSIs are”.

· Disagree. Viability in relation to nature conservation is a common concept, in this case relating to the need for habitat areas and species populations to be sufficiently large to be effectively self-sustaining.

· Agree in part. Any further guidance is likely to be in the form of a Supplementary Planning Document under the new planning system.

	
	
	
	

	0769/60197
	English Nature
	· Support the replacement of Policy EN7 with EN7A-E.
	· Noted.


	EN7D
	WILDLIFE CORRIDORS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0142/60032
	Viridor Waste Management Ltd
	· Policy should refer to the wildlife corridors being shown on the Proposals Map.
	· Disagree. The reasoned justification explains that the Proposals Map shows the key areas of search for wildlife corridors, and reference in the policy itself is considered unnecessary.

	
	
	
	

	0769/60198
	English Nature
	· Support the replacement of Policy EN7 with EN7A-E.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0677/60250
	Countryside Properties
	· Including the whole of large open areas, such as the Meadows, is unreasonable at goes beyond the concept of a “corridor”. The Proposals Map should be limited to the river corridor itself in this location, and exclude the Meadows.
	· Disagree. Given its location and surrounding, there is potential for the Meadows to fulfil an important role as a wildlife corridor, and it is important that any proposals for the area take account of this.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65310
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. The policy is being used as a blanket protection for undesignated sites, and should be deleted or toned down. It should only include areas of defined and justified nature conservation value.
	· Disagree. The policy applies to any land that is considered important to the movement of flora and fauna. Paragraph 15 of PPG9 is clear about the importance of wildlife corridors linking habitats in maintaining the range and diversity of flora and fauna, and therefore the level of protection provided by the policy is considered appropriate. 


	EN7E
	PROTECTION OF SPECIES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0142/60033
	Viridor Waste Management Ltd
	· First paragraph of policy should protect “the species concerned” rather than seek to maintain current population levels.

· There is no need to include additional tests for species protected under the Habitats Directive, and so the second paragraph of the policy should be deleted.
	· Disagree. However, it is considered that the requirements should instead be “to maintain the population level of the species at a favourable conservation status in its natural range”, to more fully accord with national guidance.

· Disagree. The requirements are consistent with DEFRA Circular 2/2002, and ensure that European protected species receive an appropriate level of protection in Salford.

	
	
	
	

	0769/60199
	English Nature
	· Support the replacement of Policy EN7 with EN7A-E.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0243/60116
	A and B Motors
	· Should only apply to those species fully protected by Section 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act and the EC Birds and Habitats Directive. At present it would also apply to species that are statutorily protected just in terms of trading or method/time of killing.
	· Agree. Amend the policy and/or reasoned justification to clarify that it only applies to species that are protected.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60215
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· The test should be “to maintain the population level of the species at a favourable conservation status in its natural range”, rather than “to maintain current population levels”, to more fully accord with national guidance.
	· Agree. Amend the policy accordingly.


	EN8
	MOSSLANDS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0142/60034
	Viridor Waste Management Ltd
	· Policy is too long and complicated, and should be split into separate policies.

· Concerned that “potential” lowland bog habitat is afforded the same level of protection as internationally designated sites, even though it has no statutory designation of any kind.

· Plan gives no indication of the extent of existing or potential lowland bog habitat.

· If point B is retained, then its opening sentence should say “cannot practicably be restored”.
	· Disagree. The mosslands is a single policy designation, and therefore it is important for the avoidance of doubt that guidance relating to it is in a single policy.

· Disagree. It is the restoration potential that is being protected, and this allows for more types of development than would be permitted on existing lowland bog habitat, so it is certainly not the same level of protection.

· Noted. However, this is not considered appropriate given that the purpose of the policy is to increase the area of the mosslands that is in lowland raised bog habitat.

· Disagree. What is practicable for a particular site may change very quickly depending on the context, and the purpose of the policy is to protect the long-term potential for restoration.

	
	
	
	

	0594/60099
	The Scotts Company (UK) Ltd
	· Delete references to retaining a minimum depth of 0.5m of ombrotrophic peat over 0.5m of humidified or fen peat. There is no material difference in planning terms between the two types of peat, there is no scientific justification, and it is inappropriate detail in the UDP.
	· Disagree. The policy seeks to ensure that the potential to restore the mosslands to lowland raised bog habitat is protected, and the references to peat depths explain what maintaining that potential involves. English Nature has advised on these minimum peat depths, and so they are considered justified.

	
	
	
	

	0769/60200
	English Nature
	· Support the commitment in the reasoned justification to producing supplementary planning guidance.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60216
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· No implementation strategy is described.

· Does not recognise that some developments may result in complementary habitats to lowland raised bog, leading to an overall environmental benefit greater than if no development had taken place. Policy should state that the comparative benefits of carrying out a development over not carrying it out will be a material consideration in favour of granting planning permission.
	· Noted. However, this level of detail is considered more appropriate to supplementary guidance.

· Disagree. Lowland raised bog is a priority habitat in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan, and is an internationally important habitat under the EU Habitats Directive. Its restoration is considered a very high nature conservation priority, and the potential to restore it in the long-term is considered to be more important than any short-term nature conservation benefits of lower priority that may accrue from development within the mossland area.


	EN11
	DERELICT, UNDERUSED AND NEGLECTED LAND

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0690/60126
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	· Support the changed wording on disposing contaminants to public sewers (addresses previous objection).
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65311
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Support the flexibility that recognises the difficulties in reclaiming derelict land.
	· Noted.


