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TITLE :
UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN – REPRESENTATIONS TO THE REVISED DEPOSIT DRAFT PLAN AND PROPOSED PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES 


RECOMMENDATIONS:

· That the representations received in respect of the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Unitary Development Plan, as summarised in appendix 1 to this report, be noted. 

· That proposed responses to these representations, as set out in appendix 1 to this report, be approved.

· That the proposed pre-inquiry changes to the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Unitary Development Plan detailed in appendix 2 of this report be approved.

· That approval be given to advertise and consult upon these proposed changes for a six-week period, prior to the start of the public local inquiry into objections to the Draft Replacement Unitary Development Plan.


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The review of the Unitary Development Plan has now reached an advanced stage following completion of the Revised Deposit period (the second statutory six-week public consultation period), and the appointment of an Inspector to hear objections to the Draft Plan at a public inquiry beginning on 7 September 2004.

At the Revised Deposit stage of UDP review 329 representations were received in respect of the Revised Deposit Draft Plan. A further 227 representations were also received that were classified as reiterating or augmenting First Deposit representations. These representations raised a wide range of issues, particularly relating to the location of new development, housing supply and demand, a housing allocation at Whitehead Street/Hill Top Road in Walkden, the Barton Regional Investment Site, the location of new retail development, and the Plan’s approach towards resource conservation. Further details of the various representations received and proposed responses to them are given in appendix 1 to the report.

The City Council now has an opportunity to publish further proposed changes to the Draft Plan prior to the inquiry, in response to the representations it has received. However, any such changes do not form part of the statutory plan preparation process and will have to be subject to the formal modification procedure following completion of the inquiry, before they can be incorporated into the Plan.

Full details of these proposed changes to the Plan are included in appendix 2 to the report. Key changes proposed include:

· Updating policy ST2 and other related parts of the Plan to reflect the findings of the 2003/4 update of residential land availability, which indicates a significant increase in the supply of residential land in the City;

· Deleting the Swinton Sewage Treatment Works mixed-use allocation (MX3/4) and associated link road (A9/5);

· Deleting land at Whitehead Street/Hill Top Road, Walkden (policy H9/34) as a residential allocation and the incorporating the site in the Blackleach Country Park Key Recreation Area (R4/1);

· Amending policy ST11 in respect of the location of new development to ensure that such development does not have an unacceptable impact on the Housing Market Renewal Initiative or other regeneration priorities and to remove the special status previously afforded to redundant school playing fields as a specific category of greenfield land that might be brought forward for development before previously developed land; 

· Deleting policy S2A in respect of retail and leisure development at Salford Quays; and

· Comprehensively revising policy EN17A on resource conservation to give it greater strength and clarity.


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:

(Available for public inspection)

City of Salford Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Unitary Development Plan 2003-2016

Local Plans and Unitary Development Plans A Guide to Procedures (ODPM 1999)
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DETAILS

1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1
The purpose of this report is to provide an update on the development of the Draft UDP, and in particular to:

· Summarise the UDP process, both in terms of the stages completed and those ahead;

· Provide details of the total number of representations received in respect of the Revised Deposit Draft UDP;

· Summarise the key issues arising from the representations received on the Revised Deposit Draft UDP;

· Reiterate the other key issues arising from earlier representations on the First Deposit Draft UDP; 

· Recommend responses to the various representations received at the Revised Deposit stage; and

· Recommend changes to the Draft UDP to be advertised and consulted upon prior to the commencement of the Public Inquiry into objections to the Draft Plan.

2.
UDP PROCESS

2.1
The whole of the UDP process, and the timetable for future stages, can be summarised as follows:

· Production of an Issues Paper



April 1999

· First Deposit Period (public consultation)


Feb to Mar 2003

· Revised Deposit Period (public consultation)

Nov 2003 to Jan 2004

· Pre-Inquiry Changes (public consultation)

June to August 2004

· Public Inquiry (independently chaired)


Sep to Dec 2004

· Receipt of the Inspector’s Report


Summer 2005

· Modifications Process (final changes)


Autumn/Winter 2005

· Adoption of the new UDP




January 2006

2.2 The Revised Deposit period, the second of two statutory public consultation periods on the Draft UDP, took place from 24th November 2003 to 5th January 2004 and resulted in a number of representations to the Revised Deposit Draft Plan being received. Details of these various representations are given in appendix 1 to this report and key issues raised by them are discussed in section 5 of the main body of the report.

2.3 In response to some of the representations received, it is recommended that some further changes be made to the Draft UDP prior to the Public Inquiry. These proposed changes are set out in full in appendix 2, with key changes highlighted in section 5 of the report. The changes will need to be subject to a further six-week consultation period before the start of the Public Inquiry, and it is envisaged that this would run from mid June.

