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Friends of Carrington Moss  
Response to Greater Manchester’s Plan for Homes, Jobs and the Environment, 

Greater Manchester Spatial Framework, Revised Draft January 2019 

Question 1: What type of respondent are you? 

None of the options apply.  We are a formally constituted community group, responding on 
behalf of our followers. 

Question 2: Contact Details 

Marjorie Powner, Chair 

FriendsofCarringtonMoss@gmail.com 

Question 3: Are you over the age of 13? 

Yes 

Question 4: If you are submitting a response on behalf of an organisation or group, 
please give us their details 

We are submitting on behalf of the Friends of Carrington Moss, a formally constituted 
community group.  FriendsofCarringtonMoss@gmail.com 

Question 5: We would like to publish responses after this consultation closes.  Are 
you happy for us to do this? 

Yes, publish our response in full 

Question 6: Do you agree that we need a plan for jobs and homes in Greater 
Manchester? 

Mostly Agree. 

Question 7: Do you agree that, to plan for jobs and homes, we need to make the best 
use of our land? 

Mostly Agree 

Question 8: Do you agree that, in planning for jobs and homes, we also need to 
protect green spaces that are valued by our communities? 

Agree 

Question 9: Do you agree that, to protect green spaces, we need to consider how all 
land in Greater Manchester is used? 

Mostly Agree 

Question 10: Is the approach that we have outlined in the plan reasonable?  

Disagree. 

Whilst all the right words are used in this introductory section, they are not followed in the 
broader document and the accompanying papers.  We would be interested to understand 
what you perceive to be "bold" about this plan?   

A bold plan would not rely on a national calculation to determine the housing needed in the 
city-region, it would focus on, and specifically address, the houses actually NEEDED to help 
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resolve the housing crisis.  It would also not defer the definition of "affordable" to a future 
date and have no commitment to social housing anywhere in the plan.   

A bold plan would put public transport first in the Transport strategy, not build more roads 
(yes, our roads are busy during rush hour, but which roads in cities and towns around the 
world are not).  In the "only opportunity in the whole of Greater Manchester to create a 
settlement of a significant size" there are no plans for Metrolink, or park and ride schemes, 
and the other, very limited, public transport improvements are subject to funding and 
business cases.  Yet a road is a commitment, despite no consultation actually having taken 
place and a new road not being the priority for the local residents most impacted by these 
plans! 

This plan “supports wider strategies around clean air, walking and cycling and underpins our 
ambition to be a carbon neutral city-region by 2038” – but these do not, for example, apply to 
the New Carrington development.  For existing local people there will be a significant (and 
negative impact as a consequence of these plans), and a plan to build on a carbon capturing 
peat moss is proposed.  The GMSF wants Greater Manchester to become “as well known 
for the quality of its environment as for its economic success”.  Yet those living near the New 
Carrington development will see a huge loss of green belt and, therefore, less opportunities 
for outdoor recreational pursuits, more air and noise pollution and the habitat of over 20 red 
listed birds and a number of endangered wildlife species will be destroyed.  This cannot be 
considered to be progress! 

The GMSF has an ambition to be a carbon-neutral city region by 2038 and mentions a 
desire to decarbonise our economy, which “means we need to look at low carbon energy 
generation and storage, retrofitting of buildings, and low carbon transport” but there is no 
mention of the plan to restore and preserve our existing peat mosses and trees/woodlands.   

This plan will, among other things, “protect the important environmental assets across the 
conurbation”.  Who has determined the “important environmental assets” (and our “most 
important green infrastructure”)?  Clearly, they did not consider our peat mosses should be 
included – why is this? 

The plan is also seeking “to deliver a net gain in biodiversity assets over the plan period and 
to contribute to improving air quality primarily by locating development in locations which are 
most accessible to public transport”.  Yet the New Carrington development is not in an area 
that is accessible to public transport, in fact quite the opposite.  Without prioritising public 
transport improvements here, existing residents will continue to be isolated with the added 
disadvantages of additional air and noise pollution and the destruction of existing wildlife and 
bird habitats - new biodiversity assets could take generations to be useful to the wildlife and 
birds! 