	EN13
	CONTAMINATED LAND

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0690/60127
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	· Support the changed wording on disposing contaminants to public sewers (addresses previous objection).
	· Noted.


	EN16
	FLOOD RISK AND SURFACE WATER

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0690/60128
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	· Support the warning that the statutory undertaker may not adopt the site sewage system (addresses previous objection).
	· Noted.


	EN17
	RENEWABLE ENERGY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1196/60268
	North West Regional Assembly
	· Support the statement that schemes will be permitted where the benefits outweigh their impact on amenity and environmental quality.

· Need clearer criteria that renewable energy schemes would be expected to meet.

· Include a reference to developers ensuring effective community consultation.

· Strengthen the links between energy use and climate change.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. The policy is considered to provide an adequate framework for assessing renewable energy schemes. A criteria-based renewable energy policy is being developed as part of the partial review of RPG, and it is considered inappropriate to include a similar but potentially conflicting policy in the UDP in advance of this.

· Disagree. Community consultation will be an important part of many types of major developments, and any such requirements should be set out in the city council’s Statement of Community Involvement, rather than the UDP.

· Disagree. The policy is about renewable energy and its links to climate change, not energy use.

	
	
	
	

	0902/60279
	Future Energy Solutions
	· Support the policy approach and the reasoned justification references to Government targets and the type of technologies likely to be appropriate.
	· Noted.


	EN17A
	RESOURCE CONSERVATION

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0543/60042
	Government Office for the North West
	· Policy merely lists criteria against proposals will be assessed, rather than setting out what is required of development. This gives rise to uncertainty and should be amended.
	· Agree. Substantially amend the policy so that, for developments exceeding 5,000 square metres of floorspace or 100 dwellings, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that: a) the impact on the conservation of non-renewable resources, and on the local and global environments, has been minimised and b) full consideration has been given to the use of realistic renewable energy options, and they are incorporated where practicable. Points i-vi of the existing policy would then be dropped into the reasoned justification.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60257
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Third sentence of the first paragraph of the reasoned justification should refer to appropriate construction techniques as well as careful design.

· Amend fourth sentence of first paragraph of the reasoned justification to refer to enhancing housing choice, and tackling total energy and servicing costs of housing rather than just referring to heating costs.
	· Agree. Amend to refer to “Careful design and construction”.

· Disagree. The issue of social equity primarily relates to fuel poverty and heating costs, and so the existing wording is considered more appropriate. 

	
	
	
	

	1196/60269
	North West Regional Assembly
	· Refer to the role of combined heat and power schemes in terms of providing efficient heat and electricity.

· Reasoned justification could provide further details of the principles of sustainable design, e.g. maximising solar gain through building orientation.

· Need to define “large amounts of energy” in the last paragraph of the policy, preferably in terms of footprint area as energy usage is not always known in advance.

· Could require a minimum proportion of the energy needs of new developments above a certain size to be met by renewable energy.

· Strengthen the links between energy use and climate change.
	· Agree. Amend the reasoned justification accordingly.

· Agree. Amend the reasoned justification accordingly.

· Agree. Amend the policy so that the requirement relates to developments exceeding 5,000 square metres of floorspace or 100 dwellings.

· Disagree. It is considered that any minimum proportion would be arbitrary, and potentially difficult to monitor.

· Agree. Amend the reasoned justification accordingly.

	
	
	
	

	0902/60280
	Future Energy Solutions
	· Welcome the policy and reasoned justification.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65312
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. Strict compliance with the policy would threaten the viability of developments.

· Representation received late. The policy should be rewritten as an encouraging Part One policy, rather than being restrictive.
	· Disagree. Resource conservation should be considered an acceptable development cost, to ensure development is sustainable.

· Disagree. An encouraging policy is unlikely to secure development that is sustainable.


	EN18
	ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT CORRIDORS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0666/60217
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Object to the revised wording, as it retains the requirement for a positive contribution to a corridor’s environment and appearance, whereas preservation should be acceptable.
	· Agree. Amend the first sentence of the policy to read “will be required to preserve, or make a positive contribution to, the corridor’s environment and appearance”. Amend the reasoned justification accordingly.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60258
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Revise the first sentence of the reasoned justification to reflect the wider benefits that would result from environmental enhancement of the strategic route network, e.g. self-esteem; access to recreation; amenity; image.

· Second sentence of the reasoned justification should refer to community safety as well as environmental problems.

· The new final sentence of the first paragraph of the reasoned justification has watered down the policy. It should be replaced by a statement that planning conditions and obligations will be used to secure environmental enhancements of corridors, including pooling financial contributions from smaller developments.

· Point e should refer to Gilda Brook Road, to include the full extent of the A576.
	· Disagree. The sentence is considered to accurately reflect the key issues.

· Disagree. The purpose of the policy is to secure the environmental improvement of corridors. Community safety issues are covered elsewhere in the plan, particularly in Policy DES11.

· Disagree. The sentence is a reflection of reality, and does not water down the policy. However, it is proposed to amend the policy further to allow developments that merely preserve a corridor’s environment and appearance. Where developments would have a wider impact on a corridor than just the frontage of their development, or require improvements beyond that frontage, then the use of conditions and obligations may be appropriate. However, this is already allowed for under Policy DEV5.

· Agree. Amend the text accordingly.