2.4 A date has now been set for the start of the Public Inquiry into the Draft UDP, which is Tuesday 7th September 2004. The Inspector will be Mr Jonathan King. The inquiry is expected to last until at least the end of December 2004 and may possibly extend until January or early February 2005. The precise length of the inquiry will only be known once a programme for the inquiry has been drawn up by the Programme Officer. The length of the Inquiry, together with the time taken for the Inspector to produce his report, will be the main determining factors in terms of when the UDP is finally adopted.

3.
NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED

3.1
A total of 2,998 representations were received on the First Deposit Draft UDP. Of these, 2,740 were objections and 258 were statements of support. Out of the total number of representations, 86 were received after the end of the First Deposit period, and are therefore officially classed as “late representations” and “not duly made”.

3.2
A total of 329 representations were received on the Revised Deposit Draft UDP. Of these, 254 were objections and 75 were statements of support. Only 259 of the total number of representations were made in accordance with Government regulations. 38 representations were received after the end of the Revised Deposit period, 19 representations were not duly made because they did not relate to changes that had been made to the Draft UDP since the First Deposit stage, and 12 representations were both late and did not relate to changes in the plan.

3.3
In addition, at the Revised Deposit stage, 227 representations made on the First Deposit Draft UDP were reiterated and/or augmented (one of these had been a “late representation” at the First Deposit stage).

3.4
Following changes made at the Revised Deposit stage, or due to a clearer explanation of the reasoning behind certain policies and proposals in the Draft UDP, 87 objections were unconditionally withdrawn and 29 objections were conditionally withdrawn.

4.
DEALING WITH REPRESENTATIONS THAT WERE NOT DULY MADE

4.1 The Code of Practice on Local Plans and Unitary Development Plans indicates that if an objection is not duly made, for example because it is sent in late, the city council is not obliged to consider it, although it may do so if it chooses. In these circumstances the objector does not have the right to appear at the public inquiry. If the city council decides to consider such objections then the Inspector may decide in exceptional circumstances to allow the objector to appear at the inquiry. Otherwise objections will be considered in writing.

4.2 Across the two consultation periods, 156 representations were not duly made in accordance with Government regulations, in that they were received after the end of the consultation period and/or they were made at the Revised Deposit stage but did not relate to changes that had been made since the First Deposit stage.

4.2
The use of a Freepost address and the timing of the Revised Deposit period around Christmas and New Year may have resulted in postal delays that were responsible for some of the representations being received after the end of the consultation periods. There is also some evidence that a few representations may have been stamped as being received one or two days after they actually arrived at the Civic Centre. As a result of this, there is a strong argument for accepting late representations.

4.3 Following discussions with the Lead Member for Development Services respondents have been informed that:

· late representations to the First Deposit Draft Replacement Plan that were received by 30 June 2003 would be formally accepted and considered by the city council;

· late representations to the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Plan received by 29 March 2004, which related to changes made to the Draft UDP since the First Deposit stage, would be formally accepted and considered by the city council; but

· any representation submitted for the first time at the revised deposit stage that did not relate to changes made to the Draft UDP since the First Deposit stage would not be accepted.

4.4
Representations accepted under the first two bullet points of paragraph 4.3 above will still be deemed to “late representations”, and this will be made known to the Inquiry Inspector. However, by accepting the representations, the objectors involved will at least be able to have their objections considered by the Inquiry Inspector in writing, and may, at the discretion of the Inspector, be able to appear at the Inquiry itself. For the sake of completeness, representations received after the 12th January 2004 have been incorporated into this report and the accompanying schedule (from Westbury Homes (33 representations); M Halpern (5 representations); and Maro Developments Ltd (1 representation)).

4.5
Any advertised pre-inquiry changes to the Draft UDP will also need to be subject to a six-week consultation period. As this will be coming to an end shortly before the Inquiry begins, it is considered that neither late representations nor representations that do no relate to changes made to the Draft UDP since the Revised Deposit stage should be accepted by the city council. As a result, it is proposed that the Freepost address is no longer used, to reduce potential postal delays.

5.
KEY ISSUES AT THE REVISED DEPOSIT STAGE AND PROPOSED FURTHER CHANGES TO THE DRAFT PLAN

5.1 This section of the report highlights the main issues emerging from the Revised Deposit consultation exercise, and makes recommendations for further changes to the Draft UDP where appropriate. Further details of the representations received and recommended responses to them are given in Appendix 1 to the report and proposed further changes to the Draft Plan are then set out in full in appendix 2. These further changes to the Draft Plan will be advertised prior to the start of the public inquiry, giving all interested a parties an opportunity to submit further comments on them and for the proposed changes and comments on them to then be taken into account by the inquiry inspector.  

