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SALFORD CITY COUNCIL

ESTABLISHED EMPLOYMENT AREAS SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT

CONSULTATION STATEMENT 

1.
Introduction

1.1
This document is a statement of the main issues raised in representations to the draft Established Employment Areas Supplementary Planning Document, and how those issues have been addressed in the final SPD. It is prepared under Regulation 18(4)(b) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development)(England) Regulations 2004 as amended by the Town and Country Planning (Local Development)(England)(Amendment)Regulations 2008 (referred to hereafter as the Local Development Regulations).
1.2
This statement also incorporates details from the previous consultation statement, published in October 2009, under Regulation 17(1), which details the consultation that was carried out to inform the preparation of the draft SPD.

2.
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)
2.1
In March 2008 the city council adopted a Statement of Community Involvement (SCI), which aims to increase public involvement in planning processes in accordance with Government and council objectives. It sets out who will be involved, by what method and at what point in the process of document production or in the determination of planning applications. This should give more certainty to those wishing to get involved in the planning process.

2.2
Below is a summary of the SCI guidance in respect of consultation at the different stages of SPD production:

Stage 1 - Pre-production

2.3
This stage is based around the gathering of evidence and asking people to identify issues and make suggestions for what should be fed into the SPD.
Stage 2 - Production

2.4
Regulations require that Draft SPDs be subject to consultation for a period of between four and six weeks. The city council will carefully consider any representations received during the consultation period, having regard to the need to ensure the general soundness of the document, and will update the SPD where it is felt necessary and appropriate.

Stage 3 – Adoption

2.5
The SPD will then be adopted. A summary of representations received and how they have been taken into account will be published at this stage.

3.0
Gold Standards IN Community Involvement

3.1
Partners IN Salford (Salford’s Local Strategic Partnership) has devised 5 aspirational standards for community involvement and all partners of the council are signed up to delivering community involvement in this way (www.partnersinsalford.org/communityinvolvement). The Gold Standard is a goal for partners to aim towards, particularly where there is activity or proposed change within the city that will have a significant impact upon local communities.
3.2
They are:

1) Value the skills, knowledge and commitment of local people.

2) Develop working relationships with communities and community organisations.

3) Support staff and local people to work with and learn from each other (as a whole community)

4) Plan for change with, and take collective action with, the community.

5) Work with people in the community to develop and use frameworks for evaluation.

4.0
Background to the Established Employment Areas SPD
4.1
UDP Policy E5 (Development Within Established Employment Areas) of the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan provides general support for the modernisation, refurbishment and improvement of the city’s established employment areas, whilst setting out a number of policy tests against which proposals for the redevelopment of established employment areas for non-employment uses must be considered.

4.2
In February 2007 a Development Control Practice Note (DCPN) was adopted by the city council in order to provide further information about the application of this policy. The DCPN also provided an explanation of the relationship between UDP Policy E5 and UDP Policy MX1 (Development in Mixed-use Areas).

4.3
The Established Employment Areas SPD updates and advances the guidance in the DCPN and formalises it within the Local Development Framework (LDF). As part of the LDF the SPD will have considerably more weight in planning decisions than the DCPN.
4.4
The SPD, like the DCPN before it, is primarily concerned with the application of Policy E5, in particular a number of protective tests listed under the policy against which development proposals to introduce non-employment uses into established employment areas must be considered. A primary purpose of the SPD is therefore to explain in detail the relevant considerations and types of evidence that will be required in order to justify a development proposal against these tests.
5.0
Initial Process of Consultation – June 2009
5.1
To inform the production of the Draft SPD in June 2009 a letter was sent to stakeholders who had previously indicated their interest in employment matters. Additional stakeholders were identified who it was thought would have an interest in the SPD (a full list of those consulted is provided in Annex B).

5.2
The letter, a copy of which is provided in Annex A, outlined the city council’s intention to produce an Employment Land SPD (now titled Established Employment Areas SPD), and identified that a formal consultation on a draft document would take place later in the year. The letter also included a link to the Policy E5 Development Control Practice Note (DCPN) which would enable stakeholders to consider the guidance currently provided and to reflect on their experiences of its application. A total of 10 representations were received in response to the letter, and a summary of the issues raised is provided in Annex C, which also outlines the implications for the Draft SPD.
5.3
The following organisations submitted representations during the initial stage of consultation:

· North West Development Agency

· The Coal Authority

· United Utilities

· The Environment Agency

· Property Alliance Group Limited

· Bellway Homes Limited

· Natural England

· HOW Planning

· Salford West Board

· British Waterways

5.4
The city council consulted on a Core Strategy Issues and Options Report between October 2008 and January 2009. The Core Strategy will provide a high level spatial strategy for the city over the period to 2027 and will include proposals for employment areas. Some of the comments received during the Core Strategy consultation were therefore relevant to the production of this SPD and regard was had to these comments in the preparation of the Draft. A summary of the key messages gathered is provided in Annex D.

5.5 The draft document was prepared in consultation with colleagues within the city council (including officers from Economic Development, Strategic Planning, Local Plans and Planning Regeneration) and Urban Vision (including colleagues from Development Management and the Surveying, Asset and Facilities Management Service).

6.0
Formal Period of Consultation – 23 October to 3 December 2009
6.1 The formal period of consultation on the draft Established Employment Areas SPD commenced on 23 October 2009 and closed on 3 December 2009.
6.2 In accordance with the Local Development Regulations (Regulation 17(2)) the following documents were published in support of the Draft SPD:

· A Consultation Statement;

· An Equality Impact Assessment;

· A Sustainability Appraisal Determination Statement;
· A Strategic Environmental Assessment Determination Statement; and
· A notice of SPD Matters.
6.2 The documents were publicised and made available for viewing in the following ways:

· Copies of the SPD and the supporting documents were deposited at the Salford Civic Centre reception and at the city’s public libraries;
· The SPD and supporting documents were available to view and download on the Council’s website (http://www.salford.gov.uk/employmentspd);
· Letters were sent to the relevant general, specific and statutory consultees as well as other stakeholders (a full list is provided in Annex B and an example of the letters sent out is provided in Annex E) informing them of the consultation period and explaining where further details could be obtained;
· The consultation period was advertised in the Manchester Evening News on 23 October 2009 (a copy of the advert is provided in Annex F); and
· The consultation period was advertised through Salford’s Talking News, a free newstape on audio-cassette sent to over 300 blind, partially-sighted or otherwise reading disabled people
.
6.3 A total of 20 organisations responded to the draft SPD:
· 4NW

· Arndale Properties Ltd

· Arnold Laver

· CABE

· Castletown Investments

· Central Salford URC

· The Coal Authority

· Commercial Estates Group

· CPRE Lancashire

· The Environment Agency

· Green Street Properties

· The Highways Agency

· Natural England

· Network Rail

· Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd

· Property Alliance Group Ltd

· Scott Wilson

· Shannon Property Management Ltd

· United Utilities

· Wainhomes NW Ltd

6.4 A summary of the comments received along with details as to how they have been addressed in the SPD is provided in Annex G.
6.5 The city council consulted on a Draft Core Strategy between November 2009 and January 2010. Some of the comments received during the consultation are relevant to the production of this SPD and regard was had to these comments in the preparation of the version of the SPD recommended for adoption. A summary of the key messages gathered is provided in Annex H.

6.6 Similar to the draft SPD, the final version of the SPD was prepared in consultation with colleagues within the city council (including officers from Economic Development, Strategic Planning, Local Plans and Planning Regeneration) and Urban Vision (including colleagues from Development Management and the Surveying, Asset and Facilities Management Service).
7.0
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
7.1
During the preparation of the Draft SPD screening statements were undertaken in order to determine whether the SPD should be subject to a Sustainability Appraisal and / or a Strategic Environmental Assessment. The following organisations were consulted on the statements:

· The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (English Heritage);

· Natural England;

· The Environment Agency; and
· Government Office North West.

7.2
It was subsequently determined that neither a SA nor a SEA would be required for the SPD and the council’s Determination Statements to this effect are available to view on the council’s website at www.salford.gov.uk/employmentspd.
8.0
Community Impact Assessment
8.1
In accordance with the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000, a first stage Community Impact Assessment has been carried out. This concludes that a more detailed appraisal is not required, as the SPD has no significant differential impact on any group.
8.2
The assessment is available on the council’s website at www.salford.gov.uk/employmentspd.
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	Date 9 June 2009
	

	
	

	Subject: 
	 Established Employment Areas Supplementary Planning Document


As you may be aware Policy E5 of Salford’s Unitary Development Plan (UDP) permits improvements to the city’s portfolio of established employment areas and, where appropriate, protects them from non-employment uses. You may also be aware that a Development Control Practice Note was adopted by the city council in support of the policy on 12 February 2007. The Note provides further guidance on the implementation of this policy and is available at www.salford.gov.uk/living/planning/planning-policy/planguidance/udp-policy-e5.htm. The text of Policy E5 is provided on the reverse of this letter for your information (the full UDP is available at www.salford.gov.uk/living/planning/planning-policy/udp.htm).
It is our intention to review and update the Policy E5 Development Control Practice Note and to formalise its guidance within the Local Development Framework through the adoption of a Supplementary Planning Document. The Supplementary Planning Document will primarily focus on:

· The implementation of Policy E5 (Established Employment Areas); and

· The relationship between UDP Policies E5 and MX1 (Development in mixed-use areas).

It is proposed that a formal period of consultation on a draft Supplementary Planning Document will commence in October 2009 and I will contact you again at this stage. However in order that your views can be fed in from the beginning, we would be interested in any initial comments you may have in respect of the existing Development Control Practice Note, how the policy is currently implemented and the policy’s implementation could be improved. 

I would be grateful if you could send any comments to me (contact details below) by the 10th July 2009:

· By email using the address jimmy.mcmanus@salford.gov.uk
· By post, using the following address: Established Employment Areas SPD Consultation, Spatial Planning, Salford City Council, Salford Civic Centre, Chorley Road, Swinton, Salford, M27 5BY

	Yours sincerely

Jimmy McManus
Principal Planning Officer


Policy E5 – Development within established employment areas

Within established employment areas, planning permission will be granted for the following types of development where they are consistent with other relevant policies and proposals of the UDP:

i. The modernisation and refurbishment of existing buildings;

ii. The redevelopment of land and buildings for employment purposes;

iii. Improvements to access, circulation, parking and servicing, particularly where this would foster sustainable transport choices;

iv. The environmental improvement of the area including, where appropriate, the landscaping of vacant sites; and

v. Improvements to property and personal security, where this is consistent with the need to maintain high standards of design.

Planning permission will only be granted for the reuse or redevelopment of sites or buildings within an established employment area for non-employment uses where:

1) The development would not compromise the operating conditions of other remaining employment uses; and

2) One or more of the following apply:

a) The developer can clearly demonstrate that there is no current or likely future demand for the site or building for employment purposes;

b) There is a strong environmental case for rationalising land uses or creating open space;

c) The development would contribute to the implementation of an approved regeneration strategy or plan for the area; or

d) The site is allocated for another use in the UDP.

Reasoned justification
8.37 
There are a significant number of employment areas across the city, varying considerably in size, but all of which are an important source of local employment. A key element of the economic strategy for the city is the protection and improvement of these existing employment areas, and consequently restrictions will be placed on the loss to non-employment uses of sites and buildings within them. 

8.38 
Where sites and/or buildings fall vacant, and it can be clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of the city council that there is little likelihood of securing appropriate employment uses there in the foreseeable future, positive consideration will be given to alternative non-employment uses, provided that these would not lead to the further erosion of the employment area, for example by creating pressure for greater restrictions on the operation of the remaining employment uses. However, where sites and buildings remain occupied, or there is a likely demand for them, proposals for redevelopment to non-employment uses will be resisted, except where this is required by the UDP, or as part of an approved regeneration strategy/plan, or a strong environmental case can be made for rationalisation. 

8.39 
Some employment areas contain significant levels of underused land, and their reorganisation and/or rationalisation may be appropriate, in order to free up land for new development. The city council will support the redevelopment of land and buildings within employment areas using its compulsory purchase powers where appropriate. 

8.40 
For the purposes of this policy, an established employment area is defined as site(s)/buildings(s) that are currently used, or where vacant were last used, for non-retail employment uses, and fall within one of the following categories: 

· any area with five or more adjacent business units; 

· any continuous site area of 0.5ha or greater; or 
any building(s) with a floor area of 5,000 square metres or greater. 

· ANNEX B
Stakeholders Consulted during the production of the Established Employment Areas SPD.
	
	Initial Stage
June 2009
	Formal Stage 
October 2009

	All members of the city council
	X
	X

	Peter Ball
	X
	X

	Mr Nazar
	X
	X

	Barbara Keeley MP
	X
	X

	Richard Fearnall
	X
	X

	James Young
	X
	X

	Valerie Ivison
	X
	X

	Ian Stewart MP
	X
	X

	Hazel Blears MP
	X
	X

	Archdeacon Andrew Ballard
	X
	X

	Mr R J Newton (4NW)
	X
	X

	Samantha Turner (4NW)
	X
	X

	S Browne
	X
	X

	Jack Freedman (Academy for Rabbinical Research)
	X
	X

	Andrew Hodgson (Ainscough Johnston Ltd)
	X
	X

	Dr Craig MacDougall (Americhem)
	X
	X

	Michael Robson (Armstrong Burton Planning)
	X
	X

	Saleem Shamash (Arqiva)
	-
	X

	John Rimmer (Arriva North West Ltd) 
	X
	X

	Ben Pycroft (Atisreal LTD)
	X
	X

	Dr J Rahman (Bangladesh Association)
	X
	X

	Kay Nugent (BAO LTD)
	X
	X

	Dan Mitchell (Barton Wilmore Partnership)
	X
	X

	Property Alliance Group Ltd c/o Michael Courcier – Barton Wilmore
	X
	X

	St Modwen Development Limited c/o Mark Jones – Barton Wilmore
	X
	X

	Simon Artiss (Bellway Homes Ltd North West)
	X
	X

	Andrew Chalmers (Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council)
	X
	X

	Trudy Nazer (Brand Packaging)
	X
	X

	BT
	X
	X

	British Toilet Association
	X
	X

	Ian Lunn (British Waterways)
	X
	X

	Broadcast Digital Television
	X
	-

	Peter Tooher (Broadway Malyan Planning)
	X
	X

	Stuart Leek (Buckingham Bingo)
	X
	X

	Bury MBC Planning Policy Section
	X
	X

	Business Consultative Forum
	X
	X

	Guy Evans (CA Planning)
	-
	X

	Liz Brown (CABE)
	X
	X

	W S Atkins (Cable and Wireless)
	X
	X

	Mr S Neild (Carrington Parish Council)
	X
	X

	Bernadette McQuillan (CB Richard Ellis)
	X
	X

	Laurie Lane (CB Richard Ellis Ltd)
	X
	X

	Confederation of British Industries – North West Office
	X
	X

	Karen Hirst (Central Salford URC)
	X
	X

	Neil Mcinroy (Centre for Local Economic Strategies)
	X
	X

	Victoria Lane (Cerda Planning)
	X
	X

	Murray Graham (Cheshire County Council)
	X
	X

	Mike Sellwood (Cheshire Policy Authority)
	X
	X

	Anthony Hirsch (Chester Developments)
	X
	X

	Revd Mark Haworth (Church of England)
	X
	X

	Nick Duriez (City Airport Manchester)
	-
	X

	Mary Ferrer (Claremont Community Association)
	X
	X

	Mr J Willcock (Cliff Walsingham and Co.)
	X
	X

	Adam Pyrke (Colliers CRE)
	X
	X

	Duncan Gregory (Colliers CRE)
	X
	X

	Colt Telecommunications
	X
	X

	Shahzad Tahir (Contour Homes)
	X
	X

	Ruairidh Jackson/E Watts (Cooperative Group Property Division)
	X
	X

	Tony Hill (Copthorne Hotel)
	X
	X

	Mark Adams (Countryside Properties Ltd)
	X
	-

	Jane Aspinall (Countryside Properties)
	-
	X

	John Langston (CPRE Lancashire Branch)
	X
	X

	Robert Pervis (Cream Line Dairies)
	X
	X

	I D Bamberger (CTL Estates)
	X
	X

	Mr Michael Durrington (Culcheth and Glazebury Parish Council)
	X
	X

	Ron Cowley (Cussons Technology)
	X
	X

	Keith Dalton (Dalton Warner Davies)
	X
	X

	David Miller (Dandara)
	X
	X

	D l Walker 
	X
	X

	Chris Edge (David Mclean Homes Limited)
	X
	-

	Linda Wright (David Mclean Homes Limited)
	X
	X

	David Wilson Homes
	X
	X

	A De Pol (De Pol Associates)
	X
	X

	Frank Roesiger (Deginssa CC UK Ltd)
	X
	X

	Department of Transport
	X
	X

	Diversity Leaders Forum
	X
	X

	Hannah Rogers (DPP)
	X
	X

	English Cities Fund c/o Hannah Hague (DPP)
	X
	X

	Adam Lockett (Drivers Jonas)
	X
	X

	Lydia Whitaker (Drivers Jonas)
	X
	X

	Steven Renshaw (Drivers Jonas)
	X
	X

	Harworth Estates c/o Justin Cove (DTZ Pieda Consulting)
	X
	X

	Amanda Talbot (Easynet)
	X
	X

	Ali Anees (Eccles and Salford Mosque)
	X
	X

	Simon Greenhalgh (Eccles Savings and Loans Club)
	X
	X

	Elan Homes
	-
	X

	Electricity North West Ltd
	X
	X

	Gillian Rulehan (Ellesmere Engineering co Ltd)
	X
	X

	Energis Communications
	X
	X

	Judith Nelson (English Heritage)
	X
	X

	English Partnerships
	X
	

	Helen Telfer (Environment Agency)
	X
	X

	Mr A J Sagar (F E Barbor Ltd)
	X
	X

	Karen Llewellyn (Fairbridge)
	X
	X

	Mark Shearman (First Plan)
	-
	X

	Phil Neale (Fibrenet UK Ltd)
	X
	-

	Dave Foster (Forest Sofa Ltd)
	X
	X

	Louisa Cusdin (Framptons)
	X
	X

	Freight Transport Association 
	X
	X

	Malcolm Bingham (Freight Transport Association Northern Region)
	X
	X

	Fujitsu Telecommunications Europe
	X
	X

	Beverly Butler (Fusion)
	X
	X

	Ray Darley (Gamma Telecommunications)
	X
	X

	Paul Smith (George Wimpey – Manchester Ltd)
	X
	X

	F Moore (GM Centre for Voluntary Organisations).
	X
	X

	Chief Constable (GM Police Force)
	X
	X

	Russell Bernstein (GMPA)
	X
	X

	Rosemary Olle (GMPTE)
	X
	X

	Phil Lally (Government Office North West)
	X
	X

	Barbara Brownridge (Graham Bolton Planning)
	X
	X

	Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce
	X
	X

	Derek Richardson (Greater Manchester Ecology Unit)
	X
	X

	P Hodson (Greater Manchester Integrated Transport Authority)
	X
	X

	Bradley Hart (Greater Manchester Police)
	X
	X

	Michael Hodge (Greater Manchester Police)
	X
	X

	Anita Shaw (Greater Manchester Waste Disposal Authority)
	X
	-

	Anton Schultz (Groundwork Manchester Salford Trafford)
	X
	X

	Tom Hatfield (GVA Grimley)
	X
	X

	F Dean (Harland Machine Systems Ltd)
	X
	X

	Ken Howarth (Heritage Recording UK)
	X
	X

	Angela Mealing (Higham and Co)
	X
	X

	Kristian Marsh (Highways Agency)
	X
	-

	Lundsay Alder (Highways Agency)
	-
	X

	J Campbell (Hill Street Residents Association)
	X
	X

	Miss G Bourne/L Wright (Home Builders Federation)
	X
	-

	Mr J Stevens (Home Builders Federation)
	-
	X

	Marc Hourigan (Hourigan Connolly)
	-
	X

	Jane Aspinall (HOW Planning)
	X
	

	Arnold Laver c/o Amy James (HOW Planning LLP)
	X
	X

	Hutchinson Network Services
	X
	X

	Commercial Estates Group c/o Sarah Williams – Indigo Planning 
	X
	X

	Institute of Directors North West
	X
	X

	Harry Pennington (J. Fletcher (Engineers) Ltd)
	X
	X

	Jonathan Parsons (JMP Consultants Ltd)
	X
	X

	Mr J Rose (John Rose Associates)
	X
	X

	John Willcock (JWPC Ltd)
	X
	X

	Mr D Page (King Sturge)
	X
	X

	Frazer Sandwith (King Sturge)
	X
	X

	Emma Latimer (Knight Frank)
	X
	X

	Claire Norris (Lambert Smith Hampton)
	X
	X

	Stephen Connell (Lancs Circuit of Jehovah’s Witnesses)
	X
	X

	Learning and Skills Council NW
	X
	X

	Matthew Aubrey (Lidl UK Properties)
	X
	X

	Kevin Fowler (Lymh UK Ltd)
	X
	X

	Graham Bond (Magnesium Elektron)
	X
	X

	Chris Dagger (Magnesium Elektron)
	X
	X

	Alan Castle (Magnesium Elektron)
	X
	X

	David Wilson (Makro self-service Wholesalers Ltd)
	X
	X

	Linda Moore (Manchester and District Housing Association)
	X
	X

	Ms A Korotchenko (Manchester Airport Group)
	X
	X

	Claire Freeman (Manchester City Council)
	X
	X

	Nigel Spraggins (Manchester Diocesan Board of Finance)
	X
	X

	Mark Framston (Manchester Doors and Cubicals)
	X
	X

	John Steward (Manchester Enterprises)
	X
	X

	Ali Abbas (Manchester Friends of the Earth)
	X
	X

	Louis Rapaport (Manchester Jewish Representative Council of Greater Manchester)
	