CHAPTER 13

THE CITY’S HERITAGE

	CH9
	MANCHESTER, BOLTON AND BURY CANAL

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0973/65252
	Tarmac Central Limited
	· Representation received late. Object to the replacement of the word “major” with “where appropriate” in the final sentence of the policy, as it is prescriptive (taking no account of the specifics of the development) and does not indicate how what is “appropriate” will be determined.

· Representation received late. Object to the addition of the words “improvement and/or maintenance” to the final sentence, because such activities are the statutory responsibility of British Waterways.

· Representation received late. Object to the statement in the second paragraph of the reasoned justification that some sort of contribution to the canal will be required in most cases, because it does not take into account the impact of the proposed development.

· Representation received late. Object to point i as it could result in isolated sections of the canal being restored.

· Representation received late. Object to points ii and iii as they interfere with private proprietary rights over land, and seek to circumvent compensation procedures.

· Representation received late. Object to point iii as it does not take into account whether the transfer of the line would be required by the development.

· Representation received late. Amend point iv to specify that improvements would be connected to the individual development proposed.

· Representation received late. Amend point vi to specify that the contribution should be connected with the individual development proposed.
	· Disagree. By definition, the use of the words “where appropriate” cannot be prescriptive. What is appropriate will be determined in relation to Government guidance on the use of conditions and obligations, the other policies of the plan, and the specifics of the development involved, as would be the case with the use of conditions or obligations for any development.

· Disagree. Where improvement and/or increased maintenance is required in order to ensure that the proposed development is acceptable and successful, it is acceptable both in terms of Government guidance and case law to seek a contribution towards those activities.

· Agree in part. The use of the word “most” assumes that the majority of developments will need to make a contribution. Although this is possible, it is not certain, and therefore the use of the word “many” would be more appropriate, and the reasoned justification should be amended accordingly.

· Noted. However, this is not considered to be a problem given that there is a restoration programme for the complete canal, which should ensure any restored sections are not isolated beyond the short-term.

· Disagree. Points i-vi are only examples, and developers cannot be forced into an obligation involving transfer of the canal line for a nominal sum.

· Disagree. Policy DEV5 is clear that all planning obligations and conditions will be consistent with Government guidance.

· Disagree. Policy DEV5 is clear that all planning obligations and conditions will be consistent with Government guidance.

· Disagree. Policy DEV5 is clear that all planning obligations and conditions will be consistent with Government guidance.


CHAPTER 14

RECREATION

	R1
	PROTECTION OF RECREATION LAND AND FACILITIES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0652/60260
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Amend the first sentence of the policy to refer to both the temporary and permanent development of existing recreational facilities.

· Point iii should refer to the site being surplus to “local” recreational requirements.

· Point iii should refer to the benefits of development outweighing the value of the land for recreational purposes “without prejudice to the range of local recreational facilities”.
	· Disagree. The sentence already covers all development of existing recreation land and facilities, irrespective of whether it is for a temporary or permanent period.

· Disagree. Introducing the word “local” would weaken the policy, because some recreational requirements are determined at the city level rather than the local level.

· Disagree. This would repeat the first clause of the point, causing confusion. If the site is surplus to recreational requirements then, by definition, it should not prejudice the range of local recreational facilities.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65313
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. The policy should only relate to parcels of land defined on the Proposals Map, based on an audit of recreational land in the city as required by PPG17.

· Representation received late. The extension of the policy to land for “sitting and quiet contemplation” is open to abuse.

· Representation received late. Applying the policy to all existing sites/facilities, irrespective of ownership/management, is too unwieldy and stops landowners managing the development potential of their land.

· Representation received late. Reinstate the original point iii, in order to bring the benefits of regeneration to land that is neglected.
	· Disagree. The implementation of the policy will be based on an audit of recreational land, and further guidance is being produced setting this out. However, that guidance is too detailed for the UDP, and it is inappropriate to show all of the sites on the Proposals Map given their number and potential for change. Furthermore, PPG17 is clear that all functions of open space need to be considered, as does the potential for a surplus open space to be reused to remedy a deficiency in another type of open space or recreation facility.

· Disagree. See above. PPG17 makes no distinction between sites on the basis of ownership or management, and the application of the policy to all sites is consistent with Government policy.

· Disagree. The previous point iii was imprecise, and, unless the site is surplus to recreational requirements, it is important to ensure adequate replacement (under point i of the policy). Development that would exacerbate a deficit is unlikely to contribute to regeneration.


	R2
	PROVISION OF RECREATION LAND AND FACILITIES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0089/60095
	Sport England
	· The minimum standard of 0.73ha of managed sports pitches per thousand population quoted in the reasoned justification is substantially below that sought by other north-west boroughs. Need to justify the standard.
	· Disagree. The standard is based on an assessment of sports pitches carried out in 2000/1, and paragraph 14.4 of the Draft UDP makes it clear that this assessment has informed all of the recreation policies. It is therefore unnecessary to repeat this in each policy.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60262
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· All sites should be accessible from a Strategic Recreation Route.

· The distance standards in the reasoned justification should be walking distances rather than “as the crow flies”.

· The distance standard to a district park should also have a cycling or public transport travel distance.

· Point e should be more specific about the maximum travel distances to the various facilities.

· The specified standards should also refer to all developments making appropriate provision for amenity greenspace.
	· Disagree. Although this may be a laudable aim, it is neither necessary nor feasible for many local sites such as play areas.

· Disagree. Within the Urban Open Space Strategy, which will implement the policy, straight line distances are used because it is impractical to use walking distances from every dwelling. However, major barriers to pedestrian movement are taken into account.