Housing Supply and Demand

5.2 Seven representations were received on Policy ST2 (Housing Supply), making very detailed comments on a broad range of supply and demand issues, most notably the estimate of clearance activity during the plan period, the calculation of how many of those cleared dwellings should be replaced, the windfall assumptions (i.e. the number of dwellings expected to be constructed on non-allocated sites), and the estimated yields from allocated sites.

5.3 The latest update of residential land availability within Salford has recently been completed and shows a considerable increase in development activity over previous years. In addition yields from sites that have been developed or where planning permission has been granted also show a marked increase. This updated information calls for a fundamental reworking of policy ST2 and may lend support to the deletion of some allocated sites within the Draft Plan, most notably Swinton Sewage Treatment Works (policy MX3/4) and land at Whitehead Street and Hill Top Road in Walkden (H9/34).

5.4 Recommendation - It is recommended that the policy be substantially rewritten as follows:

On the requirement side of the equation:

· A specific figure for housing clearance should be included within the policy. This should be derived from an assessment of clearance activity within the HMRA, derived from the prospectus document, and trend based data for Western Salford. Using this methodology a figure of just over 9,450 cleared properties throughout the plan period is arrived at.

· The policy should include a commitment to replace these cleared dwellings an one for one basis, reflecting the methodology used to arrive at the RPG requirement figure;

· The policy should allow for the additional provision of 88 dwellings to reflect the under-provision that occurred during the period April 2002 to March 2004;

On the supply side:

· Yields from sites with planning permission should be increased to reflect the 2004 update or residential land availability (this shows a significant increase in residential development activity over previous years, including an increase in development densities);

· Yields from windfalls should be increased, particularly within the mixed use areas, to reflect significant increases in densities within these areas in the last year, but outside the mixed use areas a reduced windfall assumption should reflect the Council’s desire to attract more family houses;

· An additional allowance should be made for developments on sites cleared of housing during the plan period;

· Yields from allocated sites should be reduced to take account of the deletion of sites at Whitehead Street/Hill Top Road, Walkden and Swinton Sewage Treatment Works, as well as reduced minimum densities on sites in Cadishead (see later in this report).

5.5 Taking into account these proposed changes, the revised policy ST2 shows a housing requirement of 15,723 dwellings and a supply of 21,575. This represents an oversupply of 5,825 dwellings. Whilst this level of oversupply is clearly significant, it in itself should not be taken as reason for removing residential allocations from the Plan or introducing a moratorium on further residential permissions. An oversupply can be justified having regard to the brownfield nature of the land supply and Salford’s position at the core of the conurbation, both of which will help to deliver the broad strategy of Regional Planning Guidance.

Swinton Sewage Treatment Works

5.6 The First Deposit Draft Replacement Plan allocated of the former Swinton Sewage Treatment Works and adjoining Council owned land for a mixed-use development comprising open space and housing (policy MX3/4) and an associated link road between the East Lancashire Road and Rocky Lane (A9/5). These two policies resulted in a significant number of objections at the First Deposit stage, but the city council elected to retain the two policies in the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Plan for the following reasons:

· The site was predominantly brownfield in nature and its development therefore broadly accorded with national and regional planning policy guidance;

· The site had been allocated for recreational use since the adoption of the current UDP in 1995 but this allocation had never been implemented due to the absence of any clear delivery mechanism;

· There was a need to address contamination issues associated with the former use of the site as a sewage treatment works; 

· The site had the potential to contribute to City’s housing land supply and would be particularly suitable for the provision of family housing, thereby helping to retain and attract families wishing to live in the City; and

· A mixed-use development represented the best chance of tackling the contamination issues and providing a much improved open space and recreational resource for use by local people.

5.7 The latest update of residential land availability now indicates that there is a plentiful supply of brownfield residential development land within the City and the Sewage Treatment Works site is not specifically needed to meet the City’s housing needs

5.8 . Whilst there are still several factors supporting its continued allocation, as outlined above, the lack of need, coupled with the strength of local opposition, alter what has always been a finely balanced decision whether or not to retain the two policies in the Plan.

5.9 Recommendation - After full consideration of this matter, it is recommended that policies MX3/4 and A9/5 be deleted from the Plan.
New Housing Sites (Policy H9)

5.10 40 objections were received to this allocation H9/34 (Land at Whitehead Street/Hill Top Road, Walkden North), one of which was accompanied by a 396 name petition. Due to an early drafting error, this site was excluded from the boundary of Blackleach Country Park at the First Deposit stage, and, as a result of it being brownfield (cleared housing site), it was considered appropriate for housing when a search for additional sites for residential development was made in drafting the Revised Deposit plan. 

5.11 Recommendation - It has now been established that the site should form part of the country park, and therefore it is proposed to delete the allocation.

5.12 Seven residents have also objected to allocation H9/35 nearby. However, this site represents a brownfield development opportunity in an accessible location. 