	X

	Oliver Bird (Manchester Salford Housing Market Pathfinder)
	X
	X

	Mr Mark Cunningham (Manchester Ship Canal Company
	X
	X

	Steve Buckley (Matthews and Goodman)
	X
	X

	Darren Belcher (Mawdsley Brook Co)
	X
	X

	Kathryn Brindley (MCP Planning)
	X
	-

	Metro Digital Television
	X
	-

	Malcolm Gresty (MIDAS)
	X
	X

	Keith Ivison (Middle Victoria Road Home Watch)
	X
	X

	Tim Williams (Miller Homes Ltd)
	X
	X

	Gary Briscoe (Mister Blister Ltd)
	X
	X

	Carolyn Wilson (Mobile Operators Association)
	X
	X

	Michael Collins (Monton Green Residents)
	X
	X

	Daniel Connolly (Morris Homes (North) Ltd)
	X
	X

	Peter Sheppard (National Grid)
	X
	X

	Janet Belfield (Natural England (NW Region))
	X
	X

	Brian Enright (NDC)
	X
	X

	Nicola Holme (Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd)
	X
	-

	Diane Clarke (Network Rail (Infrastructure) Ltd)
	-
	X

	Julian Niman (Nimans Ltd)
	X
	X

	Chris Owens (NIL Consulting)
	X
	X

	Mr D Farmer (Northbank Management Company)
	X
	X

	Ian Wray (North West Regional Development Agency).
	X
	X

	Clive Tomkinson (Norton Villiers Ltd)
	X
	X

	Novotel Manchester West
	X
	X

	Andrew Bower (NPOWER Renewables)
	X
	X

	NTL
	X
	X

	NW Regional Housing Board
	X
	X

	NW Strategic Health Authority
	X
	X

	Tom Flanagan (Oldham MBC)
	X
	-

	Elaine Mclean (Oldham MBC)
	-
	X

	Sarah Tomlinson (Orange Personal Communications Services Ltd)
	X
	X

	Mrs W Moore (Partington Town Council)
	X
	X

	Sheila Murtagh (Partners in Salford)
	X
	X

	Sarah Smith (Paul Butler Associates)
	X
	X

	Malcolm Walker (Peacock & Smith) 
	X
	X

	David Thompson (Peel Holdings Ltd)
	X
	X

	Michael Nuttall (Peel Investments Ltd)
	X
	X

	Peter Crompton (Pendleton College)
	X
	X

	Jane Dickman (Persimmon Homes (North West))
	X
	X

	People First
	-
	X

	Simon Plowman (Plan 8)
	X
	X

	Powergen Plc
	X
	-

	Philip Rothwell (PRDS)
	X
	X

	Susan Gallacher (Primary Care Trust)
	X
	X

	David Light (PZ Cussons)
	X
	X

	Rail Freight Group
	X
	X

	Pauline Randall (Randall Thorp)
	X
	X

	RAPAR
	X
	X

	Johnathon Best (Rapleys)
	X
	-

	Heather Savage (Rapleys)
	-
	X

	Mike Savage (Red Rose Forest)
	X
	X

	Stuart Binker (Redrow Homes (North West) Ltd.)
	X
	X

	I M Lowe (Rixton with Glazebrook Parish Council)
	X
	X

	A Bishop (RMS International)
	X
	X

	Road Haulage Association
	X
	X

	Paul Simpson (Rochdale MBC)
	X
	X

	Mr M Holliss (Roger Tym & Partners)
	X
	X

	Amy Crowther (RSPB)
	X
	X

	David Allen (Safety Systems UK Ltd)
	X
	X

	Salford College
	X
	X

	Mike Quinn (Salford Community Leisure)
	X
	X

	Paul Brighouse (Salford Community Network)
	X
	X

	Salford CVS
	-
	X

	Salford Deaf Gathering
	X
	X

	Josie Browne (Salford Disability Forum)
	X
	X

	M T Finnie (Salford Hindrod Venture Ltd)
	X
	X

	M Scantlebury (Salford Lids)
	X
	X

	Mike Webster (Salford Primary Care Trust)
	X
	X

	Maura Carey (Salford West Board)
	X
	X

	Jess Haywood (Salford Youth Service)
	X
	X

	Mr Chick Yuill (Salvation Army)
	X
	X

	Michael Jones (Sanderson Weatherall  (Royal Mail))
	X
	-

	Will Mulvaney (Sanderson Weatherall (Royal Mail))
	-
	X

	James McAllister Jones (Savills)
	-
	X

	Trevor Adey (Savills)
	X
	X

	John Conneran (Savills)
	X
	X

	Scott Wilson Planning Consultants
	X
	X

	Paul Sedgwick (Sedgewick Associates)
	X
	X

	Gill Finley (Seedley and Langworthy Partnership)
	X
	X

	Angela Hardman (Space New Living Ltd)
	X
	-

	Brian Green (Sport England NW)
	X
	X

	Stephen Hughes (Sport England NW)
	X
	X

	Harry Tonge (Steven Abbott Associates)
	X
	X

	Laura Ross (Stewart Ross Associates)
	X
	X

	Dave Bryant (Stockport MBC)
	X
	X

	Andrew Bowe (Storeys:SSP)
	X
	X

	Peter Mowbray (Tameside MBC)
	X
	X

	Mr Richard Hulse (Tarmac Central Limited)
	X
	X

	Andrew Thorley (Taylor Wimpy UK Ltd)
	X
	X

	Andrea Key (Taylor Young)
	X
	-

	Alex Barker (Taylor Young)
	X
	X

	Telewest Broadband (Northern Office)
	X
	X

	Telia UK Ltd
	X
	X

	Martyn Walker (The  Wildlife Trust)
	X
	X

	Michael Simpson (The Advent Centre)
	X
	-

	Kath Ludlam (The Coal Authority)
	X
	X

	Rachel Bust (The Coal Authority)
	X
	X

	Annette Elliot (The Cooperative Group Ltd)
	X
	X

	Katy Lightbody (The Development Planning Partnership)
	X
	X

	DW Short (The Emerson Group)
	X
	X

	Mark Fisher (The Lawn Tennis Association)
	X
	X

	Lorna Leaston (The Seedley and Langworthy Trust)
	X
	X

	Mrs C Smith 
	X
	X

	Nick Sandford (The Woodland Trust)
	X
	X

	Sandra Semple (Thus)
	X
	X

	Dennis Smith  (Trafford Mbc)
	X
	X

	J Hall (Turley Associates)
	X
	X

	Becki Hinchcliffe (Turley Associates)
	-
	X

	Graham Love (Turley Associates)
	-
	X

	Lowbridge Ltd c/o Glacial Properties c/o Mrs D Smith – Turley Associates
	X
	X

	Uk Coal Head Office
	-
	X

	Lee Bullock (United Cooperatives Ltd)
	X
	X

	David Hardman (United Utilities)
	X
	X

	Hannah Philip (Vincent and Gorbing)
	X
	X

	Peter Wishart (Viridor Waste Management)
	X
	X

	J E Dowdall (Vita Salford)
	X
	X

	Mark Cooper (Wainhomes (NW) Ltd)
	X
	X

	Vicki Richardson (Walton & Co)
	X
	X

	Planning section (Warrington Borough Council)
	X
	X

	Mrs C Morris (Westhoughton Town Council)
	X
	X

	Paul Shuker (White Young Green Planning)
	X
	X

	Mr Kimber (Wigan Metropolitan Borough Council) 
	X
	X

	Peter Henley (Worldcom International LTD)
	X
	X

	C Cross (Wrightington Parish Council)
	X
	X

	Your Communications
	X
	X


ANNEX C
Summary of comments received in response to the initial letter to key stakeholders – June 2009
	Organisation
	Summary of comments received
	Council Response
	Implications for the Draft SPD



	North West Development Agency

	No specific observations but welcome the opportunity to comment on the Draft SPD in October.
	Noted
	No specific implications for the Draft SPD.



	The Coal Authority

	No specific comments to make at this stage.
	Noted
	No specific implications for the Draft SPD.



	United Utilities Plc
	No comments at this stage.
	Noted.
	No specific implications for the Draft SPD.



	Environment Agency


	At this stage no comments to make on the practice note.
	Noted
	No specific implications for the Draft SPD.

	Property Alliance Group Limited
	It is innappropriate at this time to start the preparation of a SPD dealing with the implementation of UDP Policy E5 and its relationship with Policy MX1 because the UDP is now outdated and in urgent need of review.

The document predates PPS3, the current Regional Spatial Strategy and the recent major downturn in the national, regional and local economy. The balance struck between the demand for existing employment premises and the need to secure additional housing on previously development land is no longer appropriate for the following reasons:

· PPS3 has altered the priority attached to the provision of an adequate supply of housing. Authorities must maintain a 5 year supply, a requirement that did not exist at the time the UDP was adopted. Property Alliance Group believes that the Council does not have a five year supply of deliverable sites because a high proportion of its identified supply are high density apartment schemes which are either unviable or unlikely to proceed as previously anticipated due to the downturn in the economy.

· The current RSS has more than trebled the housing requirement for Salford. This itself justifies a complete re-evaluation of the contribution which redundant employment premises can make to meeting housing requirements.

· The major downturn in the economy over the last 18 months has significantly reduced the demand for Established Employment Areas and premises in the city and the wider sub-region. This downturn is likely to be prolonged and structural in its consequences. In particular, there is likely to be a permanent and substantial reduction in the demand for large manufacturing premises which make up a significant proportion of Salford’s supply of existing employment premises.

The council itself has recognised the need to reassess the appropriate balance between the protection of existing employment premises and promoting other forms of development. This recognition is contained in the Issues and Options document for the Core Strategy which identifies various employment premises and sites which are “potentially appropriate for redevelopment to other uses”. In light of this recognition, it is wholly inappropriate for the council to carry forward at this time with a SPD seeking to supplement Policy E5 which has a starting point of protecting the same premises for employment purposes.

Property Alliance Group considers that the proper course of action is for the council to proceed quickly with its Core Strategy and other DPDs rather than waste time and resources preparing a SPD which would supplement a policy that is now substantially out-of-date.

Finally, the council should not proceed with the SPD because of the impending issue of PPS4. The relevant policy of the current draft (Policy E4) provides no support for the type of policy approach set out in UDP Policy E5. Instead the emphasis is upon flexibility and responsiveness.


	It is not considered inappropriate to progress an SPD to assist in the implementation of an Adopted UDP Policy at this time. 

The SPD will primarily provide guidance in respect of the implementation of Policy E5, focusing on the types of evidence that could be provided in order to justify a proposal to redevelop land within existing employment areas for other uses. It is therefore intended to encourage consistency and transparency, rather than changing the policy focus or enforcing another layer of protection for existing employment areas. Rather, it should provide prospective applicants with a clearer indication of how best to present their planning application in relation to Policy E5.

As identified, the current RSS has significantly increased the city’s housing requirement; however it has also identified a significant employment land requirement for the GM sub-region. In this regard, the response of the North West Development Agency to the Issues and Options Core Strategy indicated that they would expect the city to accommodate a significant proportion of this requirement. 
Strategic issues of accommodating the land requirements identified in RSS will be addressed in the Core Strategy. The UDP Policy will continue to have the same status in decision-making as part of the city’s development plan irrespective of whether a SPD is produced or not. The SPD will simply provide further guidance in respect of a Policy within an adopted Development Plan Document. A timetable for the adoption of the Core Strategy has been agreed with Government Office North West and the production of the SPD will not require a change to that timetable. Abandoning the SPD would not allow the Core Strategy or other DPDs to be produce more quickly.
Decisions on planning applications should be made in light of the full policy context, policy E5 forms part of this context and does not prevent issues such as the availability of housing land being taken into account.
The downturn in the economy is likely to have temporarily reduced demand for sites and premises across the city. Whilst the likely duration and legacy of the downturn can only be estimated at this time, it remains important that those employment sites and premises that provide, or have the potential to provide for businesses and jobs are protected in order to accommodate existing businesses and jobs and to provide for new or expanding businesses. As identified, the Issues and Options Core Strategy recognises the likely decline in manufacturing employment and this will be a key issue for the Core Strategy to consider in determining future land requirements and policy approach. If too much existing Established Employment Areas is released then the city either provide fewer jobs or it may be necessary to release greenfield or Green Belt land for employment uses.
It is not considered that UDP Policy E5 prevents the consideration of this issue. The Policy allows for the consideration of the “current and likely future demand” when determining planning applications proposing the redevelopment of existing employment areas for other uses. The SPD will not change this approach; rather it will seek to explain in further detail the types of evidence that could be submitted in order to justify such a view.

The PPS referred to is at draft stage and a consultation period has recently closed. Although the final version of the document is not yet available, point 3 of Policy EC4 specifically describes that local authorities should “prioritise previously developed land which is suitable for re-use, setting out criteria based policies. Where necessary to safeguard land from other uses, identify a range of sites, to facilitate a broad range of economic development including mixed-use to meet the requirements in the regional spatial strategy”. Point 4 goes on to state that local authorities should “support existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are expanding or contracting and make provision, as necessary, for the location, expansion and promotion of clusters or networks of knowledge driven industry”. A policy allowing for improvements to existing employment areas whilst applying a level of protection along with the flexibility to enable redevelopment for other uses as appropriate is considered to remain consistent with this draft emerging guidance. 


	The Draft SPD reflects upon the impact that current economic conditions could have on demand for Established Employment Areas/premises and provides guidance as to how these impacts should be taken into account in decision-making.

The SPD acknowledges that there will be employment areas that should be redevelopment for non-employment uses and provides supplementary guidance to the tests under UDP Policy E5 which will assist in the determination of the ongoing role of employment areas.



	Bellway Homes Limited
	Look forward to the formal consultation and confirm their interest in securing residential opportunities in Salford.

Any review of Established Employment Areas should be coordinated with the SHLAA and Core Strategy and assessments made transparent.

Salford’s strategic role in RSS and the minimum housing targets (plus growth point) make such work important to the delivery of new home to the City Region.

Such works should be realistic to the residential market, especially the apartment market, as it is unlikely that higher density development will return in the short term, and this will necessitate the need to identify more sites in the SHLAA, including those in employment use.

Landowners sitting on sites hoping for higher values have a harmful impact on delivery.


	The issues raised in the response are strategic issues to be considered in the Core Strategy. The city has both an important housing and economic role, not least as part of the Manchester/Salford Regional Centre, and these two issues need to be balanced.

The SPD will need to ensure it provides clear guidance which will aid consistency and transparency.
	The SPD provides clear guidance about evidence requirements in order to aid transparency in decision-making.

	Natural England
	Would welcome reference to the natural environment within the proposed SPD, particularly in respect of protected species, which are a material consideration in planning terms, as described in PPS9. A survey report for protected species should accompany any planning applications associated with employment areas. Paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3 of the Practice Note make reference to information that should be submitted in support of planning applications.

Also recommend that opportunities to enhance the biodiversity interests of Established Employment Areas be identified through implementation of any mitigation requirements for protected species, together with the inclusion of appropriate landscaping. Biodiversity is a core component of sustainable development, underpinning economic development and prosperity, and has an important role to play in developing locally distinctive and sustainable communities.

All local authorities and other public authorities in England and Wales now have a Duty to have regard to the conservation of biodiversity in exercising their functions (Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Communities Act (NERC) 2006).


	The proposed SPD is specifically intended to supplement UDP Policies E5 and MX1. Whilst the DC practice note refers to information to be submitted alongside planning applications, this is specifically in respect of these two policies and the SPD will be similarly focused. Therefore, whilst the importance of the issues identified are recognised, they are dealt with under separate policies within the Unitary Development Plan and the city council has adopted a “Nature Conservation and Biodiversity” SPD. 

In order to keep the Established Employment Areas SPD concise and focused, it not considered appropriate to specifically identify the need for a survey report for protected species. 

Policy E5 identifies the need to demonstrate consistency with the other relevant policies and proposals of the UDP. It further lists a number of development types that are acceptable within established employment areas, the list includes “the environmental improvement of the area including, where appropriate, the landscaping of vacant sites”.
	Rather than seeking to provide a checklist of all possible material considerations, the Draft SPD is clear about its focus on UDP Policy E5 (Development within Established Employment Areas) and this policy’s relationship with UDP Policy MX1 (Development in Mixed-Use Areas). 
The SPD is also clear that the information provided in support of planning applications should also address the many other policy considerations in the city’s Adopted Unitary Development Plan, Supplementary Planning Documents and other planning guidance.

	HOW Planning
	The DCPN was adopted at a time when the economic cycle was approaching its peak. This was after a period of unprecedented growth in the economy and in particular the commercial property sector. A large number of schemes were brought forward in Salford and other areas on employment sites in sustainable locations where housing was seen as a suitable alternative.

We are now in very different economic times. A key document to provide the context for the revised DCPN for Policy E5 should be Draft PPS 4: Planning for Prosperous Economy. Whilst not yet adopted, it is close to being issued as a final version and has been well publicised. The Government has therefore signalled very clearly a future of planning for economic development.