· Disagree. The accessibility standards are irrespective of the mode of transport, to maximise accessibility.

· Disagree. It is considered that the appropriate scale of provision for other youth and adult facilities is the Service Delivery Area. If each area has a full range, then everyone should have reasonable access to such facilities.

· Disagree. It is not considered that it is appropriate to have a specific standard for amenity greenspace, because many other types of open space will also have this function.


	R3
	REGIONAL PARK

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1114/60026
	Northwest Development Agency
	· Support the inclusion of points x and xi.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0089/60096
	Sport England
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. The role of sport should be addressed in the policy and/or reasoned justification.
	· Disagree. Points i and ii already refer to recreation, and the definition of this term would include sport. Therefore, no amendment is required.


	R5
	COUNTRYSIDE ACCESS NETWORK

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0038/60108
	Red Rose Forest
	· Fully support the policy.

· The Strategic Recreation Route should not deviate away from the river around Forest Bank Prison and Clifton Junction.

· Add a Strategic Recreation Route from Clifton Green to Bolton Road, along City Walk.
	· Noted.

· Disagree. Access from Agecroft Road to the riverside is only possible via steps, and is therefore not suitable for cyclists or horseriders.

· Disagree. This route requires further investigation as part of the ongoing development of the LIVIA proposals.

	
	
	
	

	0260/60139
	University of Salford
	· Support the changes to the Proposals Map showing the existing and proposed Strategic Recreation Routes.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60218
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Delete the reference to “high quality” alternative routes in the second paragraph of the reasoned justification.
	· Disagree. It is vital that any strategic recreation route is of a high quality in order to encourage its use.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60229
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Add a new route along the line of the former “Black Harry” railway, connecting Bradford Road with Monton Road via Quaker Bridge.

· Add a new route south from Campbell Road around the north and east of Eccles College, and down Chatsworth Road.

· Add a new route east from Bradford Road along Folly Brook to Hereford Road.

· Add the cycleway adjacent to the East Lancashire Road.

· Show on the Proposals Map national or designated recreation routes that connect the open spaces Central Salford.
	· Agree. The route does appear to have some potential for linking other parts of the network together, and should be identified in the UDP as a potential strategic recreation route.

· Disagree. This is not a “strategic” route.

· Disagree. This is not a “strategic” route.

· Disagree. This is not considered to be a route that has strategic importance for recreation purposes.

· Disagree. It is only considered appropriate to show the “strategic” routes. This does not mean that other routes are not afforded some protection under Policy A2.


	R6
	NEW AND IMPROVED RECREATION LAND AND FACILITIES

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0089/60097
	Sport England
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. The Proposals Map and policy should use the typologies i-x listed in paragraph 2 of the Annex to PPG17.
	· Disagree. It is considered that the allocations are clearer in their current form, rather than using relatively broad categories that do not relate to the specifics of the sites.


	R7
	SITE FOR A NEW SPORTS STADIUM

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0904/60136
	Trafford MBC
	· Support the deletion of the policy, and the allocation of the stadium instead under Policy E1.
	· Noted.


	R8
	RECREATIONAL USE OF WATERWAYS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0073/60057
	Ramblers Association of Manchester
	· Support the addition of point iii to the policy.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60219
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Delete the new sentence referring to the proposed World Heritage Site.
	· Disagree. The sentence is a statement of fact, which helps to highlight the importance of the Bridgewater Canal.


CHAPTER 15

DEVELOPMENT

	DEV1
	TELECOMMUNICATIONS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1198/60231
	Mobile Operators Association
	· Full support for all changes to the policy and reasoned justification (The MOA represent five operators, including three that objected at the First Deposit stage).
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0652/60263
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	· Amend the policy to safeguard against the risk of multiple installations in particular locations, particularly associated with prior notifications and competition between operators.

· Amend the policy to require that proposal drawings clearly indicate the nature and extent of associated street works, and servicing arrangements.

· Amend criterion vii to require that site selection is justified in terms of “rollout” network proposals for the whole of the service delivery area.

· Amend criterion viii to require evidence of the evaluation of alternative designs.

· Amend the policy to state that permitted development rights may be restricted in specific locations.

· Amend the last sentence of the first paragraph of the reasoned justification to prefer location at least 500m from significant residential development wherever feasible.

· Amend the first sentence of the second paragraph to specifically refer to the scale of the equipment in relation to existing street furniture.

· Amend the last sentence of the second paragraph of the reasoned justification to require that, where equipment is prominent from residential property, it accords with the plan’s design policies, avoids a cluttered landscape/streetscape. These requirements should also extend to all Environmental Improvement Corridors.

· Amend the last sentence of the third paragraph of the reasoned justification to require the cumulative impact of equipment to be measured against the ICNIRP standards, and to require full regard to be had to any other factor that may impact on community health and well-being.

· Add that monopoles on roads should normally be in the form of an operational streetlamp or be of artistic form.

· Add that dish antennae attachments to existing monopole installations will not be considered appropriate.
	· Disagree. Criterion vii requires evidence to be provided that opportunities for mast sharing have been considered. It is not the role of the planning system to prevent competition between operators.

· Disagree. This requirement is too specific for the UDP.

· Disagree. The need for the development is already covered in criterion vi. Government guidance states that the need for the network itself does not have to be demonstrated.

· Disagree. Criteria i-iv cover design issues. It is the acceptability of the design that is the appropriate determining factor, not whether alternative designs have been considered.