5.13 Recommendation - It is considered that allocation H9/35 should be retained.

5.14 Peel Holdings and Taylor Woodrow have objected to all of the housing allocations that were added at the Revised Deposit stage (sites H9/25-H9/36), because they consider that they are unlikely to come forward for development or they comprise important open spaces.

5.15 Recommendation - This is not considered to be the case, and it is recommended that all of the sites be retained, except for H9/34. All of the sites are brownfield, and it is considered realistic to expect development to commence on them all before the end of the plan period. Some of the sites are already the subject of developer interest. One of the sites (H9/29 Land at Green Lane and Hayes Road, Cadishead) should also be extended to include a small adjoining area of industrial land and buildings.

Strengthen Links to the Housing Market Renewal Initiative

5.16 Several representations, primarily from English Partnerships, have suggested that there should be stronger links to the Housing Market Renewal Initiative.

5.17 Recommendation - It is recommended that limited additions be made to Polices ST2 and ST11, as well as the introduction to the Housing Chapter (Chapter 7), to provide more details of how the UDP will support the HMRI.

5.18 English Partnerships has requested that the Housing Market Renewal Area is shown on the Proposals Map. 

5.19 Recommendation - Given that there is no policy within the plan that requires anything specific of development within the HMRA, it is not considered appropriate to define the area concerned on the Proposals Map. However, it is recommended that a diagram showing the area be included within the Written Statement, in the introduction to the Housing Chapter.

Type of Housing

5.20 There have been some representations received, both at First Deposit and Revised Deposit stages, objecting to the minimum density requirements on individual allocations and/or the estimated yields from allocated and windfall sites. These estimates have been based on the yields from planning permissions granted on similar sites by the city council over the last few years.

5.21 One of the points that has been made is that the densities on some sites are too high, and that this conflicts with the stated intention of the city council to attract more families to the city. Recent years have seen a significant increase in the proportion of proposed dwellings that are apartments. This could potentially work against the aim of attracting more families to the city, and could also exacerbate the skewing of the city’s population towards single person households. Although it is recognised that there is an increasing proportion of single households both nationally and locally, an overemphasis on one and two bed apartment could have a negative impact on the sustainability of individual neighbourhoods and the city as a whole, and it is considered that the UDP should perhaps try to secure a more balanced population profile for the city.

5.22 Recommendation – It is recommended that Aim 1 of the Draft Plan be amended to place greater emphasis on providing accommodation that is likely to attract families to Salford. Minimum densities on allocated sites within the Cadishead area (sites H9/8, H9/29 and H9/30) should be reduced slightly (from 35 to 30 dwellings per hectare) to reflect a specific objection from one of the site owners. The calculation of potential yields from allocations and windfall sites outside the mixed use areas, particularly in western Salford, should also be reduced slightly to take account of the intention to promote the provision of more family housing, whilst staying within the Government’s minimum density requirements set out in PPG3.

Managing the Supply of Housing (Policy H1A)

5.23 There have been criticisms, from GONW, Peel Holdings and Taylor Woodrow amongst others, that the policy is not clear as to what constitutes a “significant” oversupply or undersupply at which point the city council will need to take measures to correct them.

5.24 Recommendation - It is recommended that the policy be amended to refer to an unacceptable (rather than significant) actual or potential oversupply, and that the policy then define the circumstances in which an oversupply might prove to be unacceptable. It is considered that the definition of an unacceptable oversupply should not be in numerical terms. Any oversupply should only be considered to be unacceptable, if there is clear evidence of an unacceptable adverse impact on: 

· the achievement of RPG strategy; 

· the regeneration of the regional pole of Manchester/Salford; 

· the HMRI; 

· other regeneration priorities within the City; or 

· the adequate provision of infrastructure or other services.

Open Space in New Housing Development (Policy H8)

5.24
Several representations were received on this policy, the two main issues being that the open space standard has more than halved, and that there is a lack of explanation of how the policy will be implemented.

5.25
Recommendation - The revised open space standard is based on a needs assessment, and is therefore considered to be more robust, defensible and appropriate than the original standard in the First Deposit Draft UDP. It is therefore proposed that the revised standard be retained. With regard to the requests for more detail of the implementation of the policy, this is considered inappropriate for a strategic document such as the UDP, and further separate guidance will be prepared, probably in the form of a Supplementary Planning Document under the new planning system. This will be similar to the existing supplementary planning guidance on this topic that is linked to Policies H6 and H11 of the adopted UDP.

Location of New Development (Policy ST11)

5.26
Four representations have been received stating that the approach taken in the policy is supported (English Partnerships, Taylor Woodrow, GMPTE and Network Rail). However, GONW have objected to the greenfield exceptions (points A-D), and SOS Swinton’s Open Space state that greenfield land should be sacrosanct. Peel Holdings generally support the exceptions, but question why school playing fields receive special treatment.