In this regard there are some significant changes in the way the Government is approaching economic development and has included a much broader definition with a wider range of uses. The latest draft PPS4 excludes housing, although it is understood that a number of stakeholders will be making comment on this as the earlier draft PPS4 included it as a use related to economic development. This may well have implications for your revised Policy E5: DCPN.

The Draft PPS4 is intended to play an important part in preparing the economy for recovery. The emphasis is very much on flexibility and streamlining and simplifying the planning process. This is to ensure decisions can be made quickly and against a clear background to enable businesses to invest and grow.

If the key themes of draft PPS4 come forward in the next few months then a revised DCPN should contain more flexibility given economic circumstances. In this regard the criteria under Policy E5 (Section 2 (a)-(d)) should be reviewed. These criteria have placed quite a high bar in terms of providing evidence to show compliance.

Whilst it is appreciated that this was perhaps a conscious stance by the local authority to regulate the redevelopment of existing Established Employment Areas, conversely, given current economic circumstances, the revised note should contain more scope and flexibility to assist in bringing forward investment as hopefully the country moves out of recession.

Salford has many sites with planning permission for apartments and flats. This is an issue in terms of PPS3 delivery and we would urge the Council to ensure that this committed supply, which is highly unlikely to be delivered, is not part of the tests in the new DCPN which could hold back legitimate employment sites from coming forward to meet future housing and other needs. We would resist any criteria which would place an unnecessary financial burden on sites which are likely to remain very marginal for some time.
	The emerging PPS4 is noted along with the definition of employment uses provided within it. As identified the PPS is currently in draft form and whilst stakeholders may hold the view that the range of uses classed as ‘employment’ should be widened, we are also aware that there are others that feel that a tighter definition is needed. However, the definition of employment uses in the SPD, taking its lead from the description in paragraph 8.40 of Policy E5, should recognise that there are uses outside of the traditional ‘B’ use classes that can fit neatly within existing employment areas.

The SPD can only supplement the guidance in Policy E5, it can not change it. The criteria under part 2 can not therefore be altered. However, through the SPD we hope to provide clearer guidance in respect of the evidence requirements in order to encourage consistency and transparency. The policy framework in respect of the protection of existing employment will, however, be reviewed through the council’s emerging core strategy.

In terms of the current economic conditions, whilst this is likely to have an impact on the demand for sites and premises, it is important that these challenging times do not result in the loss of valuable employment sites and premises based on short term decisions. 

In terms of the current supply of housing land, the current Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment identifies a 5-year supply in line with PPS3. However, in determining planning applications all material considerations can be taken in to account, which could include the housing pipeline.

Policy E5 allows for the redevelopment of Established Employment Areas where it is demonstrated that there is a lack of current or likely future demand for a site/premise. This allows for the redevelopment of sites which are likely to remain marginal. The SPD will not change this.
In respect of the ‘unnecessary financial burden’ it will be important that the SPD is clear that evidence requirements should reflect the scale of the site/premises in question.  

 
	The definition of employment uses identified in the SPD recognises that there are uses outside of the traditional ‘B’ use classes that can fit neatly within existing employment areas.

The SPD provides clear guidance in respect of the evidence requirements in order to encourage consistency, transparency, and to provide greater certainty for businesses.
The SPD is clear about how Policy E5 should be applied in challenging economic times.

The SPD describes that a proportionate approach should be taken to evidence requirements to reflect the scale of the site/premises in question.  



	Salford West Board
	Is it possible to include the areas that are being referred to as established employment areas to which the policy applies?

It would be helpful if the criteria were explained more fully a bit clearer.

Presumably the results from the Established Employment Areas Review will feed in to the review.

Is it possible to be more explicit in terms of information/ evidence that developers would be required to submit a request for planning permission.


	Policy E5 contains a definition of employment areas but the SPD will help in providing further explanation. It is not however considered a manageable task to review the whole of the city to identify the areas of the city to which the definition applies.

The SPD will provide further explanation of the criteria and include additional advice on the types of evidence that should be submitted.

The results of the ELR will be taken into account in the SPD.
	The SPD aims to provide detailed, but easily understandable, guidance in respect of the elements of Policy E5.

	British Waterways
	British Waterways’ interest within the City is the Manchester, Bolton and Bury canal, and more specifically its future restoration. We wish to ensure that any proposed adjacent uses will be complementary. This is addressed in the aims and policies of the Adopted UDP. In respect of the ‘Chapel Street West’ area, it is stated that ‘the restoration of the Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal will help to transform perceptions of the area, as well as providing additional recreation and development opportunities. In addition that reasoned justification to UDP Policy MX1 identifies the intention to bring forward a ‘genuine mix of uses’, including some 3,000 dwellings.

In this regard, the UDP’s guidance / aims in respect of the different mixed use areas should be addressed in the guidance to ensure consistency and to reflect the fact the UDP’s emphasis on what is sought  / envisaged for each area differs, this being justified as Policy MX1 is saved.
	The UDP provides guidance related to the restoration of the Manchester, Bury and Bolton Canal in Policies MX1, EN23 (Environmental Improvement Corridors) and CH7 (Manchester, Bolton and Bury Canal). These policies seek to ensure adjacent development is indeed complementary and does not prejudice the reinstatement of the canal or its towpath.

The Reasoned justification to Policy MX1 provides an outline of the future envisaged for each of the mixed-use areas and additional guidance covering this area has been brought forward in the form of planning guidance and supplementary planning documents.

The SPD will provide clear guidance in respect of the application of Policy E5 within the MX1 area, having regard to both the importance of providing a varied portfolio of Established Employment Areas and premises, and the wider mixed-use aspirations for this central area. This will reflect the varied roles that the mixed-use areas have.

	The SPD provides clear guidance about the relationship between the protective guidance under Policy E5 and the mixed use aspirations for the MX1 policy area.


ANNEX D
Key themes emerging from the consultation on the Core Strategy
The Core Strategy Issues and Options Report was published for consultation for a period of 14 weeks from 17th October 2008 until 23rd January 2009. A number of comments were received that are relevant to development of the Established Employment Areas SPD.

4NW emphasised the fact that any release of allocated employment sites should be carried out taking into consideration the policy approach outlined in Policy W4 of the Regional Spatial Strategy. Whilst Policy W4 of the RSS refers to the protection of ‘allocated’ employment sites, a definition that would not necessarily apply to established employment areas which are not subject to a specific ‘allocating’ policy within the Unitary Development Plan, the policy does provide a clear message that sites should not be released where they provide, or have the potential to provide, an important contribution to the economy of the local area. Policy W4 also identifies the importance of providing an appropriate supply of sites for employment uses. 

In providing an ‘appropriate supply’ comments received during the consultation highlighted the importance of providing a range of employment sites, including both large-scale new sites and smaller local sites. The role of local employment sites as accessible employment locations was identified. One comment specifically stated that, if local smaller employment sites are underperforming, they should be helped to be more efficient rather than discarded/ released for other uses. However others questioned whether quality (servicing, grounds maintenance etc) could be provided on smaller employment sites and described that it is important to increase the density of the best employment areas to allow house building on some of the lower quality areas. 
When making decisions about the future of employment areas a clear message coming out of the consultation was the importance of the evidence base underpinning those decisions. The NWDA described that evidence is needed from the city council’s Established Employment Areas review that sites to be re-allocated to other uses are no longer suitable or the most appropriate for employment uses. They also expressed their concern about the net loss of Established Employment Areas identified in the Core Strategy and questioned how this sat with the net additional 917 hectares identified in the Regional Spatial Strategy for the Greater Manchester sub-region. They went on to describe that Salford would be expected to accommodate a significant share of this total given the city’s proximity to Manchester City Centre and excellent transport links.
The importance of protecting local businesses was a clear message, with one comment describing that the manufacturing industry feels under pressure from developers as areas for industry are re-used for housing.

The changing nature of employment was identified in a number of comments received, describing that Salford will not get huge manufacturing employers and that there is a movement towards office type jobs. 

Comments were also received that indicated that much greater emphasis should be given to the role that mixed-use development can play in achieving sustainable patterns of development, including facilitating employment development on sites that would otherwise not be viable. However concern was expressed by a different respondee in respect of re-zoning industrial land to housing, stating that the two uses were not compatible.
A number of representations received identified specific employment areas as being appropriate for redevelopment for alternative uses.

Implications for the Draft SPD

Whilst the SPD must clearly be set within the scope of the existing Unitary Development Plan, the comments received do highlight a number of relevant issues. In particular, the range of matters identified demonstrate that it is very difficult to make common assumptions about the future of differing types of employment areas and points to the importance of case-by-case decisions, from a full and detailed evidence base. 

This is the key message for the development of the SPD and the draft has been prepared with the aim of providing clear guidance as to what sorts of issues should be considered, and the types of evidence that should be used in order to consider the range of issues identified above. This is particularly the case for Criterion 2a of Policy E5 which allows for a case to be made in respect of there being “no current or likely future demand for the site or building for employment purposes”. This criterion is relevant to many of the comments received which relate to the demand for sites and premises. These include concerns in respect of the relative quality of employment sites, the role local employment areas play in providing for businesses, the pressure on manufacturing businesses from house builders, and the implications of the restructuring economy. All of these issues should be evident in the demand for sites and premises and the SPD provides particularly detailed information about how best to evidence the level of current and/or future demand. 
In order to address the issues raised in respect of smaller local employment areas and the pressure felt by the manufacturing industry, the SPD is clear that the city needs to provide a wide portfolio of employment sites/premises. It is also clear that the evidence requirements to justify the redevelopment of an existing employment site should recognise that it is not just high-quality modern buildings that need protecting. Further more, the SPD provides clear tests to determine the future role of employment areas and to ensure remaining businesses are not detrimentally affected by redevelopment proposals with the aim of ensuring that existing manufacturing businesses are not unnecessarily constrained in their activities.

The role of mixed-use development is recognised and in this regard the SPD provides clear guidance about the inter-relationship of policies MX1 (Development in Mixed-use areas) and E5 (Development within Established Employment Areas).
ANNEX E 

General letter sent out to publicise the formal consultation on the Draft SPD

	
	Spatial Planning

	
	Sustainable Regeneration Directorate

	
	Salford Civic Centre, Chorley Road

	
	Swinton, Salford, M27 5BY   DX 712104 Swinton 2

	
	

	
	Phone

Fax

Email

Web

My Ref

Your Ref
	0161 7932796

0161 7933667

Jimmy.mcmanus@salford.gov.uk
www.salford.gov.uk
EMPSPD – Consultation

	
	

	Date 21 October 2009
	

	
	

	Subject: 
	


Dear Sir/ Madam

I am writing to invite you/your organisation to comment on the Draft Established Employment Areas Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (formerly titled the Employment Land SPD).

The SPD primarily provides additional guidance for developers and other stakeholders on the application of Unitary Development Plan Policy E5 (Development within Established Employment Areas). Policy E5 provides general support for the modernisation, refurbishment and improvement of the city’s established employment areas, whilst setting out a number of policy tests against which proposals for the redevelopment of established employment areas for non-employment uses must be considered. The SPD also provides guidance in respect of the relationship between UDP Policy E5 and MX1 (Development in Mixed-use Areas).
The draft SPD has been published for period of consultation between Friday 23rd October and Thursday 3rd December 2009. 
The draft SPD and supporting documentation can be viewed and downloaded on the Council’s website at www.salford.gov.uk/employmentspd. Copies can also be viewed at Salford Civic Centre and Salford’s public libraries.

You may comment on the draft SPD:

· Via the city council’s website at www.salford.gov.uk/employmentspd; 
· By email using the address plans.consultation@salford.gov.uk; or 
· By post using the following address: Established Employment Areas SPD Consultation, Spatial Planning, Salford City Council, Salford Civic Centre, Chorley Road, Swinton, M27 5BY.
All comments are welcomed, but must be received by the city council no later than 4.30pm on Thursday 3rd December 2009 if they are to be taken into account. Any representations may be accompanied by a request to be notified at a specified address of the adoption of the SPD. 

If you have any questions relating to the guidance, please contact me using the details at the top of this letter. 

	Yours sincerely

Jimmy McManus

Principal Planning Officer


ANNEX F 

Manchester Evening News Advert (Friday October 23, 2009)
[image: image1.emf]
ANNEX G
Summary of comments received in response to the formal period of consultation October – December 2009.
	Document

Reference
	Organisation [Agent]


	Representation
	Council Response and Implications for the Established Employment Areas SPD

	General Comments



	Natural England
	Natural England has no comment to make in relation to this consultation because the subject matter of the SPD would be unlikely to significantly affect the natural environment. 


The advice given by Natural England in this letter is made for the purpose of the present consultation only. In accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. Natural England retains its statutory discretion to modify its present advice or opinion in view of any and all such additional matters or any additional information related to this consultation that may come to our attention. 


The lack of comment from Natural England should not be interpreted as a statement that there are no impacts on the natural environment. 
	Comment noted.

	General Comments



	CABE (Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment)
	CABE do not wish to make any specific comments to the Established Employment SPD, however they suggest that the following general comments be considered: 


A good spatial plan is essential to achieving high quality places and good design. CABE believes that getting the local development framework core strategies right is one of the most important tasks planners are undertaking. 


We have run workshops with over 50 local planning authorities to look at how design is being embedded in core strategy documents, which form part of the local development framework. The workshops offer local authorities independent informal advice from an expert panel and allowed us to identify the strengths and weaknesses of current approaches to spatial planning and how design, functionality and space are dealt with in core strategy documents. 


There are three core messages for local planning authorities preparing local development frameworks that have emerged from our workshops. 


Tell the story - A good LDF needs to tell the story of the place, explain how it works and highlight its qualities and distinguishing features. Telling the story helps everyone understand how the qualities of the place have shaped the strategy and its priorities for future quality. 


Set the agenda - Use the LDF to say what is wanted for the area, express aspirations and be proactive and positive about the future of the place and say how this will be achieved. Set out what is expected in terms of design quality and where necessary provide links to the relevant development plan documents or supplementary planning documents. 


Say it clearly - Make the core strategy relevant and understandable to a wide audience. Use diagrams to inform the text and communicate the strategy and show what quality of place means. It is also important that there is a clear priority for design quality and place-making objectives in the core strategy, setting out the key principles. This needs to be explicit so that it cannot be challenged when applications are being determined. 


We also have a new publication called Planning for places: delivering good design through core strategies. This publication provides further detail on the three key messages above. It is available to download from the CABE website http://www.cabe.org.uk/publications/planning-for-places 


The CABE website has further information about the workshops and key findings www.cabe.org.uk/planning 


We have also attached some key questions that we use in the workshops for you to consider throughout the development of your LDF documents. 


You might also find the following CABE Guidance helpful: 


• Making design policy work: How to deliver good design through your local development framework 
• Protecting Design Quality in Planning 
• Creating Successful Masterplans – a guide for clients and Design Reviewed Masterplans 
• By Design: urban design in the planning system towards better practice“ (published by DETR) 


These, and other publications, are available from our website www.cabe.org.uk 
	Comment noted.

	General Comments



	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	Property Alliance Group Ltd (PAG) made representations at the previous consultation stage that the Council should not progress a SPD on Established Employment Areas. 


These representations were not accepted and the Council has now progressed the SPD to Draft stage. However, in these circumstances the issue arises of what weight can be given to the SPD if it is eventually adopted. PAG considers that the answer is very little weight because its parent policy (UDP Policy E5) is outdated and in urgent need of review. 


The Salford UDP was adopted in June 2006. It thus predates PPS3, the current Regional Spatial Strategy, and the recent major downturn in the national, regional and local economy. 


UDP Policy E5 is based upon the balance which was then struck between a number of matters but essentially the demand for existing employment premises and the need to secure additional housing on previously developed land. That balance is no longer appropriate for the following reasons:- 


• PPS3 has altered the priority which is to be attached to the provision of an adequate supply of housing land. There is a now a requirement that Authorities maintain at all times a five year supply of deliverable housing land. This core requirement did not exist at the time when UDP Policy E5 was adopted. Further to this, PAG believes that the Council does not have a five year supply of deliverable sites because a high proportion of its identified supply are high density apartment schemes which are now either unviable or unlikely to proceed at previously anticipated rates due to the downturn in the economy. 


• The current version of RSS (adopted in September 2008) has more than trebled the housing requirement for Salford. This in itself justifies a complete re-evaluation of the contribution which redundant employment premises can make to meeting housing requirements. The Growth Point proposal for the City further intensifies the need to identify additional housing land. 


• There has been a major downturn in the economy over the last 24 months which has significantly reduced the demand for employment land and premises in the City and the wider sub-region. This downturn is likely to be prolonged and structural in its consequences. In particular, there is likely to be a permanent and substantial reduction in the demand for large manufacturing premises. This type of premises makes up a significant proportion of Salford’s supply of existing employment premises. 


It is also worth emphasising that UDP Policy E5 is based on the assumption that “all” of the employment areas within the City “are an important source of local employment.” It is for this reason the policy is worded in such a way that it is for the Applicant to demonstrate why exceptions should be made to its general presumption that established employment areas should be retained for employment purposes. However, the Council now accepts in its 2009 Employment Land Review (ELR) that many existing employment areas can be redeveloped for other uses without harm to the employment base of the City. The recently published Salford Core Strategy Preferred Options Document endorses this conclusion of the ELR and proposes that 130 ha of “existing industrial and warehousing land/premises” should be redeveloped for non-employment use. From this, it is clear that the starting-point of UDP Policy E5, which is to protect all existing employment areas from non-employment uses, is no longer consistent with the Council’s LDF evidence base or its emerging policy in the Core Strategy. 


PAG therefore considers that UDP Policy E5 can only be given very limited weight because it is out-of-date and overly restrictive. If UDP Policy E5 can only be given very limited, it must follow that the SPD, if adopted, must equally carry very little weight as its weight is derived from its parent policy. 


In the circumstances, PAG reiterates that the Council should abandon the SPD and concentrate its resources on advancing the Core Strategy. 
	The SPD supplements guidance in a saved policy that forms part of Salford’s development plan as defined by Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, in accordance with Regulation 13(8) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development Regulations)(England) Regulations 2004. 

The Secretary of State agreed to the saving of UDP Policy E5 beyond June 2009, after the publication of PPS3 and the Regional Spatial Strategy. Policy E5 continues to be relevant, and the city council is proposing a similar policy in its Draft Core Strategy. Consequently the SPD is considered to have significant weight in decision-making. 

It is important to provide an appropriate supply of housing and employment land. The Employment Land Review together with work underpinning the emerging Core Strategy has indicated that there is a shortage of employment land and options are being considered as to how this need can be met.

An identified shortage of employment land does not however necessarily mean that all employment areas will remain in that use, and the ELR identifies where potential weaknesses in the current supply may exist. Policy E5 and the SPD provide a policy framework that seeks to ensure that it is those employment areas with the least potential for ongoing employment uses, or which present particular opportunities for alternative uses, that are released for alternative uses.

No change.

	General Comments



	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	The SPD is primarily concerned with the type and content of documentation which should be submitted to accompany planning applications for non-employment uses in established employment areas. In this regard, it would be fundamentally unfair if the Council seeks to apply the policy retrospectively to applications which were submitted before its publication on 23 October 2009 and which were prepared to conform to the requirements of the old Development Control Policy Note. 


PAG therefore requests that the SPD should state that it does not apply to applications submitted before 23 October 2009. 
	The SPD supplements adopted guidance in the UDP. It formalises, clarifies and advances similar guidance previously held in the Policy E5 Development Control Practice Note.


The SPD therefore provides further guidance in respect of the issues that applicants have been required to address in relevant planning applications for some time in accordance with UDP Policy E5. 