· Disagree. The power to remove permitted development rights is provided for at a national level. It is not necessary to restate it in the UDP unless there is evidence it is likely to be used.

· Disagree. Any distance requirement is arbitrary, and takes no account of the specifics of the proposed development or the location.

· Disagree. This point is already covered more generally by the existing wording, and it is inappropriate to pull out one very specific example above other townscape considerations.

· Disagree. Any telecommunications equipment needs to accord with the requirements of all policies of the UDP, not just DEV1, and it is not necessary to repeat all other policies that regard should be had to.

· Disagree. This point is already covered in criterion v of the policy.

· Disagree. This is too prescriptive, and too specific for the UDP.

· Disagree. This is too prescriptive, and too specific for the UDP.


	DEV2
	ADVERTISEMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0186/60006
	Outdoor Advertising Association
	· Delete the new final sentence of the reasoned justification, which makes the blanket assumption that all hoardings adjacent to motorways are hazardous.
	· Agree in part. Amend the sentence to state that, where advertisements are proposed adjacent to motorways, the city council will have regard to the views of the Highways Agency in determining whether there would be an unacceptable impact on public safety.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60016
	Highways Agency
	· Welcome the new wording of the policy, as it should provide adequate protection to the trunk road and motorway network.
	· Noted. However, a slight amendment is considered appropriate to the sentence relating to advertisements adjacent to motorways (see above).


	DEV5
	PLANNING CONDITIONS AND OBLIGATIONS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0500/60018
	English Partnerships
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. State that details of developer contributions to infrastructure will be expanded on in Area Action Plans.
	· Noted. The final sentence of the reasoned justification already covers this issue.

	
	
	
	

	1150/65314
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and representation received late. Expect that the policy will change given the Government proposals to change the system of planning obligations. It should state that regard will be had to the impact on viability, that obligations should not impose extra delays, that no obligation will be required on brownfield sites with significant remediation costs, that the range of obligations will not be extended, and set out accounting procedures.
	· Disagree. The Government proposals are still in a draft form and require legislative changes. It is therefore inappropriate at this stage to change the UDP to take them into account.


	DEV6
	INCREMENTAL DEVELOPMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65315
	Westbury Homes
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan, and representation received late. Delete the policy as it impinges on the rights of landowners, based on factors outside their control. It also affects the ability of developers to phase their developments in accordance with market conditions, is too sweeping, and is not fully justified.
	· Disagree. The policy is required to ensure the proper planning of the city, so that early developments do not undermine wider regeneration or redevelopment efforts. This is considered to be fully consistent with Government guidance.


CHAPTER 16

WASTE

	W1
	WASTE MANAGEMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0882/60012
	Highways Agency
	· Welcome the new wording of the policy.
	· Noted.


CHAPTER 17

MINERALS

	M2
	MINERAL DEVELOPMENT

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0594/60011
	The Scotts Company (UK) Ltd
	· Reinstate a revised version of criteria xix, which requires an average minimum depth of peat of 0.5m to be left, or, where the peat working is associated with mineral extraction, requires restoration to an appropriate wetland habitat.
	· Disagree. The approach proposed by the objector is considered to be incompatible with the objective of maximising the restoration of the mosslands to a lowland raised bog habitat. Consequently, any proposals would need to be consistent with the requirements of Policy EN8.

	
	
	
	

	0882/60017
	Highways Agency
	· Welcome the new wording.
	· Noted.

	
	
	
	

	0142/60035
	Viridor Waste Management Ltd
	· Criterion xviii)b) conflicts with Policy EN8 and should be deleted.
	· Agree. Delete point b of criterion xviii, and amend the third paragraph of the reasoned justification accordingly.

	
	
	
	

	0666/60220
	Peel Holdings Plc
	· Amend the reasoned justification so that it accurately summarises the effect of Policies M2 and EN8.
	· Agree in part. It is considered that some minor amendments are appropriate to clarify the policy, particularly to the third paragraph of the reasoned justification.


CHAPTER 18

MONITORING

	INDICATOR 2 – NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL DWELLINGS COMPLETED ANNUALLY

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	1150/65288
	Westbury Homes
	· Representation received late. The RPG target has been applied too literally, and the indicator target should be revised back to being a minimum.
	· Disagree. Government guidance states that the UDP should be consistent with regional planning guidance, and it is not considered that there is sufficient justification to treat the RPG dwellings requirement as a minimum rather than an average.


OTHER/GENERAL COMMENTS

	OTHER COMMENTS

	Reference
	Name
	Summary of representation
	Response

	
	
	
	

	0365/60161
	SOS Swinton’s Open Space
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Object to the timing of the consultation period over Christmas and New Year. It should have been extended by two weeks.
	· Disagree. The length of the consultation period is set by the Government at six weeks and cannot be extended. However, people were given at least two weeks notice before the start of the consultation period, effectively giving them at least eight weeks in which to comment.

	
	
	
	

	0677/60255
	Countryside Properties
	· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. Need to set out where regeneration masterplans and supplementary planning guidance are to be prepared, being prepared, or adopted.

· Not duly made because it does not refer to a change in the plan. The plan should make a commitment to the timescale for the preparation of Area Action Plans, which must be early in the plan period given the scale of change anticipated.
	· Disagree. The UDP is not the appropriate vehicle for this information, particularly given that it is likely to become out of date quite rapidly.

· Disagree. The Local Development Scheme is the appropriate vehicle for setting out the timetable for the preparation of Area Action Plans, rather than the UDP. The city council is currently drafting its LDS.