5.27
Recommendation - Despite the objections of GONW, it is considered that the approach taken in the policy is generally in accordance with national and regional planning guidance. A very simplistic approach to the sequential approach that considers that brownfield development is always good and greenfield development is always bad would be detrimental to the successful planning and regeneration of the city. RPG Policy DP1 is clear that the sequential approach should be adopted by development plans “taking into account local circumstances”, and the particular circumstances of Salford are considered to justify the exceptions set out, for example in terms of allowing buildings and open spaces to be swapped as is proposed at Higher Broughton.

5.28
With regard to schools, the revised Deposit Draft Plan indicates that development on redundant school playing fields would be seen as broadly acceptable provided the development secured improvements in education facilities within the city and criteria A to C listed in the policy were met. This aspect of the policy, which has been subject to objection, has been the subject of further discussions with Counsel. Counsel has advised that this particular aspect of the policy would be difficult to sustain at the inquiry because of its broad nature and its potential to favour council owned land. Accordingly it is recommended that this particular reference in the policy be deleted, which would leave surplus school playing fields to be considered in the same way as other kinds of previously undeveloped or greenfield land. In addition, it is also considered appropriate to include a specific reference to impact on the Housing Market Renewal Area and other regeneration priorities, as factors that will also be taken into account in the consideration of the release of previously undeveloped land.  

5.28
A number of other minor changes to Policy ST11 are also considered appropriate, as set out in Appendix 2, but with regard to the above comments no further significant changes are recommended.

Area Action Plans

5.30
English Partnerships, Countryside Properties and Westbury Homes have all highlighted the need for much more detailed guidance for sub-areas of Salford, and requested that this is produced as a priority. The use of Area Action Plans is generally highlighted as the appropriate mechanism, with English Partnerships keen to see such plans linking more effectively with the Housing Market Renewal Initiative.

5.31
Recommendation - The city council will need to prepare a Local Development Scheme setting out the planning documents that it will be producing over a three-year period, and this LDS will need to be approved by GONW before the end of the year. This, rather than the UDP, is the appropriate vehicle for the city council to commit itself, or not, to the production of Area Action Plans. The UDP does take a very strategic approach, and if the city council is to successfully co-ordinate development, particularly within Central Salford, so that it produces sustainable neighbourhoods and achieves an agreed vision for the future of the city, then the production of Area Action Plans is likely to be necessary.

Former Lowry High School, Blackfriars (Policy MX4)

5.32 Countryside Properties have requested that the allocation of the former Lowry High School should simply be for mixed-use development, and should not exclude any uses at this stage.

5.33
Recommendation - Given the strategic nature of the site, it is considered appropriate to continue to allocate it. However, it is recognised that its development will form part of the regeneration of a wider area that is currently subject to a master planning exercise. Therefore, it is recommended that the wording of the policy be changed to state simply that the site is allocated for mixed-use development. The reasoned justification to the policy should then be amended to refer to housing, employment, recreation, community uses or support facilities as some or all of the uses likely to be included in any redevelopment scheme.

Barton Regional Investment Site (Policy E1)

5.34
A number of detailed comments were received on this policy raising a broad range of issues, from North West Development Agency, North West Regional Assembly, Highways Agency, Environment Agency, Manchester City Council, Trafford MBC, GMPTE, Strategic Rail Authority, Network Rail, Peel Holdings, Burford & Shell, Red City Developments, and the Ramblers Association.

5.35
At the broad level, the NWDA was concerned that the policy did not provide a sufficiently clear and decisive planning framework, particularly with regard to whether it is a regional investment site or a site for a multi-modal freight interchange.

5.36
Recommendation - The NWDA has identified the site for knowledge-based uses. However, the city council, RPG and the UDP are now seeking to direct such uses towards the centre of the conurbation, and so the appropriateness of the NWDA proposals is questionable. Nevertheless, it is still considered that Barton is a regionally important site, capable of accommodating major economic development proposals, and the policy needs to allow for this should any such proposals come forward. It is also appropriate to seek to support the multi-modal freight interchange, given the particular attributes and sustainable location of the Barton site, particularly when compared when other possible sites for freight interchanges. Equally, it is appropriate to support the stadium development, given its importance to the city as a whole. Given all of this, it is considered that the approach taken in the current policy provides the appropriate balance of flexibility and certainty, which should help to secure the successful development of the site to the benefit of the city and the regional economy.

5.37
Concern was specifically raised by some over the proposal for a multi-modal freight interchange on the site, the lack of supporting information for it, and its potential to conflict with other freight proposals such as those at Carrington and Ditton. As mentioned above, the location of the site, adjacent to the Manchester Ship Canal and very close to the regional motorway network and a major railway line are also considered to make it an appropriate location for a freight interchange.