No change

	General Comments



	The Coal Authority
	Although it is acknowledged that the Salford Established Employment Areas SPD does not cover minerals specifically as this is contained within the emerging Greater Manchester Minerals Development Framework you will be aware, the Salford area contains coal resources which are capable of extraction by surface mining operations. This information is available to Mineral Planning Authorities free of charge from The Coal Authority following signing a data sharing licence and was given to Salford City Council on the 4 September 2008. 

There are coal resources present across roughly the northern half of Salford that are capable of extraction by surface mining methods. 
Although this SPD is being prepared in advance of the Core Strategy and emerging Greater Manchester Minerals Development Framework, The Coal Authority still considers it appropriate to include a positive reference within the SPD to the opportunities for extraction of shallow coal resources prior to new employment development, to both remove the potential for future issues of land instability and also prevent the unnecessary sterilisation of the nation’s asset. Where new employment development is proposed, the developer should be required to assess coal mining information and, where surface coal resources are found to be present, full consideration should be given to their prior extraction. 


Reason – In order to address the requirements of MPS1 regarding safeguarding mineral resources and prior extraction of those resources. 
	The provision and protection of minerals resources is primarily being considered through a Greater Manchester Minerals Development Plan Document and will also be referred to in the city’s emerging Core Strategy.

Whilst new employment development will need to consider this issue, the SPD is specifically focused on development within established employment areas and planning applications will need to take account of all other material considerations such as those highlighted.

These issues will therefore be addressed through forthcoming DPDs and specific references within the SPD are not therefore considered appropriate. 

Given that the SPD relates to existing, rather than proposed, employment areas, it would seem unlikely that there would be appropriate opportunities for coal to be washed from the surface.

No change. 

	
	
	Coal Mining Legacy 


Within Salford there are a range of coal mining legacy issues present, some of which will be within areas proposed for employment development through the adopted UDP. Coal mining legacy issues within Salford include mine entries, shallow coal mining, mine gasses, surface hazards and rising mine water. Reference should therefore be made within the SPD of the need for developers of new business and employment uses to obtain information on the mining position and ground conditions of the site, to inform development proposals and be submitted as part of any planning application. If this information reveals any coal mining related hazards within the proposed development site then the developer should be required to propose mitigation measures to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority and The Coal Authority, and undertake this remediation work to stabilise the land prior to development. 


Reason – In order to address the requirements of PPG14 regarding development of unstable land. 
The Coal Authority welcomes the opportunity to make these comments, we are of course willing to discuss the comments made above in further detail if desired and would be happy to negotiate alternative suitable wording to address any of its concerns. 
	As identified this issue is dealt with in national planning policy and there is therefore no need to repeat it in an SPD. It is more appropriately considered through the GM Minerals DPD and the Core Strategy.

The SPD is not intended to be an exhaustive list of every material consideration for developments in employment areas, but instead focuses on the requirements of UDP Policy E5. A section on unstable land would effectively be introducing new policy rather than supplementing a policy in the UDP.

No change.

	General Comments
	United Utilities
	United Utilities Water has no comments on this consultation.
	Comment noted.

	General Comments



	4NW
	4NW's aim is to focus our resources on our input into Development Plan Documents and Regionally Significant Planning Applications. This means that we are not usually able to provide bespoke responses on SPDs, other non statutory planning guidance and scoping requests. Consequently we have developed a standard response for SPD and similar consultations. This provides background on the Regional Spatial Strategy and emerging Regional Strategy, web links to a number of strategy and guidance documents produced by 4NW, and a series of RSS policy pointers for key SPD topics. 
	Comment noted.


	General Comments


	Central Salford URC
	All references to the Urban Regeneration Company should be amended to read ‘Central Salford URC’ not Salford Central URC, which is incorrect. 
	References amended.


	General Comments



	Central Salford URC
	The draft Established Employment Areas Supplementary Planning Document offers welcome additional guidance on the City of Salford Unitary Development Plan 2006 Policy E5 (Development within Established Employment Areas). Whilst the guidance is mostly helpful in relation to establishing more specific guidance on how forthcoming development proposals should be composed, Central Salford wishes to note a number of key concerns. 


The delivery of future employment floorspace within the Central Salford area of the city will largely take the form of office (B1 a/b) accommodation. No new B2 or B3 uses are anticipated to be delivered within Central Salford due to principles established within regional policy documents the North West Regional Economic Strategy (2006) and Spatial Strategy for the North West (replacement version 2008) which focuses upon encouraging economic investment and growth within the Regional Centre. 


It is not clear when the figures for anticipated demand included within the draft SPD are forecasted from; it might be the case that extant planning consent for MediaCityUK, Greengate or alternatively Masterplan provisions for Salford Central and Ordsall Waterfront, are assumed to be already in the pipeline and that the figures provided are additional. This should be made clear within the document to clarify the actual projected delivery figures which are not already permitted and to provide the future potential growth figure. 
	The employment land forecasts in the Draft SPD were taken from the joint Central Salford URC and Salford City Council Employment Land Review (November 2008) and were intended to give an element of context to the SPD rather than impose specific targets or ceilings.
Section 4 of the SPD has been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city. 
Forecasts of future employment floorspace and land demand are currently being considered as part of the city’s emerging Core Strategy.

	General Comments



	Central Salford URC
	One issue which is unclear is the position the city council will take if the anticipated maximum total office floorspace total is exceeded. A degree of flexibility should be permitted to allow currently occupied land within the Regional Centre to become available for redevelopment and deliver B1 uses. Constricting the upper limit of deliverable office floorspace could preclude delivery in areas outside of the Regional Centre if the Regional Centre area delivers a large proportion of the total 2007 – 2026 output. 

Currently Policy EMP 1 in particular risks being overly prescriptive in classing vacant land last used for employment uses as an Established Employment Area. In an extreme scenario, this policy could compromise the development of a prominent site no longer used for its original employment use from being used to deliver significant housing outputs. Whilst the potential of this policy to obstruct development within Central Salford is assuaged within policies EMP 5 and EMP 7, the pressure to allocate sites outside of the Central Salford area for the delivery of housing units as envisaged within the Salford City Council draft Core Strategy (November 2009) may be alleviated by the release of some Established Employment Areas. Policy EMP3 is welcomed in this respect. 
	The employment land forecasts in the Draft SPD were taken from the joint Central Salford URC and Salford City Council Employment Land Review (November 2008) and were intended to give an element of context to the SPD rather than impose specific targets or ceilings.

Section 4 of the SPD has been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city. 

Forecasts of future employment floorspace and land demand are currently being considered as part of the city’s emerging Core Strategy.
The reference within Policy EMP1 to Established Employment Areas potentially including vacant land last used for employment purposes is effectively carried forward from the UDP (paragraph 8.40). The changes proposed by Central Salford URC would effectively introduce a new policy which would be inappropriate in an SPD. This could only be done through a Development Plan Document such as the Core Strategy.

	General Comments



	Central Salford URC
	If Salford is to provide office floorspace as anticipated within the Core Strategy, additional policies within the SPD which expand on UDP Policy E5 should possess flexibility to allow land to be brought forward to deliver housing unit figures which are projected within the Salford City Council draft Core Strategy (November 2009). 
	UDP Policy E5 and the SPD already provide the flexibility to redevelop established employment areas for non-employment uses in a number of circumstances.

The Core Strategy will consider the provision of employment and housing land to meet future forecasts and requirements. A new paragraph 3.14 has been added to the SPD in this regard. 

	General Comments



	Central Salford URC
	To conclude, Central Salford wishes to note that figures included within the draft Established Employment Areas Supplementary Planning Document have fundamental contradictions with the approved Central Salford URC Business and Investment Plan 2009/10. It is considered that the anticipated demand and aspirational scenario figures greatly underestimate the scale of development expected within the Central Salford area and do not effectively consider known and consented schemes’ role in achieving much of the overall expected output within the next 19 years. 
	It is recognised that the forecasts presented in the Draft SPD do not match those in the Central Salford URC business plan and this is to be expected as the figures in the URC business plan include other types of uses such as hotels and retailing. 

The employment land forecasts in the Draft SPD were taken from the joint Central Salford URC and Salford City Council Employment Land Review (November 2008) and were intended to give an element of context to the SPD rather than impose specific targets or ceilings.

Section 4 of the SPD has been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. In doing so the detailed economic growth forecasts have been removed from the SPD. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city. 

	General Comments



	Arnold Laver [How Planning]
	It is recommended that a flexible approach is adopted to employment land supply that allows for the consideration of releasing unsuitable employment sites for alternative development such as the Arnold Laver site. We are concerned that the draft policy in its current form does not provide flexibility and if adopted will create a highly rigid and 
onerous environment which could restrict important development which will secure wider community benefits from being delivered. 



	Policy E5 of the UDP provides a flexible approach to the protection of established employment areas, allowing for a number of circumstances where alternative land uses will be deemed appropriate.

Adopted Development Plan policies can only be supplemented through an SPD, not changed. However, the future focus of planning policy in respect of established employment areas is currently being considered through the Core Strategy process. 


No change.

	General Comments



	Shannon Property Management Ltd [Barton Wilmore]
	The overall aim of Policy E5 is to demonstrate that there is no current or likely future demand for any site or building for employment purposes. Thus, if evidence supporting a planning application does not follow the exact requirements as listed in this document, but does demonstrate that there is no current or likely future demand of the site or building for employment purposes, then this should be considered potentially acceptable in terms of complying with policy E5. 


The reason for this is that there will be scenarios or circumstances which mean that whilst a site is clearly not required for employment purposes, it cannot accord with everything stated in the document. Therefore, SPM hopes that the Council when determining planning applications will take each case on its own merits and that the document is not used rigorously as a checklist which requires strict compliance in order to prove that an existing site is not required for employment purposes. This should be clearly stated at the beginning of the document so that all users and readers are fully aware of how this document will be used in assessing planning applications. 


Whilst our client recognises the importance of ensuring that there is sufficient employment land within the area to support the local economy, SPM also believe that there is little point in needlessly protecting existing employment sites, when for example there is strong evidence that the site has over a period of time had significant problems in attracting a tenant or buyer. Our client does not see why any site should continue to be made available for employment use if no demand can be demonstrated. 


If it is clear that a site has had problems attracting tenants over a significant period of time, then this too should be given significant weight when determining a planning application. Therefore if an applicant can provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that there is no demand for employment type uses and that their site is unviable, then the Council should be prepared to assess that particular case favourably, even if it does not meet all requirements set out in the Council’s Employment SPD. 


The SPD should be seen as a guide to assist applicants in preparing sufficient evidence to demonstrate to the Council that a site is no longer in demand for employment purposes rather than an inflexible list of requirements. If applicants can prepare their own robust evidence which is not necessarily in line with the guidance, then the Council still need to assess that evidence fairly against policy E5. SPM is of the view that such guidance should enable a degree of flexibility but is concerned that the Council will use the guidance as currently drafted too rigorously and would refuse all applications where the evidence provided does not fully comply with the SPD rather than considering each on its merits. 
	The SPD is intended to provide guidance to developers as to the types of evidence that should be submitted alongside planning applications involving development within established employment areas. Clearly the local authority will need to consider all material considerations not just those identified in the SPD.

Criterion 2a of UDP Policy E5 and SPD Policy EMP3 of the SPD specifically looks at issues of current or likely future demand. As part of this the SPD requires evidence that a full and proper marketing strategy has been undertaken in order to demonstrate that demand does not exist. 

The policy asks that the marketing strategy adopted is explained and, at paragraph 7.4 describes that the level of detail and type of evidence and analysis presented should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the site and premises in question. There is therefore flexibility within the SPD in this regard and applicants can decide what level of evidence they feel is appropriate.

It is however important that the city council, through the SPD, presents clear advice as to the types of evidence that is expected from applicants in order to justify their proposals against UDP Policy E5. 

No change




	General Comments
	Highways Agency
	The consultation period for the Established Employment Areas Supplementary Planning Document has allowed the Agency to comment upon the proposed guidance on established employment areas.  The Agency appreciates that there are existing and established employment areas within the SCC boundary that need to be protected to ensure growth can occur, as well as the need for new employment areas to meet the floorspace needs across the plan period, set out within the SPD.  These employment floorspace aspirations should be consistent with the emerging Core Strategy and subsequent land allocation documents to ensure uniformity across the suite of documents that comprise the Salford LDF.

With regards to development in the Regional Centre, as defined by the North West Regional Spatial Strategy; despite this area of Salford being identified as the preferred choice for development emerging within the LDF, unsuitable and unsustainable development in this location may impact upon the operation and safety of the Strategic Road Network.  As such, the Agency will actively work with SCC in the development of a transport evidence base which will ensure that only the most suitable and sustainable sites come forward, with the appropriate transport infrastructure.

The quantum of employment land identified within the SPD will need to be assessed in transport terms through the production of a transport evidence base, to appraise the transport issues involved in allowing these sites to come forward through the plan period.  Should the demand for employment land emerge across the City during the plan period, the transport evidence will need to assess the demand for travel and where this demand will emanate from.  Once these principles have been identified, appropriate sustainable transport infrastructure can be identified.

The transport evidence base to support the emerging LDF must evaluate the quantum of development aspirations on a cumulative basis, rather than using a piecemeal approach, in order to fully assess and take into consideration the transport impacts across the plan period.  The transport evidence base should also take into account the phasing of development sites to ensure that the required level of key infrastructure is delivered and operational at the appropriate point of the plan period.  The Agency will not be able to support a Core Strategy that is not underpinned by a robust and sustainable transport evidence base, nor will it be able to support a Core Strategy that impacts upon the operation and safety of the SRN.

In general terms, the Agency will encourage the re-use of existing employment areas for new land uses, as on the whole they will tend to benefit from existing and established public transport routes, as well as access to key services, which reduce the need to travel by private car.  Where new employment development is proposed, the transport evidence base should identify what public transport, cycling and walking infrastructure is required to enable these development aspirations to come forward sustainably.
	The comments submitted by the Highways Agency appear to be related to employment land forecasts in the Draft SPD which were taken from the joint Central Salford URC and Salford City Council Employment Land Review (November 2008) and were intended to give an element of context to the SPD rather than impose specific targets or ceilings.

Section 4 of the SPD has been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city. 

Forecasts of future employment floorspace and land demand are currently being considered as part of the city’s emerging Core Strategy. It is through the Core Strategy process that the transport implications of development will be considered and it is not considered appropriate to undertake transport modelling or assemble detailed transport evidence in support of the SPD. Individual proposals that emerge within Established Employment Areas will, in due course, need to be accompanied by a detailed assessment of traffic impacts as part of the usual development management process.


	Paragraph

1.1
	Shannon Property Management Ltd [Barton Wilmore]
	No objections to paragraph 1.1
	Comment noted.

	Paragraph

1.2
	Shannon Property Management Ltd [Barton Wilmore]
	Paragraph (1.2) sets out specifically why the SPD has been prepared and says that the document gives additional guidance as to the type of evidence that prospective developers should submit in support of their planning application. SPM feels that this SPD should be treated as guidance and not as an inflexible list of requirements. 
	The SPD supplements an adopted UDP policy and provides guidance in respect of the types of evidence that should be submitted in support of relevant applications. 

Paragraph 7.4 provides flexibility in respect of evidencing a lack of current and potential future demand, describing that the detail and type of evidence and analysis presented should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposal.  

It is considered that this provides sufficient flexibility to tailor the evidence submitted to the specific case in question. 

No change.

	Paragraph

1.8
	Shannon Property Management Ltd [Barton Wilmore]
	In paragraphs 1.8 and 1.9 the document states that a report will be prepared summarising all of the main issues raised during the consultation period, the City Council’s response and whether any changes are being made to the SPD prior to its adoption. It also says that all those making comments during the formal consultation period will be informed when the adoption of the document takes place. SPM would like to be notified when the report (to include all issues raised and the council’s response etc) is produced, prior to the SPD being adopted, to ensure that comments raised have been taken into consideration. Furthermore, SPM expects all comments not resulting in amendments to the final document to be accompanied with a clear and detailed explanation as to why an amendment was not considered necessary. 
	The adoption of the SPD will be advertised in accordance with city council reporting procedures. All respondents will be notified of the adoption of the SPD in accordance with normal practice when the documents are published on the council’s website.


	Paragraph

3.4
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	The Draft SPD paragraph 3.4 purports to deal with Draft PPS4. However it omits to state that the Draft PPS provides no support, explicit or otherwise, for the type of policies proposed by the Draft SPD. This is of some importance because the Draft PPS sets out the Government’s latest thinking on planning and employment issues. At the very least, the Council should delay adoption of the SPD until the final version of PPS4 is issued. 
	The Government published a final version of PPS4 since the consultation on the draft SPD.
The Policy Context in section 3 of the final SPD has been amended to take account of the new PPS.

The new PPS 4 sets out a number of objectives for planning in relation to the achievement of sustainable economic development (paragraph 10 of PPS4).

It is considered that established employment areas can contribute to the achievement of these objectives, including ensuring a range of sites and premises to support economic growth and providing local employment opportunities close to areas of deprivation and in support of the objective of reducing the need to travel. 
It is considered that both Policy E5 and this SPD are consistent with the content of PPS4, as now published.

	Paragraph

3.8
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	The SPD asserts that RSS Policy W4 is relevant not only to allocated employment sites but also to employment supply generally. This is not the case and the assertion should be deleted. RSS Policy W4 only applies to allocated sites. It has no relevance or application to existing employment premises. 
	Policy W4’s specific focus on allocated employment land is recognised, however it is considered that established employment areas form an important part of the employment land supply and similar tests should be applied.

Notwithstanding this, the assertion that Policy W4 is specifically relevant to the whole employment supply has been deleted.

	Paragraph

3.15
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	Paragraph 3.15 sets out the Council’s conclusions on the various policy guidance it paraphrases. It says that the guidance protects “employment sites/premises where they provide, or have the potential to provide, an important contribution to the economy of the local area.” This conclusion is incorrect. The only policy guidance which supports such a position is UDP Policy E5. The other guidance is silent on the issue. Paragraph 3.15 should be deleted. 
	As above, the reference to Policy W4 being relevant to the whole employment land supply has been removed. 

The sentence starting “To this end…” has been deleted.


	Chapter

4
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	Section 4 sets out the conclusions of the Council’s Employment Land Review (ELR) PAG has major criticisms of the ELR which has never been the subject of public consultation. 

These criticisms centre around the following:- 


1.The projections of demand which are considered to be too high, especially for industrial premises. 


2.The use of the Aspirational Scenario which is contrary to the conclusion of the RSS Panel about the provision of employment land. 


3.The failure to assess properly the quality of existing employment areas, in particular taking into account factors which have little relevance to their value for future employment. 
	The employment land forecasts in the Draft SPD were taken from the joint Central Salford URC and Salford City Council Employment Land Review (November 2008) and were intended to give an element of context to the SPD rather than impose specific targets or ceilings.

Section 4 of the SPD has been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city. 

The qualitative assessments in the ELR provide broad conclusions about the differing quality of employment areas across the city. It is recognised that there will be other factors that will influence the future of employment areas and paragraph 7.7 of the SPD describes that, whilst the conclusions from the ELR will be an important reference point, they will not be sufficient in isolation to justify the loss of a particular site or area. 

No further changes.