REITERATED/AUGMENTED REPRESENTATIONS

At the Revised Deposit stage, a number of representations made at the First Deposit stage were either reiterated or augmented with additional information that did not relate to changes made in the Revised Deposit UDP. These have not been counted as new representations, and any additional information has been attached to the original representation. A list of the reiterated/augmented representations is shown below:

	REITERATED/AUGMENTED REPRESENTATIONS

	Reference
	Name
	Section of the Draft UDP

	
	
	

	0100/50195
	Tesco Stores Limited
	Chapter 2 – Paragraphs 2.07-2.10

	0271/50494
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST1

	0610/51426
	Morston Assets Ltd
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST2

	0271/50504
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST2

	0271/50506
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST3

	0271/50520
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST4

	0271/50523
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST5

	0271/50524
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST6

	0271/50532
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST7

	0271/50533
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST8

	0273/50562
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST9

	0271/50534
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST9

	0950/52293
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST9

	0769/52680
	English Nature
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST10

	0271/50535
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST10

	0271/50536
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST11

	0769/52666
	English Nature
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST11

	0271/50537
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST12

	0271/50538
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST13

	0271/50539
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST14

	0271/50540
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST15

	0271/50541
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST16

	0543/51216
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST17

	0271/50542
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST17

	0882/52792
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX1

	0271/50543
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX1

	0271/50544
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX2

	0271/50545
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX3

	0882/52797
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/2

	0882/52803
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/4

	0270/50521
	A D Washington
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/4

	0987/52644
	Ms N Smith
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/4

	0271/51554
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/4

	0183/50566
	Jean E. Lewis
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/4

	0271/50546
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX4

	0271/50547
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES1

	0769/52639
	English Nature
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES1

	0271/50548
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES2

	0271/50549
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES3

	0273/50565
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES4

	0271/50550
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES4

	0950/52296
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES4

	0271/50551
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES5

	0271/50552
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES6

	0271/50553
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES7

	0950/52297
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES8

	0273/50567
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES8

	0271/50554
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES8

	0271/50555
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES9

	0950/52298
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES10

	0271/50556
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES10

	0273/50570
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES10

	0271/50557
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES11

	0273/50581
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES11

	0950/52299
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES11

	0271/50558
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES12

	0271/50559
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES13

	0271/50610
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H1

	0543/51227
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 7 – Policy H2

	0271/50611
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H2

	0271/50688
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H3

	0271/50689
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H4

	0016/50029
	McCarthy and Stone (Developments) Ltd
	Chapter 7 – Policy H4

	0543/51229
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 7 – Policy H4

	0271/50690
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H5

	0271/50691
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H6

	0271/50692
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H7

	0016/50028
	McCarthy and Stone (Developments) Ltd
	Chapter 7 – Policy H8

	0271/50693
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Policy H8

	0089/50313
	Sport England
	Chapter 7 – Policy H8

	0543/51235
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 7 – Policy H9

	0271/50694
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/1

	0271/50695
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/2

	0271/50704
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/3

	0271/50705
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/4

	0271/50706
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/5

	0271/50707
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/6

	0271/50708
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/7

	0089/50330
	Sport England
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/7

	0271/50709
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/8

	0271/50710
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/9

	0271/50711
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/10

	0089/50350
	Sport England
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/10

	0089/50336
	Sport England
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/11

	0271/50712
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/11

	0271/50713
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/12

	0089/50344
	Sport England
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/13

	0271/50714
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/13

	0271/50715
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/14

	0271/50716
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/15

	0271/50717
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/16

	0271/50718
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/17

	0271/50719
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/18

	0271/50720
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/19

	0260/50465
	University of Salford
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/19

	0271/50721
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/20

	0271/50722
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/21

	0882/52834
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/21

	1118/55046
	J K Hodgkiss
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/22

	0271/50723
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/22

	0271/50725
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/23

	0271/50726
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/24

	0150/50231
	Manchester City Council
	Chapter 8 – Policy E1

	0543/51237
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 8 – Policy E1

	0271/50727
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 8 – Policy E1

	0882/52840
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 8 – Policy E1

	0271/50728
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 8 – Policy E2

	0271/50729
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 8 – Policy E3

	0543/51239
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 8 – Policy E3

	0882/52841
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 8 – Allocation E3/11

	0271/50730
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 8 – Policy E4

	0271/50731
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 8 – Policy E5

	0371/50819
	Bellway Homes
	Chapter 8 – Policy E5

	0271/50732
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 8 – Policy E6

	0271/50733
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 9 – Policy S1

	0950/52295
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Chapter 9 – Policy S2

	0271/50734
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 9 – Policy S2

	0271/50735
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 9 – Policy S3

	0271/50736
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 9 – Policy S4

	0271/50779
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 9 – Policy S5

	0100/50255
	Tesco Stores Limited
	Chapter 9 – Policy S5

	0145/50196
	HM Prison Service
	Chapter 10 – Omission of policy on prisons

	0260/50477
	University of Salford
	Chapter 10 – Paragraph 10.2

	0271/50780
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC1

	0271/50781
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC2

	0271/50782
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC3

	0271/50783
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC4

	0271/50784
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC5

	0271/50785
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC6

	0271/50786
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC7

	0271/50787
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC8

	0271/50788
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 10 – Policy EHC9