5.38
Recommendation - It is recognised that further technical work, and discussions with organisations such as the Strategic Rail Authority, are required to ensure the successful implementation of the allocation. However, it is considered that, if the city council is satisfied that the environmental and visual impacts will be acceptable, then there is sufficient certainty that the proposal could be implemented for it to be allocated.

5.39
Peel Holdings noted that the treatment of office development on the site changed between the First Deposit and Revised Deposit stages, and that this change was not specifically drawn to the attention of members in the Council report. The Revised Deposit policy proposes only to permit “ancillary offices”, whereas the First Deposit policy allowed for any office development.

5.40
Recommendation - This change was made because the site is not considered to be an appropriate location for major office development, when measured against RPG Policy EC8 (and now also against Draft PPS6), although limited office development should be allowed where it would support the development of the overall site. Therefore, it is not proposed that this aspect of the policy should be changed, but the change that was previously made should be specifically drawn to the attention of Council for the avoidance of doubt.

5.41
The policy currently states that the site will be phased with Trafford Quays. Recommendation - Given that the Inspector into Trafford’s UDP has recommended that the Trafford Quays allocation is deleted, and that Salford City Council has put in a holding objection to the proposed retention of the allocation by Trafford MBC, it is considered that this reference should be removed and replaced with a more general statement about phasing the site with other developments on both sides of the canal.

Protection of Employment Areas (Policies ST3 and E5)

5.42
Some representations have been received from house builders and developers, both at the First Deposit and Revised Deposit stages, objecting to the level of protection afforded to existing employment areas. They request a more flexible approach, which allows existing employment areas to be redeveloped for housing.

5.43
Recommendation – Whilst it is recognised that recent Ministerial statements in respect of housing have increased developer expectations of residential development in employment areas, it is recommended that the Draft UDP continues to take a relatively strong approach to resisting such developments. Existing employment areas are an important element of the city’s supply of employment land, and play an important role in its economy. The gradual loss of these areas to residential development is likely to reduce local employment opportunities, to the detriment of the sustainability of surrounding neighbourhoods. In limited circumstances there may be justification for redevelopment, but this should only be brought forward through the development plan rather than on the basis of individual planning applications, to ensure that it is co-ordinated, supports the sustainability of local communities, and does not undermine the city council’s economic development strategy. This is the approach that has been taken with Linnyshaw Industrial Estate in Walkden and existing industrial uses south of Liverpool Road in Cadishead.

Local Needs Retailing

5.44
A few housing developers, such as Countryside Properties and Westbury Homes, have objected to the approach that is being taken to retailing, and are concerned that it does not allow for new provision outside existing centres to meet local needs.

5.45
Recommendation - It is recommended that no changes be made in response to these objections. Any proposals should be assessed against Policy S2B. Where a local need can be demonstrated, and it is not appropriate to make the new provision within existing centres because they are not sufficiently accessible to where that need is located, then the policy would generally support new retail provision outside existing centres, provided that it would not have an unacceptable impact on the vitality and viability of the existing centres. If, however, the proposed new provision is to replace an existing centre(s) then this should be done through a Development Plan Document under the new planning system (e.g. in the form of an Area Action Plan). It is not appropriate for the UDP to make a blanket allowance for such replacement, because it is such a major change that it requires more thorough assessment through the development plan process.

Retail and Leisure Development in Salford Quays (Policy S2A)

5.46
At present, the Revised Deposit Draft UDP allows for comparison, specialist and local needs retailing and/or leisure uses at Salford Quays where certain criteria are met. In particular such development should contribute to the Quays visitor role, relate well to existing retail and leisure provision at the Quays, have no unacceptable impact on any town or neighbourhood centre, not give rise to unacceptable problems of traffic congestion or highway safety, be of a high standard of design, and have no unacceptable impact on environmental quality of residential amenity. This approach to retail provision has prompted several objections, including from GONW, Manchester City Council, Trafford MBC, Orbit Developments, and Red City Developments. The main thrust of these objections is that Salford Quays is an out-of-centre location, and therefore any new retail and leisure development should be based on demonstrable need and should follow the sequential approach to site selection.

5.47
There have also been objections from three supermarket operators, although these are primarily aimed at increasing support for food retailing as part of mixed-use developments, two of them also wanting the policy extended to include the Chapel Street area.

5.48
Recommendation – Salford Quays does not have the essential attributes of a town or neighbourhood centre and as such it is difficult to justify affording it any specific status in terms of a standard retail hierarchy. Whilst the policy in the Revised Deposit Draft Replacement Plan simply seeks to allow limited retail development and appropriate leisure development that would support and increase the success of Salford Quays as a nationally important visitor destination, the absence of any town or neighbourhood centre status renders this approach difficult to justify in terms of national and regional planning policies. It is therefore recommended that the policy be deleted and that any future proposals incorporating retail provision be assessed having regard to policy S2B and issues such as need and the sequential approach. Some minor amendments to policy S2B, to remove reference to Salford Quays, will also be required for the sake of consistency

Regent Road Retail Warehouse Park (Policy S2C)

5.49
Red City Developments have objected to the priority given to the Regent Road Retail Warehouse Park over other out-of-centre locations for new warehouse development.