	Chapter

4
	Arnold Laver [How Planning]
	As identified in table 3 of paragraph 4.7 of the draft SPD, Salford can demonstrate a sufficient number of years supply for Office (B1a/b), Industry (B1c/B2) and Warehousing (B8) floorspace based on both minimum and maximum annual requirements. However, Salford’s Employment Land Review considers demand over a period of 19 years and states that based on the data in table 3 there is an insufficient supply of employment floorspace in the pipeline suggesting that additional employment opportunities should be investigated. 


In accordance with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) (September 2008) policy W3 (2) indicates that Local Planning Authorities (LPA) should undertake a comprehensive review of employment land commitments to ensure that the most appropriate range of sites in  terms of market attractiveness and social, environmental and economic sustainability are safeguarded for employment use. 


The review of employment land commitments is important as it will highlight in both quantitative and qualitative terms how the Councils employment land portfolio currently meets its requirements. It is our view that a number of existing employment sites, such as the Arnold Lavers site, are not suitable for modern employment purposes due to factors such as location, proximity to sensitive adjoining uses such as housing and land constraints such as significant ground contamination. These factors impact upon the attractiveness of sites for modern occupiers due to a number of reasons including operational restrictions and viability. 


It is therefore not recommended that a strict protectionist approach to all employment sites is adopted especially as the Employment Land Review highlights that some existing sites are poor quality. In particular, the Employment Land Review following an assessment of the Arnold Laver site states: 


‘To the north east the area comprises a variety of industrial/warehousing units and open storage which are considered to be of poor condition overall. Whilst these units could be relatively flexible in respect of their ongoing use, the proximity of residential properties may restrict the nature of employment uses that could be accommodated. Furthermore, the unstructured nature of the estate and the relatively low profile of the units could be a restraint on potential interest (Salford Central URC and Salford City Council (2008) Salford Employment Land Review, Final Report Appendices, page 132). 


The focus should be on identifying new sites in better employment locations to assist the Borough in meeting their employment supply objectives allowing existing unsuitable sites to be released for more appropriate purposes. Arnold Laver is seeking to relocate within the Borough to more appropriate and modern premises which will be achieved by redeveloping the existing site for residential purposes to facilitate and cross-fund the relocation. If this were prohibited by an inflexible blanket employment land site protectionist approach then this will be highly onerous for the businesses operation and its ability to remain competitive and expand in the future. It is therefore recommended that sufficient flexibility is incorporated into any policies enabling employment sites to be considered for alternative uses including housing. 
	UDP Policy E5, and the SPD, allows the flexibility to consider sites for alternative non employment uses where a number of policy tests can be met.

The overall supply and demand of employment land within the city is being considered as part of the emerging Core Strategy and potential new high quality sites have been proposed as part of this process. However, existing employment areas will continue to provide for the majority of the city’s industry and warehousing needs.

	Chapter 4
	Highways Agency
	The SPD identifies a forecast net loss of industrial floorspace. Furthermore, whilst there are net gains in both offices and warehousing, when these changes are compared with the requirements set out in Table 1, a significant loss of warehousing floorspace would also be expected over the period.

Irrespective of whether it is estimated that there may be a loss or gain in floorspace across Salford through the plan period, the Agency will review any subsequent planning applications on their transport merits and any potential impact at the SRN.  If large-scale employment developments are proposed, then the Agency would welcome the opportunity to get involved in the planning stage at the earliest opportunity to ensure the developments come forward as sustainably as possible.  

Where cross-boundary issues have the potential to occur as a result of an employment site being promoted for development purposes, joint-working with the appropriate Local Planning Authority should be undertaken to ensure a consistent approach.  In addition, the impacts of proposed employment sites should be looked at on a cumulative basis rather than a piecemeal approach, to ensure the correct public transport, cycling and walking infrastructure is proposed and brought online at the appropriate time in the plan period.
	Comment noted.

	Chapter 4

Table 1
	Central Salford URC
	Firstly, the draft SPD’s projected demand for employment floorspace within Table 1 has been considered alongside Central Salford URC’s approved Business and Investment Plan 2009/10. Central Salford URC wishes to note that the projected employment floorspace figures within ‘Table 1 – ELR Gross Demand Recommendations’ appear to be lower than figures for anticipated development within the Central Salford URC Business and Investment Plan 2009/10. Central Salford’s projected floorspace figures have been defined by using; 


• The AGMA Accelerated Growth Strategy; 
• The Manchester Independent Economic Review; 
• Known and committed development proposals.

 
Table 1 proposes an average total citywide demand for 428,000 m² of office space (B1) and an upper limit of 570,000 m² between 2007 and 2026. Almost half of the average total (197,010 m²) has been submitted as part of a wider planning application by English Cities fund who are working with the City Council and Central Salford to achieve transformational change in the Salford Central area. Independent research was carried out by DTZ in July 2009 within the ‘Salford Central Office Market Study’, the findings of which gave support for the proposed quantum of office space as included within ECf’s planning application. The report notes that at the time of writing (July 2009) there was 173,100 m² of B1 office space with planning permission in the city of Salford. Considering applications which have been submitted since the report was finalised (for example the ECf proposals and an application for the re-use of the former Colgate premises in Ordsall which proposes a maximum 58,000 m² of B1 space) this figure will be near to the 450,000 m² mark. Central Salford considers that the projected targets do not appear to give appropriate regard to the Accelerated Growth Strategy proposals which AGMA have agreed should be adopted by all Local Planning Authorities in Greater Manchester. 

Considering the potential outputs of the Salford Central application, provisions should also be made for the development of the Greengate area. An independent appraisal was carried out focusing upon the demand for office space within the Greengate area in order to appraise the viability of development proposals. The Greengate Office Market Demand Study carried out by GVA Grimley in June 2009 concluded that over a 10-15 year period the Greengate area can be expected to deliver around 116,000 m² of B1 office space. The report also notes that figures generated through the Greater Manchester Forecasting Model ‘may underestimate the overall level of demand’. 


In addition to this, later phases of MediaCityUK will continue to deliver significant office floorspace. It is considered that in order to account for both permitted and anticipated office space outputs within the City, additional consideration should be paid to the AGMA Accelerated Growth Strategy proposals which will provide guidance on how much additional space should be accounted for. 


The AGMA Accelerated Growth Strategy proposals were worked through by Salford City Council / Central Salford’s Salford Economic Development Plan and further reinforced in the Employment Land Survey. It is considered that these documents should be afforded more weight in the creation of realistic growth target figures and used to establish more realistic and essential scope for future employment floorspace delivery. The City of Salford’s economic ambitions will be fundamentally frustrated by this SPD’s proposals if floorspace targets are not revised. 
	It is recognised that the forecasts presented in the Draft SPD do not match those in the Central Salford URC business plan and this is to be expected as the figures in the URC business plan include other types of uses such as hotels and retailing. 

The employment land forecasts in the Draft SPD were taken from the joint Central Salford URC and Salford City Council Employment Land Review (November 2008) and were intended to give an element of context to the SPD rather than impose specific targets or ceilings.

Section 4 of the SPD has been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city.

	Paragraph

4.4
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	The table within paragraph 4.4 makes reference to employment floorspace figures. There are numerous subsequent references to floorspace elsewhere in the Draft SPD. The clarity of the document would be improved if it was explicit whether the figures quoted from the Employment Land Review are gross external floor areas or net useable (or another measure). 
Changes sought: Clarification of the references to floorspace. 
	The employment land forecasts in the Draft SPD, including those in the table in paragraph 4.4 of the Draft SPD, were taken from the joint Central Salford URC and Salford City Council Employment Land Review (November 2008) and were intended to give an element of context to the SPD rather than impose specific targets or ceilings.

Past rates of take-up, which form an important part of the evidence base for the ELR, are generally measured using the total gross internal floorspace as specified on planning application forms. However the consultants recommendations are informed by a range of evidence sources and so the specific measure is unclear.

Forecasting over such a long period, the figures can only ever be indicative and it is not therefore considered important to ensure this level of detail.

Notwithstanding, Section 4 of the SPD has now been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city. 


	Paragraph

4.13
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	Peel welcomes the recognition that account should be taken of a site’s future potential for employment uses as well as it current or most recent use. As is set out in our comments on draft Policy EMP3 of the SPD, consideration of such future potential must take a reasonable view bearing in mind the individual circumstances of each site. 
	UDP Policy E5 and the SPD, including EMP3, provide a policy framework that allows for the consideration of the future potential of each site having regard to its individual circumstances.
No change.

	Paragraph 4.14
	Highways Agency
	The SPD aspires to protect ‘areas which are deemed to be of the highest quality but will also require the protection of other employment areas that provide lower quality accommodation that is available at a low cost.  Such areas can perform an important role in providing a more affordable range of employment land and buildings offer, often in close proximity to residential areas, and support a significant number of businesses and jobs.’ The Agency supports this aspiration, as locating employment development close to residential areas and key services, should reduce the need to travel by private car, and as such, minimise any impact at the SRN.  

The Agency, in broad terms, would encourage any employment development sites that are to be located close to existing residential areas and key services, and in addition, would encourage any aspirations to locate residential sites close to existing or proposed employment areas.

The ELR goes on to recommend that the city (SCC) must “ensure a supply of better quality, new development to meet modern needs”. Should a ‘supply of better quality, new development’ come forward, then the Agency will require that a sound transport evidence base is provided, to ensure these sites come forward as sustainably as possible.  The Agency will resist any development sites or land allocations which would adversely impact upon the operation and safety of the SRN.

The current UDP Policy, E5, provides ‘general support for the modernisation, refurbishment and improvement of the city's established employment areas, whilst setting out a number of policy tests against which proposals for the redevelopment of established employment areas for non-employment uses should be considered’.  As such, the tests within said Policy form the main focus of the SPD. 
	Comments noted.

	Paragraph

4.15
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	Peel welcomes the recognition that a range of type and quality of employment sites is important. In particular it agrees that retaining a range of affordable employment land and buildings is important particularly where such areas are close to where people live. This will be particularly important in helping to facilitate sustainable travel to work patterns. With this in mind, Peel considers that paragraph 4.15 should make clear that retaining a good distribution of employment sites throughout the city is also an important factor in considering the future potential of a given existing employment site. 


Changes sought: See requested change to paragraph 4.17 
	Section 4 of the SPD has been significantly reduced to give a more concise overview of the ELR’s conclusions. The ELR is available on the council’s website for interested parties to review its detailed conclusions and recommendations. It is considered that, within the SPD, this more succinct overview provides a better introduction to the employment land situation within the city.

Paragraph 4.5 of the revised section 4 includes a reference to the need to ensure an “appropriate quantum, range and distribution of employment sites and premises”. 


	Paragraph

4.17
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	PAG does not however disagree with the fundamental conclusion of the ELR as summarised at paragraph 4.17 of the SPD. From PAG’s point of view, the essential issue is how many and which employment premises justify protection (at least until PPS4 is published). In PAG’s view, UDP Policy E5 and the Draft SPD set out the wrong balance between protection of existing employment areas and the need to provide previously developed land for non-employment uses such as housing. 
	The balance between employment and housing needs is considered appropriate, as both are essential to a successful and sustainable city.

The SPD and UDP Policy E5 allow sufficient flexibility for the balance between protecting existing employment areas and the introduction of non-employment uses to be established on a site by site basis.

No change.


	Paragraph

4.17
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	See comments to paragraph 4.15 


Changes sought: The final part of paragraph 4.17 could helpfully be amended to read “….but also protecting those sites that remain a valuable part of the overall supply so that a sufficient quantum and range and an appropriate distribution of business premises and land is retained.” 
	The paragraph has been amended to read “…so that an appropriate quantum, range and distribution of business premises and land is retained”.  

	Paragraph

4.19
	Scott Wilson
	Reference should be made to policies later in the document which identifies the criteria required to provide a stronger case to potentially allow the removal of employment land for another non – employment use. 
	Section 4 of the SPD has been reduced to give a more concise overview of the employment land situation within the city. The SPD as a whole provides guidance in relation to the tests under Policy E5 each of which could be relevant to a proposal to introduce non-employment uses into an established employment area. It is therefore not considered necessary to cross reference each of the policies at this point.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Policy EMP 1
	Scott Wilson
	A time period should be identified which extinguishes the previous use due to the land being vacant. In usual planning terms land unused for a period of time is deemed to have an extinguished use, Developers are unable to re use land if it has been vacant and as such local authorities should not be able to maintain employment land that has stood vacant for a significant period of time. Whilst evidence should be provided to show the developer has not simply sat on the land, the principal of having a set period should be provided. An established use (if proven) would be given after a 10 year period. 
	The definition of an established employment area as “site(s)/ building(s) that are currently used, or where vacant were last used, for non-retail employment uses” is taken directly from the UDP (paragraph 8.40) and has not been newly introduced by the SPD.

If a developer had not been sitting on a piece of land they should be in a position to show that they have investigated the potential future use of the site (as per the qualitative and viability appraisals in SPD Policy EMP3) and have investigated the potential market demand for the site (the market demand appraisal in SPD Policy EMP3). 

The developer should therefore be able to accumulate evidence in this regard in advance of a 10 year period. Whether a site retains its past use will depend on the individual circumstances of the case, and it would be inappropriate to specify a particular time period.
No change

	Policy EMP 1
	Arnold Laver [How Planning]
	Policy EMP1 - Areas to which Policy E5 Applies 
As highlighted above, Arnold Laver object to the blanket protectionist approach promoted by Draft Policy EMP1. The draft policy seeks to protect all employment land without considering its suitability for employment purposes. It sets out three criteria which if sites are caught by one of these criteria then they should be protected for employment purposes. 


We consider the criteria to be inflexible as just because a site is larger than 0.5 hectares does not mean that it should be protected for employment use. The criteria does not take into account site constraints such as land contamination or adjoining sensitive uses such  as housing which will significantly impact on market attractiveness, viability and the ability of the site to meet current employment requirements. 


Arnold Laver has concerns with the rigid nature of the criteria set out in draft Policy EMP1 as it does not allow site constraints or market factors to be taken into account. It is therefore recommended that draft Policy EMP1 is re-drafted to give weight to these important factors allowing a more flexible approach to be provided. This would then allow existing sits such as Arnold Laver which have been identified as poor employment sites in the Councils Employment Land Review to be released for other more appropriate uses which will secure significant community benefits.
	The criteria identified in SPD Policy EMP1, including the 0.5 hectare threshold, are taken from the reasoned justification to UDP Policy E5 (paragraph 8.40). They can not therefore be altered through this SPD.
Policy EMP1 seeks only to define the areas to be assessed against UDP Policy E5 and the SPD. The rest of the policies allow for redevelopment for other uses where appropriate and therefore allow for flexibility in determining future uses.
UDP Policy E5 and the SPD are not therefore considered to present an inflexible approach to development within established employment areas. The SPD is specifically intended to provide advice and guidance to developers seeking to justify such proposals and allows for issues such as site constraints and other market factors to be considered.

No change. 




	Policy EMP 1
	Shannon Property Management Ltd [Barton Wilmore]
	SPM accepts Policy EMP1 which defines what type of sites Policy E5 applies too.
	Comment noted.

	Paragraph

5.2
	Scott Wilson
	Whilst the council have considered wider employment uses, these are limited alternatives. Acknowledgement should be given to any employment opportunity being a positive planning benefit, and whilst they should be capable of accommodation within a given site, the opportunity to provide an argument for a less restrictive employment opportunity should be provided by the council. Planning should encourage development and meet an employment need where possible, not provide unnecessary restrictions. 
	The policy states that Employment uses are defined as those activities falling within use classes (B1a (offices), B1b (research and development), B1c (light industry) and B8 (storage and distribution), together with sui generis uses of a similar nature that might normally be found within employment areas (for example car showrooms and related car storage areas, petrol filling stations and waste management facilities). 

The SPD Policy EMP1 and paragraph 5.2 therefore only provide examples of the types of uses that could be found in employment areas which are not intended to be an exhaustive list.

Employment opportunities can be provided in all sorts of development types which, in the first instance, will not always be suitably located within established employment areas, for example town centre uses such as retail. 

It is recognised a wide variety of uses contribute to the local economy and that uses outside those identified above can be an important source of employment. However, given the range of uses that “any employment opportunity” could relate to, some of which will not always be suitably located within established employment areas, it is not considered appropriate to widen the policy’s definition further. 
No change. 

	Policy EMP 2
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	PAG considers that the first part of this policy should be reworded as follows:- 


Proposals for reuse or redevelopment of sites or buildings within an established employment area for non-employment uses should not compromise unduly the operating conditions of the remaining employment uses. (PAG’s proposed addition) 


Similarly Point 1 of the second part of the policy should be rephrased as follows:- 


Details of any adjoining employment uses and the activities that are currently taking place there and which are likely to take place there in the foreseeable future. (PAG’s proposed changes) 

Both amendments are proposed for a similar reason. The policy needs to be reasonable in all respects. It should not seek to prevent otherwise desirable development simply to avoid some hypothetical future eventuality which is unlikely to happen or else could be addressed by minor modifications to working practices. 
	The wording “compromise the operating conditions of other remaining employment uses” is taken directly from UDP Policy E5. This wording allows for an assessment of the nature and potential severity of any impacts a development proposal could have on any remaining employment uses.  It is therefore not considered appropriate to insert “unduly”.

The second part of the policy has been amended to refer to “activities that are currently taking place there and which are likely to take place there in the future”. The reasoned justification has been amended accordingly.

It is considered that this revised wording provides a reasonable approach to the consideration of potential changes to working practices.

	Policy EMP 2
	Arndale Properties Ltd [Vincent and Gorbing]
	EMP2 sets out details as to how those promoting the redevelopment of employment land to non-employment uses should demonstrate, in accordance with UDP Policy E5, that the redevelopment would not compromise the operating conditions of other remaining employment land. 


Although we consider this to be a material planning consideration in such a determination, it remains the case that it is only operable where adjoining employment land is actually in use, as only then can assessments be made of noise, odours, light, traffic etc. If adjoining land was last in employment use but is presently vacant, it not possible to undertake assessments of these issues. Further guidance could be provided within EMP2 along the following lines. 


If the proposal involves redevelopment of employment land which adjoins or is close to other employment land which is not presently in use for employment purposes and requires redevelopment, applicants should consider the likely future land use of that land. If, on balance, there is little realistic prospect of the adjoining land coming forward for employment redevelopment (particularly if it has been vacant for a prolonged period), the Council will accept that the potential conflict between the uses is a matter for future planning when redevelopment of the adjoining land take place. 
	Paragraph 6.5 has been amended as follows to take account of such eventualities.

“There may be instances where development proposals come forward on sites within established employment areas where some or all of the neighbouring sites within the established employment area are vacant and/or have, as yet unimplemented, extant planning permissions for alternative non-employment uses. In these circumstances a view will need to be taken as to the likelihood of the vacant site coming forward for employment uses and/or the extant planning permission(s) being implemented, having regard to the wider strategic policy framework for the relevant area. Clearly if there is a firm commitment to change the use of a neighbouring site then the considerations under Supplementary Planning Document Policy EMP2 will need to reflect this potential change”. 

	Policy EMP 2
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	This policy will be applied in a wide range of circumstances and it is considered important that it retains flexibility. Peel is concerned that the key policy test is whether a proposal would “compromise the operating conditions” of other remaining existing employment uses and any other use which could “reasonably be expected to take place there”. The phrase “compromise the operating conditions” is open to wide interpretation and it is considered should be replaced with “cause demonstrable harm to the existing and potential future use of the site for employment purposes”. It is considered that this would allow for a more objective assessment of individual proposals. 