	0271/50789
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A1

	0882/52843
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 11 – Policy A1

	0271/50790
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A2

	0073/50170
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 11 – Policy A2

	0271/50791
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A3

	0391/50702
	Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd
	Chapter 11 – Policy A3

	0271/50793
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A4

	0271/50794
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A5

	0271/50795
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A6

	0073/50174
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 11 – Policy A7

	0271/50796
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A7

	0882/52858
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 11 – Policy A8

	0260/50485
	University of Salford
	Chapter 11 – Policy A8

	0271/50797
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A8

	0882/52872
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 11 – Policy A9

	0652/51531
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	Chapter 11 – Policy A9

	0271/50798
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A9

	0904/52206
	Trafford MBC
	Chapter 11 – Policy A9

	0652/51491
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/2

	0882/52873
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/3

	0183/50568
	Jean E. Lewis
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/5

	0543/51345
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/5

	0719/51947
	Mrs J. Leigh
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/5

	0720/51952
	Mr Peter Leigh
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/5

	0652/51493
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/5

	0271/50799
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/5

	0271/50800
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A10

	0271/50801
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A11

	0271/50802
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A12

	0271/50803
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A13

	0882/52875
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 11 – Policy A14

	0271/50804
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A14

	0271/50846
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 11 – Policy A15

	0271/50847
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN1

	0271/50848
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN2

	0769/52540
	English Nature
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN3

	0271/50849
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN3

	0271/50850
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN4

	0271/50851
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN5

	0271/50852
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN6

	0243/50467
	A and B Motors
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN7

	0271/50853
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN7

	0271/50854
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN8

	0271/50855
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN9

	0271/50856
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN10

	0271/50857
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN11

	0271/50858
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN12

	0271/50859
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN13

	0271/50860
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN14

	0271/50862
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN15

	0271/50868
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN16

	0271/50869
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN17

	0271/50870
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN18

	0271/50871
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH1

	0904/52207
	Trafford MBC
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH1

	0271/50901
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH2

	0271/50902
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH3

	0271/50903
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH4

	0271/50904
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH5

	0271/50905
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH6

	0271/50906
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH7

	0271/50907
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH8

	0271/50908
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH9

	0089/50340
	Sport England
	Chapter 14 – Policy R1

	0073/50185
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 14 – Policy R1

	0271/50909
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R1

	0271/50910
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R2

	0271/50911
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R3

	0271/50912
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R4

	0271/50935
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R5

	0652/51535
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	Chapter 14 – Policy R6

	0652/51536
	Mr Geoff Ainsworth
	Chapter 14 – Policy R6

	0271/50936
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R6

	0543/51360
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 14 – Policy R7

	0882/52876
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 14 – Policy R7

	0271/50937
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R7

	0271/50938
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 14 – Policy R8

	0271/50939
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV1

	0271/50940
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV2

	0186/50575
	Outdoor Advertising Association (OAA)
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV2

	0271/50941
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV3

	0271/50942
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV4

	0271/50943
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV5

	0271/50944
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV6

	0271/50980
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 16 – Policy W1

	0271/50981
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 17 – Policy M1

	0271/50982
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 17 – Policy M2

	0271/50983
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 17 – Policy M3

	0271/50984
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Chapter 18 – General comments

	0271/51282
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Appendix 3 – C3 standard

	0271/50990
	Worsley Civic Trust & Amenity Society
	Appendix 3 – General comments


WITHDRAWN REPRESENTATIONS

The following comments, made during the First Deposit stage, have now been withdrawn, either conditionally (CW) or unconditionally (WD).

	WITHDRAWN REPRESENTATIONS

	Reference
	Name
	Section of the Draft UDP
	Withdrawal Type

	
	
	
	

	0769/52700
	English Nature
	Chapter 4 – Omission of policy on sustainability, biodiversity conservation and the precautionary principle
	WD

	0371/50809
	Bellway Homes
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST2
	WD

	0543/51206
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST2
	WD

	0890/52831
	The Countryside Agency
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST10
	CW

	0371/50810
	Bellway Homes
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST11
	WD

	0371/50811
	Bellway Homes
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST12
	WD

	0543/51214
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 4 – Policy ST16
	WD

	0650/51548
	BT plc
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX1
	CW

	0904/52185
	Trafford MBC
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX1
	WD

	0769/52663
	English Nature
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX1
	WD

	0650/51549
	BT plc
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX2
	CW

	0769/52641
	English Nature
	Chapter 5 – Policy MX3
	WD

	0769/52650
	English Nature
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/1
	WD

	0543/51218
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/2
	WD

	0769/52657
	English Nature
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/3
	WD

	0769/52658
	English Nature
	Chapter 5 – Allocation MX3/4
	WD

	0890/52833
	The Countryside Agency
	Chapter 6 – Paragraph 6.01
	CW

	0769/52615
	English Nature
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES3
	WD

	0930/52620
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES6
	WD

	0073/50122
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES6
	CW

	0690/51714
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES9
	WD

	0543/51220
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES9
	WD

	0769/52610
	English Nature
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES9
	WD

	0930/52622
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES9
	WD

	0543/51221
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES11
	WD

	0930/52623
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 6 – Policy DES12
	WD

	0371/50813
	Bellway Homes
	Chapter 7 – Policy H1
	WD

	0543/51224
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 7 – Policy H1
	WD

	0769/52608
	English Nature
	Chapter 7 – Policy H1
	WD

	0371/50816
	Bellway Homes
	Chapter 7 – Policy H2
	WD

	0930/52624
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 7 – Policy H2
	WD