5.50
Recommendation - It is recommended that this approach be retained. The city’s town centres should continue to be the priority location for retail warehouse development, in order to enhance their vitality and viability, in accordance with national guidance. However, where appropriate 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. Scattering new retail warehouse development across the city is not considered to be as sustainable.

5.51
Red City Developments also make the point that the policy is currently limiting the extent to which Regent Road can satisfy new demand, because it requires that there is no extension of the boundaries of the warehouse park, and no increase in the total floorspace. 

5.52
Recommendation - It is therefore proposed to 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 adjoining existing centres.

Traffic Implications of Major Developments

5.53
At the First Deposit and/or Revised Deposit stages, the Highways Agency has objected to all major allocations, including the mixed-use areas, Barton and Regent Road Retail Warehouse Park. They consider that there has been insufficient consideration of the likely impacts on the trunk road network and other highways, and therefore whether additional infrastructure is required.

5.54
Recommendation - The Draft UDP identifies several new highway proposals that are considered necessary in order to accommodate development during the plan period. It is considered that any other highway infrastructure requirements can be identified through the submission of transport assessments to accompany planning applications (as required by policy A1 in the Draft Plan), and any required infrastructure can then provided for through planning obligations associated with any resulting planning permissions. Policy A8 of the Revised Deposit Draft Plan also exerts a considerable degree of control over any development that would impact on the highway network and clearly indicates that development would not be permitted if it would have an unacceptable impact on highway safety or the ability of the Strategic Routes Network to accommodate appropriate traffic flows. Consequently, no changes are proposed in response to the Highways Agency objections.

A57-A6144 Link Road and Lift-Bridge (Cadishead Way to Manchester Road, Trafford) (Policy A9/6)

5.55
Following representations at the First Deposit stage, the line of this link road was specifically allocated in the Revised Deposit Draft UDP, to accord with a similar allocation in Trafford’s Draft UDP. However, representations have now been received suggesting that there is a considerable lack of certainty over the proposed line, and requesting its deletion or proposing an alternative line.

5.56
Recommendation - There does now appear to be a considerable lack of certainty over the line of the road, and therefore it is not considered appropriate to continue to identify a line within the UDP. However, it is proposed to retain a reference in the policy to the potential for a new link, and to the requirements that any such road would need to meet. It is also proposed to remove references to the road from Policy E3/9, which currently requires the safeguarding of the line of the road.

Barton Aerodrome (Policy A14)

5.57
In response to representations at the First Deposit stage, the Revised Deposit Draft UDP included a definition of General Aviation in the reasoned justification. However, Peel Holdings consider this definition to be too narrow, and want Business Aviation to be specifically allowed for.

5.58
Recommendation - It is not proposed to change the policy in response to this. The policy relates to the protection of Barton Aerodrome from other forms of development. 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.

Nature Conservation (Policies EN7A-EN7E)

5.59 The Revised Deposit Draft UDP replaced the original single policy on nature conservation with five separate policies. These policies have been fully supported by English Nature, but have prompted a broad range of objections from several others, mainly regarding specific wording rather than the broad principles. 

5.60 Recommendation - Some minor word changes are proposed in response to the new objections, but it is considered that the policies in general should be retained as they are.

Mosslands (Policy EN8)

5.61
The Mosslands policy was significantly amended between the First and Revised Deposit stages. Four representations have been received on the new policy, highlighting a broad range of concerns including the level of protection given to areas with the potential to be restored to lowland raised bog habitat, the depth of peat required to be retained, the lack of an implementation strategy, and the emphasis on a single habitat type when other habitats could be complementary.

5.62
Recommendation - 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 therefore the level of protection given to the area is considered appropriate, as is the emphasis on restoration to this particular habitat rather than other types of habitat. The depth of peat required is based on the advice of English Nature, in terms of the minimum that is required to support the restoration of lowland raised bog. Therefore it is not proposed to make any further changes to the policy.

Resource Conservation (Policy EN17A)

5.63
For the purposes of clarity, Policy DES12 and part of Policy EN17 were brought together into a new Policy EN17A at Revised Deposit stage. Ironically, this new policy has prompted much more substantial objection than its constituent parts previously had. In particular, there is concern that it is not clear what is required from development in order to accord with the policy, it instead being primarily a list of issues against which the merits of development will be judged.