The communication of, and consultation on, this plan has once again been very poor.  In 
most areas in Greater Manchester there has been no communication to individual homes.  
The main communication has been left for community-minded individuals and community 
groups to fund and deliver.  The Friends of Carrington Moss Committee members have not 
previously responded to consultations about this plan because we did not know about it!  Yet 
some of us have been involved in a variety of community groups for many years.  It is odd 
that, for a one day event, such as the Manchester Marathon, funding can be found for a 
leaflet to every home, yet for something as significant as this, there is an A4 black and white 
sheet on a library wall, telling people (if they even notice it) that there is a plan for jobs, 
homes and the environment but with no context so they understand how much it will impact 
their specific area and their own lives.  The region’s most vulnerable residents are those who 
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are most impacted by the lack of information disseminated and their inability to respond to 
this highly complex, very long-winded, multi-document consultation approach. 

The plan will also “define a new Green Belt boundary for Greater Manchester”.  The GMSF 
mentions that the net loss of green belt land has reduced by 50% - yet in Trafford our net 
loss of green belt is only just over 20%.  Given that we currently have the lowest proportion 
of green belt in Greater Manchester, with the exception of the city areas of Manchester and 
Salford, why is it believed that it is equitable for the residents of Trafford to be impacted 
more significantly than those in other parts of Greater Manchester?  To achieve a regional 
average reduction in net loss of green belt of 50%, some districts, which currently have a 
higher level of existing green belt, must have benefited much more than Trafford in this new 
iteration of the plan.  It is odd, especially when the plan aims to incentivise growth in the 
North of the city region, that the GMSF did not take the opportunity to address the imbalance 
in relation to green belt land across the region and reduce Trafford’s net loss by a much 
higher figure than other districts.  Clearly equity for all Greater Manchester residents is not 
part of the plan! 

The “plan period” is currently stated as between 2018 and 2037, yet we understand that if a 
plan for shorter period (say a 15 year plan) was developed, no release of green belt land 
would be necessary.  Given the uncertainties of Brexit, the potential future need for grade 1 
and 2 agricultural land and the questions about the housing need “targets”, together with the 
potential changes to the real estate requirements of a variety of industries and businesses– 
we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a plan period which 
makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

This is important because areas do have a distinct identity and releasing green belt land 
unnecessarily will change the nature of an area forever.  In addition, no developer would 
build on brownfield land, whilst green belt is available (albeit that they would have to 
purchase the land itself).  This longer term plan approach is likely to see areas of brownfield 
remain undeveloped and areas of green belt developed extensively (and typically the green 
belt developments are not houses that impact the housing crisis). 

 

Question 11: Do you have any comments about the context of the plan? 

The Friends group fails to understand why, when “Greater Manchester currently benefits 
from good links to London”, our politicians are not campaigning to have HS2 scrapped and 
the £billions reinvested in transport for the North of the country, which is where the real need 
lies.  The costs of HS2 are growing – not just in £ but also in terms of impact to the 
environment, with many ancient woodlands being under threat.  The plans for HS2 are totally 
inconsistent with many of the other policies set out in the GMSF.  In addition, trains to 
London invariably run on time and an individual travelling on them can work on their way.  
Trains to Newcastle are a different matter altogether.  The trains are invariably late or 
cancelled, they are packed to the seams and it is impossible to do anything productive on 
the journey.  The GMSF should be shaping the priorities here, not following the pack.  We 
fail to see what the “major benefits” are when compared to the costs of this huge white 
elephant! 