	0769/52603
	English Nature
	Chapter 7 – Policy H8
	WD

	0769/52593
	English Nature
	Chapter 7 – Policy H9
	WD

	0073/50134
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/3
	CW

	0073/50138
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/4
	CW

	0762/52249
	C.J. Morris
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/9
	WD

	0387/50997
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/22
	WD

	0543/51233
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/22
	WD

	0882/52835
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/22
	CW

	0073/50151
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/22
	CW

	1104/52888
	Mrs A E Holgate
	Chapter 7 – Allocation H9/22
	WD

	0073/50154
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 8 – Policy E1
	CW

	0769/52590
	English Nature
	Chapter 8 – Policy E1
	WD

	0420/51266
	GMPTE
	Chapter 8 – Policy E3
	CW

	0930/52627
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 8 – Allocation E3/1
	WD

	0930/52629
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 8 – Allocation E3/3
	WD

	0769/52580
	English Nature
	Chapter 8 – Allocation E3/11
	WD

	0930/52630
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 8 – Allocation E3/11
	WD

	0543/51240
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 8 – Policy E4
	CW

	0273/50564
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Chapter 9 – Policy S2
	CW

	0950/52295
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Chapter 9 – Policy S2
	CW

	0690/51722
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 9 – Policy S4
	WD

	0073/50164
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 11 – Policy A1
	CW

	0882/52855
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 11 – Policy A3
	CW

	0420/51279
	GMPTE
	Chapter 11 – Policy A3
	WD

	0543/51331
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Policy A3
	WD

	0543/51334
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Policy A4
	WD

	0420/51284
	GMPTE
	Chapter 11 – Policy A5
	CW

	0543/51349
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Policy A5
	WD

	0543/51336
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/2
	WD

	0543/51340
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/3
	WD

	0543/51342
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/4
	WD

	0769/52541
	English Nature
	Chapter 11 – Allocation A9/4
	WD

	0273/50587
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Chapter 11 – Policy A10
	CW

	0650/51550
	BT plc
	Chapter 11 – Policy A11
	CW

	0543/51350
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 11 – Policy A15
	WD

	0769/52709
	English Nature
	Chapter 12 – Omission of policy on forest strategies
	WD

	0930/52631
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN6
	WD

	0543/51351
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN7
	WD

	0769/52535
	English Nature
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN7
	WD

	0387/50973
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN7
	WD

	0930/52632
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN7
	WD

	0387/50991
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN8
	WD

	0930/52633
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN8
	WD

	0769/52499
	English Nature
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN8
	WD

	0769/52539
	English Nature
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN10
	WD

	0690/51716
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN11
	WD

	0690/51717
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN13
	WD

	0650/51551
	BT plc
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN14
	CW

	0930/52634
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN15
	WD

	0690/51719
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN16
	WD

	0543/51356
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN16
	WD

	0543/51357
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 12 – Policy EN17
	WD

	0543/51358
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH5
	WD

	0769/52538
	English Nature
	Chapter 13 – Policy CH9
	WD

	0073/50197
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 14 – Omission of policy on Rights of Way
	WD

	0543/51359
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 14 – Omission of evidence on assessments and audits
	WD

	0073/50203
	Ramblers Association Manchester Area
	Chapter 14 – Allocation R4/7
	CW

	0769/52537
	English Nature
	Chapter 14 – Policy R6
	WD

	0387/50993
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust
	Chapter 14 – Allocation R6/4
	WD

	0387/50996
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust
	Chapter 14 – Allocation R6/14
	WD

	0543/51360
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 14 – Policy R7
	CW

	0690/51723
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 15 – Omission of policy on utilities
	WD

	0650/51552
	BT plc
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV1
	CW

	0882/52881
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV2
	CW

	0690/51721
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 15 – Policy DEV3
	WD

	0543/51368
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 16 – Paragraph 16.1
	WD

	0769/52931
	English Nature
	Chapter 16 – Omission of policy encouraging nature conservation following waste development
	WD

	0690/51720
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Chapter 16 – Policy W1
	WD

	0882/52882
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 16 – Policy W1
	CW

	0930/52637
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 16 – Policy W1
	WD

	0769/52932
	English Nature
	Chapter 17 – Omission of policy encouraging nature conservation following waste development
	WD

	0882/52883
	Highways Agency
	Chapter 17 – Policy M2
	CW

	0543/51369
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 17 – Policy M2
	WD

	0930/52638
	Environment Agency
	Chapter 17 – Policy M2
	WD

	0543/51370
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 17 – Policy M3
	WD

	0543/51371
	Government Office for the North West
	Chapter 18 – Indicator 2
	WD

	0890/52902
	The Countryside Agency
	Chapter 18 – General
	CW

	0950/52300
	Sainsbury's Supermarkets Ltd
	Appendix 3 – General
	CW

	0273/50589
	Aldi Stores Ltd
	Appendix 3 – General
	CW

	0769/52703
	English Nature
	Omission of policy on environmental assessments
	WD

	0769/52707
	English Nature
	Omission of policy on rural industries and activities
	WD

	0543/52785
	Government Office for the North West
	Reference to other policies and proposals within policies
	WD

	0543/52798
	Government Office for the North West
	Need to reflect final version of RPG
	WD

	0690/51718
	United Utilities (External Planning Liaison)
	Omission of policy on drainage of brownfield sites
	WD
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