In addition, in sub-paragraph 1 of the policy the retention of the word “reasonably” is important to allow a balanced judgment of a number of factors to be weighed in assessing what potential a site may have over and above its current use. 


Changes sought: The phrase “compromise the operating conditions” should be replaced with “cause demonstrable harm to the existing and potential future use of the site for employment purposes”. 
	The wording “compromise the operating conditions of other remaining employment uses” is taken directly from UDP Policy E5. This wording allows for an assessment of the nature and potential severity of any impacts a development proposal could have on any remaining employment uses.  

The second part of the policy has been amended to refer to “activities that are currently taking place there and which are likely to take place there in the future”. The substitution of ‘likely’ for ‘reasonably’ is considered to retain the balanced approach referred to. The reasoned justification has been amended accordingly.

It is considered that this revised wording provides a reasonable approach to the consideration of potential changes to working practices.

	Policy EMP 2
	Arnold Laver [How Planning]
	Policy EMP2 - Demonstrating that a development would not compromise the operating conditions of other remaining employment uses. 


The policy thrust of draft EMP 2 is understood, however it does not take into account situations where adjoining non employment uses are already constraining employment operations. 


The Arnold Laver site is a key example of this. Stuart Milne Housing have constructed a residential development adjoining the north of the site which is restricting Arnold Lavers operations due to the proximity of the two uses and the impact created on residential amenity. 


It is noted that consideration should be given to adjoining employment uses if employment sites are to be released for non employment uses however it is requested that flexibility should also be built into the policy requiring sites to have regard to other adjoining uses such as housing as ultimately these uses can significantly impact on a sites attractiveness and its ability to meet current operator requirements. 
	SPD Policy EMP2 ensures that the potential impact on any remaining employment uses is fully considered as part of proposals to introduce non-employment uses into established employment areas.

The example highlighted, could instead be relevant to SPD policy EMP4 which allows for cases where the current use of a site has a significant negative impact on the surrounding area, impacts which can not be acceptably mitigated.

The example may also be relevant to policy EMP3 if the proximity of residential uses restricts the activities on site to such an extent that it would prevent demand for the site for employment uses. This could of course form part of any wider justification against the criteria under this policy.


No change.

	Policy EMP 2
	Shannon Property Management Ltd [Barton Wilmore]
	SPM consider policy EMP2 to be acceptable given that it seeks to ensure that alternative uses are compatible with the surrounding area. 
	Comment noted.

	Paragraph

6.4
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	Paragraph 6.4 should be amended to accord with the proposed rewording of the policy. Currently, it contains wording that is even more restrictive than Policy EMP2. 
	Policy EMP2 has been amended to refer to “activities that are currently taking place there and which are likely to take place there in the future”. The reasoned justification has been amended accordingly.

It is considered that this revised wording provides a practical approach to the consideration of potential changes to working practices.

	Paragraph

6.5
	Scott Wilson
	This paragraph is too ambiguous, there needs to be more definitive measures to provide better certainty to developers in respect of developments with extant planning consent. What actions will the Council take to investigate extant planning consents; will the council be minded to serve notice on applicants to complete the development? 
	The paragraph is intended to allow for circumstances where permitted changes of use on neighbouring sites could mean that the potential impact on the employment uses located there would not be relevant. 

The investigation of the planning status of neighbouring sites will be considered as part of the planning application process. It is not specifically proposed through the SPD that notices will be served on applicants to complete developments as a result.

No change.

	Policy EMP 3
	Wainhomes NW Ltd [Sedgwick Associates]
	Council’s Interim approach to the ‘swing sites’, as outlined in the Report of the Lead Members for Regeneration, Housing and Planning put to the Cabinet on 14 July 2009, is that if a particular area is suffering from extensive areas of vacant premises, this, together with an indication that an area may struggle going forward provided by DTZ may be regarded as an indication of both a lack of current and future demand in line with criterion 2bi of Unitary Development Plan policy E5. Special reference was made to the Linnyshaw and GUS swing sites, which could be brought forward for non-employment development prior to the adoption of the LDF. 


The SPD policies should complement these recent decisions and this should be made clear in the policy text 
	It is not considered appropriate to identify individual sites in the SPD. Individual site assessments should be made using the most up-to-date information available. 

No change.

	Policy EMP 3
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	PAG has the following comments on Policy EMP3:- 


1. Any qualitative appraisal should take into account the availability of other comparable premises in the local area, including levels of rental and vacancies. Such comparison should not be confined to sites or areas “trading more successfully” as this would provide an imbalanced picture. 


	Estates trading more successfully are specifically identified in the policy as this will enable a potential applicant to evidence specific reasons why their site/estate is no longer appropriate for employment uses whilst others in the local area continue to trade successfully. 

However, comparisons with other estates may also be relevant and the final paragraph under point 1 of Policy EMP3 has been amended to clarify that comparisons with more successful estates will help to identify particular weaknesses but that other comparisons may also be relevant. 

	
	
	2. The Council should not be seeking a marketing period of longer than 12 months in any circumstances. Maintaining empty buildings imposes a large financial burden on the owner, especially in this era of empty property rates and high levels of vandalism and theft from buildings. Similarly empty buildings impose significant costs upon the surrounding community through dilapidation and loss of outlook, anti-social behaviour and lost opportunities for regeneration. These costs are especially high if the building complexes are large or complex.  
	The costs of maintaining an empty property are recognised however it is important that sufficient time is allowed for demand to be forthcoming. The SPD describes that a 12 month period will normally be required, however it is important that this period is applied flexibly to allow for, for example, slow economic periods restricting demand which could lead to the loss of premises which would be likely to be taken up once conditions improved. 

The current provisions provide sufficient flexibility to recognise different market conditions and property type etc.

No change.

	
	
	3. The policy should not require active marketing in all cases. It should allow for limited exceptions: for example where marketing would not serve any practicable purpose or the building is small and forms part of a much larger scheme which otherwise meets the requirements of the policy. It is accepted that the policy cannot list all possible exceptions. For this reason, it is suggested that a paragraph is added to the Reasoned Justification which states that some flexibility will be exercised in operating the policy. 
	Paragraph 7.4 of the SPD allows flexibility in this regard, describing that “the level of detail and type of evidence and analysis presented should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the premises in question”.

No change.

	
	
	4. The policy should not be overly prescriptive about the form of marketing. In particular it is unreasonable to require that the marketing has to set out all the possible variants of sub-division/combination, servicing arrangements, refurbishment and redevelopment, and tenure forms. It should be sufficient to require that the marketing should allow flexibility to potential purchasers and tenants, including how they may wish to operate from the property. The policy should however recognise there may be circumstances where it would not be practicable to offer the freehold of property, for example in the case of smaller employment units within a larger complex where there are large common areas and services. 
	In order to appeal to the widest possible market it is important that sites and premises are marketed flexibly and the SPD sets out a number of ways in which this can be achieved.

Point ‘a’ under part 2 of Policy EMP3 asks for a marketing strategy to be submitted explaining the reasoning for the approach taken. If there are particular reasons that suggest a more limited approach to marketing is appropriate then they can be set out and considered through this strategy.

A statement has been added to the start of the policy to confirm that the supporting statement should include the 3 elements identified, but that the level of detail and type of evidence and analysis presented in relation to each should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the site and or premises in question

	
	
	5. There should be no requirement that premises must be advertised in the local press as part of a marketing exercise. Local press advertising is no longer the main means by which commercial property is drawn to the attention of potential purchasers and tenants. The internet and direct mailing are much more useful and now more widely used. Likewise there should be no absolute requirement that properties must be registered and advertised through the MIDAS Partnership’s Commercial Property database. Advertising should be at the discretion of the Agent bearing in mind the particular circumstances of the premises and the need for full and comprehensive marketing. 
	It is of course important that the marketing of premises reaches a wide audience and the use of the local press could be a useful tool in achieving this. However, given the issues raised, the criterion referring to advertisements in the local press has been deleted from the SPD. 

The MIDAS property database is a free service for advertisers and prospective occupiers and is therefore considered to be a useful and cost-effective tool in advertising sites and property. However, as above if there are particular issues that suggest it is not appropriate in an individual case, or comparable alternative means have been used, this can be considered as part of the marketing strategy.



	
	
	6. The existence of occupiers should not be used as evidence of demand if they only occupy a small proportion of the total site or premises or are temporary and are paying significantly less than a commercial rent. Owners will sometimes seek short-term non-commercial tenants simply to maintain a presence of the site and avoid the theft and vandalism which frequently occurs to long-term vacant buildings. It would be perverse of the Council to try and deter such short-term lettings which help maintain amenity for the benefit of local residents. Owners will also seek temporary tenants on non-commercial terms simply to avoid empty property rates. 
	Whilst the presence of an occupier will normally indicate that there is a demand it is recognised that there may be instances where occupation has been secured in an economically unsustainable manner. However, in these circumstances evidence would still be required to demonstrate that there was no other current or potential future demand.

In order to recognise that occupation could have been secured unsustainably, the paragraph has been amended to read “the existence of any remaining occupiers will normally be deemed to constitute evidence of demand for the site/ premises, unless clear evidence is provided which outlines their intentions to vacate the site and their reasons for doing so. Other relevant considerations could include the terms on which occupation has been secured and/or the remaining occupier forms only a small part of a wider employment area which is vacant and has been shown to be suitable for redevelopment for non-employment uses in accordance with the rest of this policy”.

	
	
	7. The policy should not require both 12 months marketing of a site and the production of viability assessments. The two should be seen as alternatives to each other. In particular, a full marketing exercise carried out over a 12 month period should be adequate in itself to demonstrate for the purposes of UDP Policy E5 that there is no demand for the site for employment purposes. This is the case for the present DCPN. Equally a robust set of viability assessments should be adequate by itself if the building is not suitable for re-use for employment purposes without expensive refurbishment.
	All three elements of the policy are considered to be important in making informed decisions about the future of established employment areas.

In terms of relying on one of the two tests, where a site or premises is clearly no longer of a usable quality due to the condition of the buildings, limitations in location and cost of refurbishment/redevelopment then the flexibility given by the paragraph under the bullets under point 2 of SPD Policy EMP3 together with paragraph 7.4 could allow for a lesser period of marketing or for the requirement to be relaxed completely. However, in such circumstances the applicant will be expected to submit detailed and conclusive evidence in this regard. 

In circumstances where there is some uncertainty about the potential to use the premises/ site in its current form the marketing period will be an important part of the justification in support of any arguments in respect of the lack of demand. The marketing appraisal will provide a real-world example to support any qualitative and theoretical viability appraisal conclusions, and would add to the conclusions that any improvements to evidence the lack of any current and likely future demand.

No change

	
	
	8. Viability assessments should not be based upon speculation about the likely duration of the current market conditions or the rate of recovery of property values. Realistic viability assessments can only be produced using current pricing, especially as the likelihood is that property values are unlikely to rise much faster than construction cost over the foreseeable future. At most, the Council should seek some sensitivity testing on the impact of how values might change over the foreseeable future. For this purpose, it should mean a 3-5 year time horizon. It would not be consistent with the objective of wider planning policy that buildings should be left vacant and unused for longer or indefinite periods of time just in case there is a change in market conditions.


	The paragraph seeks to ensure that regard is had to any likely changes in circumstances that could alter the current market conditions, for the better or worse.

In order to avoid the requirement being interpreted as an open-ended speculative forecast, the paragraph has been amended to refer to any likely changes within a 3-5 year time horizon.

	Policy EMP 3
	Commercial Estates Group (CEG) [Indigo Planning Limited]
	Draft policy EMP3 sets out the Council’s requirements for demonstrating that there is no current or likely future demand for the site or building for employment purposes. Part 2) identifies the need for a market demand appraisal which is to inter alia provide evidence relating to the site’s marketing. 


Policy EMP3 should make it clear that it is either necessary to meet the requirements of Parts 1 and 2, or Part 3 on the basis that, if a site is not viable (due to the existing condition of the buildings for example), it is unlikely that time will be spent marketing it. Policy EMP3 might be split into two parts in order to ensure that it is either necessary to meet the first two qualitative/market tests or the viability test. 
	All three elements of the policy are considered to be important in making informed decisions about the future of established employment areas.

In terms of relying on one of the two final tests, where a site or premises is clearly no longer of a usable quality due to the condition of the buildings, limitations in location and cost of refurbishment/redevelopment then the flexibility given by the paragraph under the bullets under point 2 of SPD Policy EMP3 together with paragraph 7.4 could allow for a lesser period of marketing or for the requirement to be relaxed completely. However, in such circumstances the applicant will be expected to submit detailed and conclusive evidence in this regard. 

In circumstances where there is some uncertainty about the potential to use the premises/ site in its current form the marketing period will be an important part of the justification in support of any arguments in respect of the lack of demand. The marketing appraisal will provide a real-world example to support any qualitative and theoretical viability conclusions, and would add to the conclusions that any improvements to evidence the lack of any current and likely future demand.

	
	
	Draft Policy EMP3 states: 


“The existence of any remaining occupiers will be deemed to constitute evidence of demand for the site/premises, unless clear evidence is provided which outlines their intentions to vacate the site and their reasons for doing so”. 


This approach fails to take into consideration circumstances where units are occupied on the basis of low short term peppercorn rents (to avoid paying empty rates), but which do not provide sufficient revenue to oversee the upkeep of a building and continued operation for employment use. To rectify this, the policy should provide sufficient flexibility for a landowner to demonstrate that, whilst a site might be occupied, it does not necessary mean it is viable, and therefore such factors will also be taken into account. 
	Whilst the presence of an occupier will normally indicate that there is a demand it is recognised that there may be instances where occupation has been secured in an economically unsustainable manner. However, in these circumstances evidence would still be required to demonstrate that there was no other current or potential future demand.

In order to recognise that occupation could have been secured unsustainably, the paragraph has been amended to read “the existence of any remaining occupiers will normally be deemed to constitute evidence of demand for the site/ premises, unless clear evidence is provided which outlines their intentions to vacate the site and their reasons for doing so. Other relevant considerations could include the terms on which occupation has been secured and/or the remaining occupier only inhabits a small part of a larger established employment area which is vacant and has been shown to be suitable for redevelopment for non-employment uses in accordance with UDP Policy E5 and this SPD”

	
	
	In terms of the information being requested to form part of any viability appraisal, Part 3 d) refers to the need to consider any available grant funding. Policy EMP3 needs to state clearly that grant funding possibilities will only be taken into account in so far as supplementing the viability of a scheme, and the availability of funding will not in itself be sufficient for the Council to assert that a site can be viably redeveloped for continued employment use.
	Available grants are listed alongside abnormal costs, cost of works and the value of land/premises as issues that will impact on the viability of a site and should be investigated. The SPD does not infer that the availability of grants would be sufficient for the council to assert that a site can be viably redeveloped. 

However, for clarity, the sentence preceding criteria a – d has been amended to read:

“It should include details of the following matters and their impact on viability:”

	
	
	Furthermore, where it identifies that the appraisal should take account of changing economic circumstances, the policy needs to set out how long a period, from the time of the appraisal, the viability should be projected forwards 
i.e. 1 to 2 years. It is unrealistic to expect a landowner to delay promotion of a site based on the likelihood that development might be viable some time in the future, whilst in the interim, a building/land remains vacant and increasingly derelict. (site map enclosed with comments).
	The paragraph seeks to ensure that regard is had to any likely changes in circumstances that could alter the current market conditions, for the better or worse.

In order to avoid the requirement being interpreted as an open-ended speculative forecast, and to ensure premises are not left to stand vacant for excessively long periods, the paragraph has been amended to refer to any likely changes within a 3-5 year time horizon.

	Policy EMP 3
	Arndale Properties Ltd
	This policy sets out the detailed requirements that should be contained in an assessment to demonstrate that there is no current or likely future demand for the site or building for employment purposes. Arndale support the approach whereby if there is no realistic prospect of redevelopment or reuse for employment purposes, sites should be released for other uses. 


However, Arndale consider that the detail required in the supporting statement, as set out under policy EMP3, is excessive. It is considered that the assessment of whether there is likely to be future demand for a building or premises can be demonstrated by two considerations, namely, marketing of the site and a viability appraisal. 


It is unnecessary to undertake a separate ‘qualitative appraisal’ of the site, as its quality will inherently be reflected in the success or otherwise of the marketing, and the values ascribed in the appraisal. The limitations of the site can be enumerated in the marketing report by highlighting why this has been unsuccessful. Provided the marketing is sufficiently flexible, there is no need for a separate account of how limitations could be overcome by the introduction of alternative employment uses or changes to the site itself. 
	The three elements are considered to be important in making informed decisions about the future of established employment areas. 

As identified, each of the three elements are linked and the qualitative appraisal will be relevant to the marketing strategy adopted and will help to explain any assumptions made within the viability appraisal. It is for the applicant to decide how best to present their evidence.

No change.



	
	
	Furthermore, any appraisal of a site does not need to include an analysis of “the relevant strategic planning and economic policy context” – that is a matter for a supporting planning statement and for the local planning authority in their consideration of the planning application. 
	The strategic and economic policy context is important in understanding the importance of the site, and or area, in these terms and to identify whether any planned interventions could alter demand for the site and/or its viability. It is for the applicant to decide how best to present this information, whether it is in a planning statement or in a separate document specifically looking at UDP Policy E5 and the SPD.


No change

	
	
	The suggested ‘Market Demand Appraisal’ is also far in excess of what is normally required in determining whether a site can be released from employment use. Assessment of future market demand (in general terms), considering the wider area rather than just the site itself, is largely irrelevant if marketing has been unsuccessful, demonstrating that there is no realistic prospect of re-use of the site or premises. 
	Similar to the planning and economic policy context, the assessment of future market demand has been included to ensure some consideration is given to the potential for market conditions to change and whether this could have implications for the level of demand and/ or the viability of a particular proposal.

Such an assessment will help to ensure short term conditions do not lead to the loss of employment land that would otherwise remain an important part of the overall supply.

No change 

	
	
	The suggested range of marketing is also excessive. It is clearly up to the owner whether they wish to dispose of the site on a freehold or leasehold basis. Subdivision or amalgamation of plots/sites cannot be a requirement of the marketing; again, this is a decision for the owner as to whether this is appropriate given the costs/benefits involved. It is accepted that the marketing must be flexible but it would be inappropriate to reject an application on the basis that the marketing had not considered leasing or selling the site in small parts rather than as a whole.
	UDP Policy E5 and the SPD allow for the improvement and modernisation of the city’s established employment areas and set out important criteria with which to determine whether a particular site/premises remains an valuable part of the city’s supply of employment land and premises.

In assessing the worth of a particular site/ premises it is important to consider its current and future role flexibly, including its potential for new forms of development. It is therefore appropriate that consideration is given to the many different ways a site could be used, including sub-division and/or redevelopment.

In assessing the potential demand for a site or premises it is again important to market a site to the widest possible market, and this would include both freehold and leasehold interest. 

No change.

	
	
	The marketing period of a year is also excessive. Any interest in a site will be established within 6 – 9 months as a maximum.
	12 months is a commonly used period within similar SPDs and is considered to be appropriate in many circumstances. However, whilst the 12 month period will normally be expected there may be instances where a shorter period may be appropriate.

For clarification the paragraph has been amended as follows:

“The appraisal should show that the site/ premises has been widely marketed for sale and rent at the market price for a suitable period. As a minimum a period of 12 months will normally be required, however the period of marketing should reflect the specifics of the individual case. For example a longer period may be needed if the market is slow of the site/ premises are large or complex, or conversely a shorter period may be appropriate if site specific issues can be identified that set the site apart from the general supply and clearly indicate that demand would not be forthcoming”.