5.64
Recommendation - These shortcomings of the policy are accepted, and it is therefore proposed to reword it as follows:

· For developments exceeding 5,000 square metres of floorspace or 150 dwellings, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that:

· The impact on the conservation of non-renewable resources, and on the local and global environments, has been minimised as far as practicable; and

· Full consideration has been given to the use of realistic renewable energy options, and that such measures have been incorporated into the development where practicable.

Points i-vi of the existing policy would then be moved into the reasoned justification as advice on how the impact on the conservation of non-renewable resources will be measured.

5.65
These amendments would significantly strengthen and clarify the policy, and could prompt a significant number of additional objections in themselves. However, they are considered necessary if the environmental sustainability of new development within the city is to be maximised.

Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal (Policy CH9)

5.66 Very significant and detailed objections to the revised policy have been received from Tarmac Central. The company consider that the planning obligations that the policy could require in order to support the restoration, improvement and/or maintenance of the canal are unacceptable and unreasonable. 

5.67 Recommendation - Apart from one minor word change in the reasoned justification, it is considered that the policy is in accordance with national guidance on planning obligations and that it should not be amended further.

Regional Park (Policy R3)

5.68 Sport England has requested that one of the purposes of the Regional Park should specifically relate to sport. 

5.69 Recommendation – Points i and ii within the policy already refer to recreation, and the definition of this term would include sport. Therefore, it is recommended that no amendments be made.

Countryside Access Network (Policy R5)

5.70 Red Rose Forest and a local resident have requested that several additional Strategic Recreation Routes be shown on the Proposals Map. These include a link alongside the River Irwell to the side of Forest Bank Prison and several routes in the vicinity of Eccles College, Swinton Sewage Treatment Works, Folly Brook and the former “Black Harry” railway line between Bradford Road and Monton Road.

5.71 Recommendation - It is considered that several of the routes proposes fulfil more of a local rather than strategic function and therefore it would not be appropriate to designate them as part of the Countryside Access Network. The link alongside the River Irwell, in the vicinity of Forest Bank Prison, is currently constrained due to a lack of available land and topography, and alternative provision for a link in the network at this point is already made in the Draft Plan, immediately alongside the eastern boundary of the Prison. However, the extension of the “Black Harry “ route from Bradford Road to Monton Road is considered a worthwhile extension to the network and it is recommended that this be shown as a proposed strategic recreation route on the Proposals Map.

Telecommunications (Policy DEV1)

5.72 The Mobile Operators Association, which represents five operators including three that made substantial objections at the First Deposit stage, has expressed support for the revised policy. A local resident has made substantial objections.

5.73 Recommendation - It is not considered appropriate to make any further amendments to the policy in response to the resident’s objections, as they either request an unnecessarily and unjustifiably restrictive approach to telecommunication development, or an inappropriate level of detail for the UDP.

Changes to the Proposals Map

5.74 Several of the proposed changes to the Draft UDP outlined above will require changes to the proposals map. These map changes are illustrated by individual plans included in appendix 2 to this report. 

5.75 Minor changes to the proposal map not specifically referred to above include a slight amendment to the boundaries of the Irwell Valley (policy EN6) and the Wildlife Corridor Key Area of Search (EN7D) to exclude an area of private garden to the side and rear of number 279 Rake Lane in Clifton, and a minor amendments to the boundary of the Cliff Conservation Area to correct a drafting error in the Plan.

6.
OTHER KEY ISSUES FROM FIRST DEPOSIT STAGE

6.1
No further major changes are currently proposed in relation to any of the representations made at the First Deposit stage. In addition to the issues outlined above, the following policy areas were subject to substantial objection at the First Deposit stage and will figure prominently at the UDP Public Inquiry.

Mixed-Use Areas (Policy MX1)

6.2

A number of representations raised concern about the lack of certainty provided by the policy. Some minor changes were made in the Revised Deposit plan and a further minor amendment to the policy is now proposed to remove reference to the existing and previous use of the site as one of the factors to be considered in determining an appropriate mix of uses. Following this additional minor change, it is considered that the policy now strikes the right balance between certainty and flexibility.

Waste (Policies ST16 and W1)

6.3
Representations were received requesting a more proactive approach to meeting the city’s waste management needs. However, it is considered that site identification needs to take place at the Greater Manchester level and this work has now begun to take place, so allocations in the Draft UDP would be premature.

7.
THE WAY FORWARD

7.1
Following consideration of the proposed responses to Revised Deposit representations and proposed further changes to the Draft Plan by the Lead Member for Development Services on 17 May 2004, this report and accompanying schedules will be considered by Cabinet Briefing on 25 May 2004 and then a special meeting of Council on 2 June 2004.

7.2 Should the city council agree to make some further changes to the Draft Plan, these changes will be advertised for a six-week period as soon as possible after the 2 June meeting of Council, such that the consultation period will be concluded before the start of the public inquiry on 7 September 2004.
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