	
	
	The terms of the suggested viability appraisal are generally accepted as appropriate. As indicated, the appraisal should include a reasonable development profit for the type of development envisaged. 
	Comment noted.

	
	
	The availability of grants is difficult to factor into any development appraisal since the award of any grant is likely to follow some form of application process. Hence, the extent to which grants could render an unviable scheme viable is hard to predict with any certainty. It is considered that this should be excluded from the viability appraisal itself, although in analysing the prospects for the site more generally, the availability of grants should be considered.
	Part 3 of SPD Policy EMP3 describes that the viability appraisal should consider a range of potential futures for the subject site/ premises. The status and certainty of potential grants can be factored in to these potential futures.

It is for the applicant to decide how best to present the information in this regard, whether to factor potential grants into the viability calculations and/or to discuss the availability and implications of potential grants into their analysis and conclusions.

No change

	
	
	The timescale over which future costs and values should be considered requires further clarification. It is inappropriate, in ‘sensitivity testing’ any appraisal to consider any scenario apart from assumed ‘normal’ or ‘average’ market conditions, considering the fluctuation in market conditions over the last economic cycle. There is no guarantee that market conditions which may have prevailed previously in particularly buoyant times will do so again. It is also the case that future market conditions cannot be properly forecast beyond a relatively short time frame. 


The policy should therefore be re-worded as follows :- 


If the appraisal is undertaken at a time of poor market conditions, sensitivity testing should be undertaken to consider the likely costs/values if market conditions were to return to more average conditions experienced over the economic cycle.
	The paragraph seeks to ensure that regard is had to any likely changes in circumstances that could alter the current market conditions, for the better or worse.

In order to avoid the requirement being interpreted as an open-ended speculative forecast, and to ensure premises are not left to stand vacant for excessively long periods, the paragraph has been amended to refer to any likely changes within a 3-5 year time horizon. 

	Policy EMP 3
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	The second part of this policy requires a market demand appraisal to be submitted with planning applications. The policy states that this should reflect on economic trends and forecasts but provides no guidance over what time period such forecasts may be considered relevant. It would be inappropriate to include an open ended requirement and as such a timescale should be considered. It is suggested that a guide period of three years would be appropriate in that this is the typical length of a planning permission and to attempt to apply forecasts over longer time periods to individual sites would be subject to many variables. 


Changes sought: Policy EMP3 should be amended to make clear that the requirement to consider future market demand should look ahead three years. 
	The paragraph seeks to ensure that regard is had to any likely changes in circumstances that could alter the current market conditions, for the better or worse.

In order to avoid the requirement being interpreted as an open-ended speculative forecast, the paragraph has been amended to refer to any likely changes over a 3-5 year time horizon.

	Policy EMP 3
	Arnold Laver [How Planning]
	Policy EMP3 - Demonstrating that there is no current or likely future demand for the site or building for employment purposes. 


It is considered that policy EMP3 is onerous in its requirements that all three elements – 


"Qualitatative Appraisal, Market Demand Appraisal and Viability Appraisal" need to be considered to demonstrate that there is no current or likely future demand for the site or building for employment purposes. 


The draft Policy is highly onerous in its current form as it requires all three factors to be satisfied. Each of these factors are important elements in considering the suitability of an employment site and if one can be satisfied then that should be sufficient. In requiring all three factors to be satisfied will create a highly rigid and onerous approach which could create cost and time implications for releasing unsuitable employment sites or uses which could deliver important community benefits. 
	The three elements are considered to be important in making informed decisions about the future of established employment areas, all are linked and it is for the applicant to decide how best to present their evidence in each case.

There may well be instances when all three parts of the assessment are not necessary. For example if it could be shown that a particular site/building is, without question, completely unusable in its current form then. if it was also shown that it would be unviable to improve the site to a usable state, then a 12 month marketing exercise may not be required. However, even buildings in poor condition can be attractive to certain occupiers as cheap rough and ready accommodation and so the marketing is an important test in uncovering this potential demand. 

Similarly, there may be circumstances where a particular potential owner/occupier is willing to take a loss on a site in order due to locational or other benefits.

It is therefore important that all three elements are included, however the level of detail required for each element will depend on the specifics of individual schemes.

No change.


	Policy EMP 3
	Shannon Property Management Ltd [Barton Wilmore]
	SPM understands that the Council has a duty in retaining existing employment sites which are required for present and future employment provision. However, the proposed EMP3 policy in the draft document does not allow for consideration of “other” possible scenarios


It is noted that for this policy it says that a supporting statement should include the following 3 key elements: 


1) A Qualitative Appraisal 
It is considered that this element is unnecessary and that relevant parts of this policy can be dealt with under the viability appraisal. Therefore SPM asks that the Council delete this element and only apply the following 2 elements. 
	The three elements are considered to be important in making informed decisions about the future of established employment areas.

As identified, the qualitative element will be relevant to the viability appraisal, and will also be relevant in the analysis of potential future demand.

Paragraph 7.4 of the SPD describes that “the level of detail and type of evidence and analysis presented should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the site and or premises in question”. The policy is therefore sufficiently flexible for applicants to tailor their submissions to their specific scheme.

No change

	
	
	2) A Market Demand Appraisal 


Our client considers the following to be an unreasonable request:“Marketing attempts should be specific to the site/premises in question and flexible in their approach, including: 


• The sub-division or joining up of plots/sites; 
• Revised servicing arrangements; 
• The refurbishment and/or complete redevelopment of the site/premises for the current or alternative employment uses; and 
• Both freehold and leasehold opportunities.” 


It is difficult to understand how some of the above can be included within the marketing of a site. It is unreasonable to expect the marketing of a site to include various scenarios on how the site can be used or sold. 
	It is important that sites/ premises are marketed flexibly and with a view to attracting the widest possible market. It is therefore important that when marketing a site, owners and agents are flexible about the way a site could be sold or leased, including sub-dividing a large site or building, offering both freehold and leasehold terms and looking at new ways of serving different buildings.

It is for the applicant to decide how best they feel their site could be marketed, however the city council will assess their efforts on the basis of a flexible and comprehensive approach having regard to the issues raised in the SPD. 

No change.

	
	
	SPM disagrees with the third paragraph which states that:

“The appraisal should show that the site/premises has been widely marketed for sale for rent at the market price and for a suitable period.” 


Some site owners may not want to sell their land interests as employment land for many reasons, for example because of low demand and associated low levels of market return. Thus, it is unreasonable for the Council to request that a site must be marketed for sale and rent. Also, there may be instances where a tenant vacates premises before their lease expires. As a result, there could be empty units which are not required but for which a rent is currently being paid. Therefore in these circumstances, it should be sufficient for a site owner to market their site for sale and not for rent. Our client therefore requests that the Council change this part of the SPD from “sale rent” to “sale and/or rent”.
	In assessing the worth of a particular site/ premises it is important to consider its current and future role flexibly, including its potential for new forms of development. It is therefore appropriate that consideration is given to the many different ways a site could be used, including sub-division and/or redevelopment.

In assessing the potential demand for a site or premises it is again important to market a site to the widest possible market, and this would include both freehold and leasehold interest. Otherwise, employment land and premises for which there is a demand could be lost.
No change.

	
	
	Our client is prepared to accept that a site may need to be marketed for a reasonable time in order to demonstrate that potential demand has, satisfactorily been tested. Thus, the document requests that a site is marketed continually and appropriately for a period of 12 months. There is a strong emphasis on the need to continuously advertise a site for 12 months. Despite this, SPM consider that there may be circumstances where a lesser period may be equally acceptable. Therefore if suitable evidence against other requirements of the SPD can be provided in a shorter timescale, then this should be treated as a material consideration. The SPD should be amended to build in such flexibility. 



	It is accepted that there may be circumstances where a different period of marketing is appropriate.

Policy EMP3 has been amended to refer to the period being normally for a minimum of 12 months but that there may be circumstances where the period should be extended or shortened.

	
	
	Whilst SPM understand that the SPD adds detail to Policy E5, our client is of the view that specifying which sources a site should be advertised in is unreasonable. The onus should be on the owner to prove that their site has been reasonably marketed and to an appropriate audience. The SPD should be allowed to provide guidance on the type of evidence that may be included within the marketing statement, but not explicitly name those publications and websites to be used. Whilst the requirement to include sites on the Midas Partnership’s Commercial Property database Evolutive may be desirable, it should not be mandatory as other forms of advertising might be equally appropriate.

Furthermore, a site may be marketed for some time before a planning application for an alternative use may be considered and thus, just because a site has not been marketed on a particular website or database, does not mean it has not been marketed appropriately. 

Therefore, evidence supporting a planning application should not be penalised purely on the basis that it has not chosen to advertise in the Council’s specifically recommended publication or website. SPM therefore recommend that element 2 part d, is reworded so that it is less specific and to enable each case to be considered on its own merits. 


	A planning application will not be penalised simply because every item listed in the SPD has not been covered, and the requirement for a ‘marketing strategy’ in Policy EMP3 provides an opportunity for the applicant to justify the approach taken. Furthermore, paragraph 7.4 describes that “the level of detail and type of evidence and analysis presented should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the site and or premises in question”. 

However, the SPD sets out the council’s view on the base evidence that should be provided to support a relevant planning application and applicants will be required to show how any alternative forms of marketing adequately compensate for those items listed in Policy EMP3 that have not been undertaken.

The MIDAS property database is a free service for advertisers and prospective occupiers and is therefore considered to be a useful and cost-effective tool in advertising sites and property. However, as above if there are particular issues that suggest it is not appropriate in an individual case, or comparable alternative means have been used, this can be considered as part of the marketing strategy.

No change.

	
	
	The policy goes on to state that: “The existence of any remaining occupiers will be deemed to constitute evidence of demand for the site/premises, unless clear evidence is provided which outilnes their intentions to vacate the site and their reasons for doing so,” 
Our client disagrees with the above statement in the SPD which echoes the justification for Policy E5 stated in the Council’s UDP, which states the following:

“Where sites and/or buildings fall vacant, and it can be clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of the city council that there is little likelihood of securing appropriate employment uses there in the foreseeable future, positive consideration will be given to alternative non employment uses..,” and 


“However, where sites and buildings remain occupied, or there is a likely demand for them, proposals for redevelopment to non-employment to non-employment uses will be resisted.” 


The Council has the opportunity to make this SPD extremely helpful to struggling businesses and land owners by adding some flexibility to situations which do not fall into either of the above two categories. A site which is occupied does not automatically mean that it is required for employment use. For example, an empty site which has been marketed unsuccessfully for a reasonable period of time could be let to a tenant at a very low rate to ensure some form of income. Thus, in this situation, the site should not automatically be interpreted as a site in demand. This scenario has a further negative impact on the owner in terms of satisfying planning policy requirements, because if a site is let on a short term basis at a low rent with no get-out clause, then the premises is unlikely to be marketed in the early period of that agreement. Thus, should an owner be required to market a unit which it can not currently let just to satisfy planning? Our client SPM suggests that the SPD is reworded appropriately to reflect these concerns. 


Another example to support the need for flexibility in the SPD document is where a site is in one overall planning unit/ownership but sub-divided into a number of units and is only part occupied. Redevelopment of such an existing employment site should not be prevented because part of it is occupied as this would lead to inefficient use of land against national planning advice. The SPD should be capable of supporting cases where continued partial occupation would lead to inefficient use of land and restricted commercial viability.
	Whilst the presence of an occupier will normally indicate that there is a demand it is recognised that there may be instances where occupation has been secured in an economically unsustainable manner. However, in these circumstances evidence would still be required to demonstrate that there was no other current or potential future demand.

In order to recognise that occupation could have been secured unsustainably, the paragraph has been amended to read “the existence of any remaining occupiers will normally be deemed to constitute evidence of demand for the site/ premises, unless clear evidence is provided which outlines their intentions to vacate the site, their reasons for doing so and why they would be unlikely to be replaced. Other relevant considerations could include the terms on which occupation has been secured and/or the remaining occupier forms only a small part of a wider employment area which is vacant and has been shown to be suitable for redevelopment for non-employment uses in accordance with UDP Policy E5 and this SPD”. 

	
	
	3) A Viability Assessment 
SPM do not have any comments to make.
	Comment noted

	Policy EMP 3
	Green Street Properties Ltd [Hourigan Connolly]
	Policy EMP3 - Objections In Relation to Requirement 2 and Criterion d Sub Criterion i and ii Relating to Market Demand Appraisals 

Requirement 2 of draft Policy EMP3 states (in part) that: 


“Marketing attempts should be specific to the site/premises in question and flexible in their approach....” 


Later the draft policy requires (under criterion a) that applicants: 


“Outline the marketing strategy adopted and explain the reasoning behind the marketing strategy adopted”. 


The above requirements are considered reasonable. Clearly all sites are different and require an individual approach to marketing.
	Comment noted.

	
	
	However criterion 2d within draft Policy EMP3 goes on to list 5 requirements that the Council expect applicants to address; it is these requirements that form the basis of our objection and are dealt with below. However as a general point dictating a minimum list of requirements does not allow a marketing strategy to be tailored specifically to a site and contradicts criterion a of draft Policy EMP3 mentioned above. 


The policy is clearly drafted to deal with those owners and applicants who intend to seek redevelopment/re-use of employment premises for non-employment use. In reality there are many cases where owners commence marketing campaigns with the expectation that an employment use will be forthcoming and only when a significant time has lapsed or a non employment user comes forward would owners need to consider the requirements of Policy EMP3. Having then to go back through the list of requirements set out in criterion d will be too onerous. 


	The marketing criteria in the Policy are considered to be the basis for a marketing campaign, however if an applicant has used alternative methods which they feel are more effective in their particular case, then these can be considered as part of the planning application process. 

However, it is important that the city council is clear about what is expected from applicants in order to justify their schemes and the criteria in the SPD will be the starting point.

No change



	
	
	Criterion 2di 

Many enquiries for property are generated from agent’s boards displaying simple details such as “development site for sale”, “warehouse to let” or simply “all enquiries”. This approach allows the instructed agent to speak with an interested party. If costs and tenures have to be displayed on an agent’s board then the potential for the agent to be able to do a deal may be lost as prospective purchasers/tenants might be put off by the terms quoted.

	Criterion 2di 

The SPD encourages an open wide-reaching marketing exercise on flexible terms. As part of this, clearly explaining what is available and advertising flexible terms rather than simply a ‘For sale’ or ‘for let’ sign, is considered to be an effective information giving exercise and could encourage people to enquire further. However the reference to ‘cost’ has been deleted from the SPD to allow the scope for deals to be done with potential purchasers/occupiers.
No change



	
	
	Criterion 2dii 
It is not always appropriate or indeed beneficial to advertise a site in the local press as such media has a narrow readership. Additionally such advertising is very costly and tends to yield few results.
	Criterion 2dii

The issues highlighted by the respondent are noted and criterion ii as shown in the draft SPD has been deleted.  



	
	
	Proposed Changes 


Our client’s objections can be addressed by the Council deleting the following wording from criterion 2d: 


“Include evidence that the site/premises has been:” 


And replace these with: 


“The following list provides examples of marketing initiatives that the Council deem appropriate; the list is not exhaustive and failure to meet any one of the criteria will not be critical if applicants are able to demonstrate that the marketing exercise undertaken has been credible in accordance with criterion a.
	It is important that the city council is clear about what is expected from applicants in support of their relevant planning applications. To this end the SPD sets out the evidence that the city council would expect to see in support of proposals to redevelop sites/premises within established employment areas for non-employment uses. Whilst the SPD retains flexibility for applicants to tailor their evidence to their particular scheme the issues highlighted in the SPD will be the starting point against which planning applications will be assessed. It is therefore not considered appropriate to rephrase the policy as a ‘list of examples’.

However, a new paragraph has been added to the start of SPD Policy EMP3 to describe that, whilst supporting statements should include the 3 separate elements identified, the level of detail and type of evidence and analysis presented in relation to each should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the site and or premises in question.

Furthermore, a new paragraph has also been added to the end of section 2 of the policy to indicate that some deviation from the marketing requirements in part d may be appropriate where it can be clearly demonstrated that alternative marketing approaches are equally effective.

	
	
	Additionally criterion 2di should be deleted and replaced with: 


“Advertised by way of an agent’s board”.
	The SPD encourages an open wide-reaching marketing exercise on flexible terms. As part of this, clearly explaining what is available and advertising flexible terms and a competitive purchase price/ rent, rather than simply a ‘For sale’ or ‘for let’ sign, is considered to be an effective information giving exercise and could encourage people to enquire further. 

No change

	
	
	Policy EMP3 - Objections In Relation to Requirement 3 Relating to Viability Appraisals 

The first paragraph under Requirement 3 states (in part) that: 


“The viability appraisal should provide a clear illustration of the potential to redevelop/reuse the site/premises in question for a range of employment uses....” 


We consider that the above statement is too vague. Not all employment uses will be appropriate on land last used for employment purposes having regard to site context. 


Proposed Changes 


Amend the first paragraph under Requirement 3 to state: 


“The viability appraisal should provide a clear illustration of the potential to redevelop/reuse the site/premises in question for employment uses that are appropriate having regard to the site and its context.”
	Paragraph amended to read

“The viability appraisal should provide a clear illustration of the potential to redevelop/reuse the site/premises in question for a range of employment uses having regard to the site and its context”.

	Policy EMP3
	Highways Agency
	The Agency have no cause to comment upon the suitability of Policy EMP 3.  However, where sites for employment / industrial uses are deemed not to be reusable for similar uses, if these sites are well located in terms of public transport and key services, efforts should be made to reuse these sites for other uses, such as residential, that would benefit from being in such an accessible location.  In addition, brownfield development would also be viewed more favourably in policy terms.

Notwithstanding this, as a general rule, the Agency are supportive of aspirations to regenerate areas, especially if this would result in brownfield sites being redeveloped in preference to the redevelopment of greenfield development.  However, the Agency will not encourage development proposals that will impact upon the operation and safety of the SRN, and as such would like to be involved in any regeneration strategies at the earliest opportunity to ensure they are as sustainable as possible.
	Comment noted. Decisions on the reuse of sites will be made having regard to the Local Development Framework and other material considerations, which includes policies in respect of accessibility, regeneration and the prioritisation of brownfield land.

No change.

	Paragraph

7.6
	Scott Wilson
	The council refer to a short, medium and longer term. What are the acceptable timeframes for short, medium and longer periods of time? If the council are unable to provide a time period, what basis do they have to refuse developers arguments of what is short, medium and longer timeframes. 
	Reference to these undefined timeframes has been removed from the reasoned justification. Instead, at paragraph 7.5, it is described that consideration should be given to any likely changes in market conditions within a 3-5 year time horizon. 

The fourth paragraph under section 3 of Policy EMP3 has been similarly amended.

	Paragraph

7.8
	Property Alliance Group Limited [Barton Wilmore]
	PAG welcomes the recognition that the ELR cannot be treated as determinative of whether an established employment area or premises meets the tests of UDP Policy E5. It also welcomes the acceptance that detailed appraisals of the type set out by the SPD are more likely to be informative than the broad-brush approach of the ELR. 
	Comments noted.


	Paragraph

7.10
	Scott Wilson
	What is classed as ‘normal levels’? If the council cannot provide this information how are they able to dismiss developer’s arguments that are put forward as exceeding ‘normal levels?’ 
	To be consistent with criterion 2b of UDP Policy E5 and Policy EMP4 of the SPD, the issues identified should be out of the ordinary and could not similarly be attributed to any number of employment areas.

To this end the paragraph has been amended to refer to the need to show that the issues are ‘exceptional’.

Whether or not a particular issue is consistent with this wording will be considered having regard to similar such uses in the local area and any verified complaints/views from local residents.

To this end paragraph 7.10 has been amended as follows:

“Potential developers will be required to show that the issues identified in their particular case are what could be considered ‘exceptional’, and the only way in which they could be addressed is through the introduction of non-employment uses. Evidence in this regard should include comparisons with other established employment areas within the local area together with any comments/representations received from local residents about the relevant issue”.

	Policy EMP 4
	CPRE Lancashire Branch (Campaign to Protect Rural England)
	No major comments to add to the document.

A minor addition would be on policy EMP4 - we feel there should be an explanation included to show the difference between open space and implementing Green Infrastructure (GI) into any new development. In its present text there is clear separation; open space or employment site/premises. Clarity should be given with regard to open space and GI - GI and employment areas should be integrated as identified in the RSS Policy EM3. 
	As identified RSS Policy EM3 promotes the integration of Green Infrastructure in to new development. It is not therefore considered necessary to repeat this requirement in the SPD.

The rationalisation of land uses or the creation of open space could involve the delivery of Green Infrastructure. However, it is not considered necessary to draw distinctions between open space and Green Infrastructure in this SPD.



	Policy EMP 4
	The Environment Agency
	We support Policy EMP4 in the provision of open spaces for employment areas where it could provide flood storage (paragraph 7.11). The emerging level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment will inform where there is a requirement for additional flood storage. 
	Comment noted, no change.

	Policy EMP 4
	Arndale Properties Ltd [Vincent and Gorbing]
	This policy needs to address the circumstances where a site is not currently in use, but where re-occupation and or redevelopment could lead to adverse environmental consequences which cannot be overcome by mitigation. 


Accordingly, the policy should be amended to read :- 


A strong environmental case for rationalising uses will need to demonstrate that the current use, the last active use, or the potential future use of the site has or could have a significant impact on the surrounding area…… 

	The environmental case to rationalise land uses in Policy EMP4 relates to impacts created by an existing occupier or use.

If the use of a vacant site could potentially create unacceptable environmental impacts then these would be considered as part of the assessment of current or likely future demand, in terms of the types of employment use that could be suitably located on a particular site and/or the potential for restrictions to be imposed on a particular use locating there.  

	
	
	The policy should also recognise that mitigation of environmental impacts may be possible in theory but may come at a cost which can adversely impact on viability. This cost can relate to the physical installation of mitigation measures, or limitation on the nature of operations (such as hours of use) that could reduce the attractiveness of the development to potential occupiers. 


The policy should therefore be reworded as follows :- 


The statement should explain how the factors identified could only be addressed through the introduction of non-employment uses rather than by other means of mitigation or the introduction of alternative employment or similar uses. It is, however recognised that the potential for mitigation or limitations on the nature of occupation can impact on the cost and value of the development and may not be possible on this basis. 
	The final paragraph of part A of Policy EMP4 describes that as part of the justification for rationalising land uses a statement should be prepared that explains “how the factors identified could only be addressed through the introduction of non-employment uses, rather than by other means of mitigation or the introduction of alternative employment or similar uses”.

Potential impacts on the viability of development resulting from the costs could be relevant to arguments relating to the need to introduce non employment uses rather than mitigating the identified issues.

No change.

	
	
	This list of potential environmental impacts should include an additional two bullet points as follows :-

 
• Visual amenity 
• Other impacts on residential amenity such as over-bearing buildings, overlooking, loss of sunlight and daylight.
	Issues such as those raised should have been considered as part of the planning application process for either the premises in question and/or the neighbouring uses.

If new issues have arisen due to the decline of the site/premises in question then these could be addressed through refurbishment/ redevelopment and it would be innappropriate to indirectly encourage a lack of investment to potentially justify a sites release. 

Issues such as those raised could form part of an argument in relation to SPD Policy EMP3, rather than Policy EMP4, illustrating some of the limitations that would restrict new employment development on a particular site. 

No change 

	Policy EMP 4
	Arnold Laver
	Policy EMP4 – Demonstrating that there is a strong environmental case for rationalising land uses or creating open space. 


The consideration of environmental factors in determining whether employment sites should be released for non employment development is supported in principle. It is noted however that ground contamination is not listed within the text of the draft policy which is an important environmental consideration. 

Employment sites, such as Arnold Laver can be heavily contaminated and the level of remediation required is only viable through the redevelopment of the site for other higher end value uses. 


It is requested therefore that ground contamination is added to the list of the environmental factors to be considered as part of Draft Policy EMP4. 
	If, as a result of historic contamination, a particular site was impacting on surrounding uses and needed to be addressed immediately, then ground contamination could be grouped under ‘other pollutants’. However it would still need to be shown that the problem was in urgent need of being addressed in the short term and that it could not be addressed whilst maintaining an employment use on the site.

Ground contamination will normally be considered as part of a viability appraisal as an abnormal cost which could prevent redevelopment for employment uses.

No change

	Policy EMP 4
	Castletown (Investments) Ltd [Plan:8]
	Under the section rationalising land uses the criteria includes scenarios where land use can be changed from employment to non employment uses. We believe the criteria is not sufficiently diverse and should also included reference to situations where site characteristics and poor existing/potential access causes unacceptable impacts upon local and the immediate highway network. The additional bullet point would be traffic/pedestrian/highway safety. 


Our case is supported in part by paragraphs 18 and 24 of the draft Planning Policy Statement 4:Planning for Prosperous Economies - Department of Communities and Local Government 2009(PPS4). The draft PPS4 reflects the most recent Government policy stance on sustainable development and the role of employment and housing land. 


Paragraph 18 requires local planning authorities to have regard to amongst other matters: 
"the different locational requirements of businesses, such as the size of site required, site quality, access and proximity to markets, as well as the locally available workforce" (bullet point 4 paragraph 18, PPS4). 


Site access and safety when entering and leaving the site is an important consideration and should be on of an important criteria in assessing the suitability of any site as a continued employment site. 


Paragraph 24 of the draft PPS4 also insists that site allocations are not simply carried forward particularly if they are for single or restrictive or single uses. In instances where the safety of the access forms a barrier to appropriate redevelopment and/or continuing use of a site there is justification from para 24 of PPS4 for the employment allocation being relaxed. Where access is problematic this can result in no reasonable prospect of a site being used for economic development during the plan period. 

Para 24 advises in such circumstances that "the employment allocation should not be proposed or retained, and wider employment allocation should not be proposed or retained, and wider employment uses or alternative uses, such as housing, should be actively considered". 


Paragraph 24 of PPS4 also advises that LPAs should "separate certain types of industry or infrastructure from sensitive land uses where they are detrimental to amenity, a potential source of pollution or an accident hazard. They should also consider the potential impact of permitting additional development near to existing businesses, especially sites handling hazardous materials." Where highway safety problems are identified the rationalisation of the existing land use should be sought. The policy EMP4 A should be reworded to explicitly reflect such situations, this would of course be in accordance with UDP policy 5 and the rest of the Local Development Framework. 


Suggested Amendments: That EMP4 A be amended to include an additional criteria relating to highway safety/site access. 
	Highway Safety has been added as an additional criteria under part A of Policy EMP4.


	Policy EMP 4
	Castletown (Investments) Ltd [Plan:8]
	EMP4 B. 


The Council's Greenspace Strategy defines the Bridgewater Canal as a local semi natural landscape. The Greenspace Strategy defines a 500 metre linear strip either side of the canal to show walking distance to the Canal. However access to the Canal is not possible along the entire route. The Council has also been aiming for many years to establish the Canal as a World Heritage Site. 


In order to establish a walkway along the Canal and maximise the use in line with the Green Space Strategy the rationalisation of land use should be considered. Appropriate intervention to achieve this should included change of use from employment to other uses to facilitate the ceding of part of the site to Greenspace. 


(See also comments made to EMP5) 


Suggested Amendments: That EMP4 B be amended to include additional criteria to allow improvements to a) existing Greenspace and b) proposed world heritage sites. 
	It is not considered necessary to amend policy EMP4B as suggested as the issues raised are adequately addressed in Policy EMP5.

SPD Policy EMP5 supplements criterion 2c of UDP Policy E5, which specifically identifies circumstances where “the development would contribute to the implementation of an approved regeneration strategy or plan for the area”.

As set out in SPD Policy EMP5 for a proposal to be deemed consistent with this criterion, the strategy or plan must have been given formal approval and incorporate specific proposals to release land or buildings within an established employment area. General non-site specific improvements to world heritage sites or greenspace (unless it is the creation of open space as is relevant under SPD Policy EMP4) would not be consistent with this policy.

However, the Bridgewater Canal corridor is clearly an important focus for improvement and a masterplan is currently underway (The Bridgewater Canal Corridor Masterplan) which, depending on the content and approvals given to the final version, could ultimately be consistent with criterion c of UDP Policy E5 and SPD Policy EMP5.

No change.

	Policy EMP 4
	Green Street Properties Ltd [Hourigan Connolly]
	The list of environmental factors listed in draft Policy EMP4 do not take into account visual amenity and inward investment considerations. 

Our objections can best be explained by way of the following example: 


We are instructed in respect of the former Dunlop Rubber factory located in Peel Green, Eccles. That property has been vacant for 2 years and 9 months. Despite the best efforts of the managing agents the premises has been subject to extensive vandalism, theft of various items (including copper cabling within the buildings) and fire damage. The premises are now in such a poor state of repair that they are not fit for beneficial occupation and have been removed from the rating list. 


The premises extends to circa 5,661 sq. m. (61,000 sq. ft) and are prominent in the local landscape. They are physically overbearing in relation to neighbouring residential properties and contribute nothing to the local built environment or economy. Indeed the scale and mass of the property is considered to have a negative impact on the area and at some level must adversely affect visitor’s perceptions of the local area and in turn investment decisions. 


Proposed Changes - Add the following to the list of factors to be considered: 


* Visual amenity. 
* Anti social behaviour. 
* Dangerous structures. 
	Visual amenity should have been considered as part of the planning application process for either the existing premises and/or the neighbouring uses. If new issues have arisen due to the decline of the site/premises in question then these could be addressed through refurbishment/ redevelopment and it would be innappropriate to indirectly encourage a lack of investment to potentially justify a sites release. 

Issues such visual amenity could form part of an argument in relation to SPD Policy EMP3, rather than Policy EMP4, illustrating some of the limitations that would restrict new employment development on a particular site. 

In terms of anti-social behaviour and dangerous structures it is difficult to foresee a situation where these issues could not be mitigated or solved by the introduction of alternative employment uses and/or site security measures and as such it is not considered appropriate to specifically list them under the policy.

Should a dangerous structure require refurbishment/ redevelopment then the arguments for the release of the site would need to be considered against the other policies in this SPD, and the economic viability of undertaking such measures may be particularly relevant. This would similarly be the case if the structure required demolition, where the potential use of the site for employment purposes would need to be considered first.

	Policy EMP 5
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	Peel supports the acknowledgement that exceptions will be made to the protection of existing employment sites where development proposals would contribute to the implementation of an approved regeneration strategy or plan for an area. 

In this context Peel would be grateful for confirmation that the “mediacity:uk & Quays Point : Salford Quays & Trafford Wharfside Planning Guidance” comprises such a plan and that proposals to re-use employment land which contribute to the implementation of the objectives of this plan will meet the policy requirement of criterion 2c of Policy E5 of the UDP. 


Changes sought: Confirmation that the “mediacity:uk & Quays Point : Salford Quays & Trafford Wharfside Planning Guidance” comprises relevant plan for the purposes of criterion 2c of Policy E5 of the UDP. 
	Support noted.

Those parts of Mediacity:uk that also fall within the area identified by UDP Policy MX1 would be considered under Policy EMP7 of the SPD, which allows for changes of use in order to deliver a vibrant mixed-use area.

Whilst the mediacity:uk and Quays Point: Salford Quays and Trafford Wharfside Planning Guidance was adopted by the City Council on the 17th January 2007 it does not provide any specific guidance in respect of the redevelopment of employment areas outside of the area identified by UDP Policy MX1. Any such proposals within the mediacity:uk area, but outside of the MX1 area, would therefore need to be justified in relation to the other considerations of Policy E5.

In order that the SPD is flexible enough to respond to strategy and policy documents being adopted or cancelled, it is not considered appropriate to list those documents currently considered relevant in these terms. Instead, paragraph 7.14 of the SPD refers potential applicants to the council’s Spatial Planning section for further details.

No change.



	Policy EMP 5
	Arnold Laver [How Planning]
	Policy EMP5 – Demonstrating that a development will contribute to the implementation of an approved regeneration strategy or plan for an area. 


The criteria outlined in policy EMP5 requires non-employment development to demonstrate how it would contribute to an approved regeneration strategy or plan. 


Whilst this criterion is supported in principle, it is recommended that consideration is also given to the wider benefits of bringing forward employment sites for alternative development where there is no approved regeneration strategy or plan. 


Arnold Laver is seeking to relocate to enable the company to remain competitive and this will be facilitated by redeveloping the existing site for residential development. Although this will not contribute to an approved regeneration strategy or plan, it will see the retention of jobs within the Borough and the remediation of a highly contaminated site which can be secured through the delivery of higher end uses. 


It is therefore recommended that policy EMP5 is redrafted to provide sufficient flexibility for developers to be able to demonstrate important community benefits of releasing an employment site, especially when it is considered to be unsuitable for alternative development even in areas with no approved strategy or plan. 
	The SPD supplements UDP Policy E5 which specifies that the strategy or plan must have been approved. The SPD can not alter the wording of the adopted UDP Policy.

Policy E5 and the SPD provide a framework to consider the ongoing suitability of existing employment areas for the existing or alternative employment uses in the absence of an approved strategy or plan.

No change




	Policy EMP 5
	Castletown (Investments) Ltd [Plan:8]
	EMP5 refers to a Council adopted strategy. We contest that a World Heritage Site offers sufficient weight under the primacy of legislation to be included as part of EMP5. Changes of uses and alterations to a site layout and or building design that improve a World Heritage Site should be considered favourably under this criteria. 
(see also comments made to EMP4 B) 


Suggested Amendments: 


That EMP5 be amended to include criteria to allow improvements to proposed world heritage sites. 
	SPD Policy EMP5 supplements criterion 2c of UDP Policy E5, which specifically identifies circumstances where “the development would contribute to the implementation of an approved regeneration strategy or plan for the area”.

As set out in SPD Policy EMP5 for a proposal to be deemed consistent with this criterion, the strategy or plan must have been given formal approval and incorporate specific proposals to release land or buildings within an established employment area. General undefined improvements to world heritage sites would not be consistent with this policy.

However, the Bridgewater Canal corridor is clearly an important focus for improvement and a masterplan is currently underway (The Bridgewater Canal Corridor Masterplan) which, depending on the content and approvals given to the final version, could ultimately be consistent with criterion c of UDP Policy E5 and SPD Policy EMP5. It would be inappropriate to refer to World Heritage Sites as the area has no status at present and no masterplan has been produced to support a bid.


No change.

	Policy EMP6
	Highways Agency
	The Agency have no cause to comment upon the suitability of Policy EMP 6, but as stated previously within this response, encourage the re-use of employment sites where appropriate.  

Should large trip-generating development be proposed, the Agency would like to be involved as early in the planning process as possible to ensure any impact at the SRN is minimised.  In broad terms, the Agency supports mixed-use development schemes as they should reduce the need to travel by private car.
	Decisions on the reuse of sites will be made having regard to the Local Development Framework and other material considerations, which includes policies in respect of accessibility, regeneration and the prioritisation of brownfield land.

No change.

	Policy EMP 7
	Peel Holdings (Management) Ltd [Turley Associates]
	Peel supports the confirmation in this policy that the mixed-use aspirations of Policy MX1 of the UDP will take precedence over the protective guidance under criterion 2 of Policy E5. 
	Comment noted.

	Policy EMP7
	Highways Agency
	The Agency have previously commented through the consultation process on the emerging Salford LDF Core Strategy regarding development aspirations for the Regional Centre.  Whilst development in the Regional Centre is identified as the most suitable in terms of sustainability (as well as being identified within the North West Regional Spatial Strategy as the sequential place for development to come forward), it is located close to the end of the M602.

As such, any development in this location should take advantage of the existing public transport routes and infrastructure within the Regional Centre, minimising the impact at the SRN.  The Agency will strongly resist any development aspirations and land allocations which adversely impact upon the operation and safety of the SRN, and will work with SCC to ensure development aspirations are sustainable in this location.
	Comment noted. Decisions on the reuse of sites will be made having regard to the Local Development Framework and other material considerations, which includes policies in respect of accessibility, regeneration and the prioritisation of brownfield land.

No change.

	Annex B
	Network Rail
	Car parking policies should not constrain the availability of passenger parking at railway stations; provision of additional car parking facilities (incl. Park & Ride) at stations can often assist in achieving a modal shift from car to rail transport which will contribute towards sustainability aims and help to reduce road congestion. 


The proposal to develop employment/housing opportunities around Chapel Street must take into account any properties owned by Spacia (the Network Rail property ownership arm). Therefore the developer/council should contact Spacia on this issue.
	Parking policies are provided in the Unitary Development Plan and Regional Spatial Strategy, and are currently under review as part of the partial review of RSS.

The SPD is specifically focused on the implementation of UDP Policy E5 and MX1. 

No change.



ANNEX H

Key themes emerging from the consultation on the Draft Core Strategy

Policy E2 of the Draft Core Strategy presents a similar policy approach to UDP Policy E5 in respect of the management of development within established employment areas. A number of comments were received to this policy and a summary of the key themes is provided below. 

The policy identifies that some 130 hectares of employment land could be developed for non-employment uses over the Core Strategy period (2007 – 2027) and GONW and the NWDA both questioned this assumption when 40 hectares of Green Belt land was being looked at for new employment development.  The NWDA added that where sites were to be released they would encourage the city council to promote family housing there.

Other respondents welcomed the acknowledgement that there would be some loss of employment areas to 2027, with some commenting that the 130 hectares should be a maximum, others stated that whilst some losses would be expected this figure seemed high, and some stressed that the policy needed to remain flexible to ensure each site could be judged on its merits.

Comments were received that highlighted the role of existing industrial land in providing cheaper accommodation for start up industry, small scale employment establishments and lower value uses and that this needed to be balanced against more expensive sites that will emerge. There was also a view that existing estates should be improved and refurbished.

Concerns were raised that the policy approach should not be over complex to ensure certainty in the future as to when sites can be released and for what use. In this regard some respondents questioned the need for both a market appraisal and a viability appraisal. A marketing period of 12 months was also considered excessive by some.
Implications for the final Established Employment Areas SPD

There were a great many similarities between the comments received to the Draft Core Strategy and the Draft SPD. The comments illustrate the range of views on the future role of existing employment areas and the difficulties in making common assumptions. 
There is clearly a need to take a balanced approach to the future management of employment areas, ensuring those that will continue to have an economic role are protected and improvements are encouraged, whilst recognising that others will no longer have an economic function and should be released for other uses. The policy framework to facilitate this approach needs to be flexible whilst being clear and straight forward in order to provide certainty.

Many of the issues highlighted above were also raised in comments to the Draft SPD and are dealt with in more detail in the summary of comments in Annex G.







� Circulation details were taken from http://www.salford-talking-news.org.uk/ on the 18 January 2010.
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