With growth concentrated in three main areas, including Trafford, and an ambition to invest 
and grow in the North of the city region, it is inconsistent that the “only opportunity for a 
development of a significant size” is located in Trafford.  We do not believe all opportunities 
to build on brownfield land in the North of the city region have been fully exploited by this 
plan. 
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The GMSF states that it will need to ensure that “all residents share in the benefits” of the 
economic growth.  To do that, there will need to be equity of the negative aspects of growth 
too.  It is inequitable that Trafford residents, particularly those located near the planned New 
Carrington development, suffer the impact of a reduction in their quality of life, increased 
health problems and decreases in air quality as a consequence of this hugely 
disproportionate development. 

 

Question 12 Do you agree with the Strategic Objectives  

Neither agree nor disagree 

The words are admirable but they do not go far enough and the initiatives (allocations) do 
not match the objectives.  The New Carrington development is used as an example.   

Objective 1: Why is the definition of “affordable” housing not already available?  This would 
be useful as the concept of “affordable” is a misnomer to many.  It would help if those 
responding to this consultation understood whether the plan to have 50,000 “affordable” 
homes would really help address the housing crisis.  As things stand, certainly we are not 
convinced.  It is a pity that the strategy is not “bold” about this! 

Objective 2: If these are the objectives of this strategy, why is New Carrington the largest 
allocation in the whole of Greater Manchester?  With the exception that a small part of the 
development is on brownfield land, it does not meet any of these aims. 

Objective 3: The amount of employment land identified for New Carrington is too large and 
yet does not provide the range of employment opportunities that would be needed in what is 
supposed to be a sustainable community of up to 10,000 new homes (in addition to the 
existing properties in the area).  It is highly unlikely that industrial/warehousing jobs will 
satisfy the employment needs of the diverse communities in Carrington, Partington and Sale 
West.  In addition to the consequent inbound and outbound traffic, plus the through traffic 
from outside the borough, and the numerous lorries visiting the employment area 24x7, this 
industrial/warehousing site will result in considerable traffic flows, thus impacting the air 
quality and, therefore, the health and wellbeing of existing communities.  Furthermore, the 
GMSF plans for New Carrington will destroy the thriving horse-riding community in the area, 
which brings over £4.5m per annum into the local economy. 

Objective 4: Again the largest allocation in the whole of the GMSF does not meet these 
criteria as it is not considered to be a “key location”.  This means that the New Carrington 
development does not have sustainable transport – just a focus on the car, so inconsistent 
with national, regional and local strategies.  Yet, elsewhere, in much smaller developments, 
the GMSF will be providing improvements to public transport and will be introducing trams 
and park and rides. 

Objective 5: This aims to reduce inequalities, it should also focus on not increasing the 
inequalities of existing residents as a direct consequence of the GMSF.  Again New 
Carrington is not in a “well-connected location”, and there are no plans to deliver “an 
inclusive and accessible transport network”, and the objective aims to strengthen the 
competitive of the north of Greater Manchester.  So once again it is inconsistent that New 
Carrington is the largest allocation in the whole of the GMSF! 

Objective 6: Again the largest allocation in the whole of the GMSF is inconsistent with this 
objective.  The only “commitment” for New Carrington is a polluting road, there are no plans 
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for park and rides, no trams, and the very limited public transport improvements are subject 
to business cases! 

Objective 7: Again this objective is inconsistent with the actual plans.  The GMSF is seeking 
to destroy carbon-capturing peat mosses and still focuses on the primacy of the car for 
transport.  The largest allocation in the whole of the GMSF will require access to at least one 
car otherwise new residents will be as isolated as those existing citizens who do not own a 
vehicle.  Clean air will not be an option for the residents who live near the new roads that are 
planned to cut across Carrington Moss, they will be used by numerous lorries, 24x7, which 
will be visiting the industrial sites and by circa 20,000 additional cars (to say nothing of the 
additional through traffic from outside the borough). 

Objective 8: It is not improving or enhancing our natural environment to take away the 
natural habitat that is the breeding and feeding grounds of over 20 red listed birds and a 
number of endangered wildlife species.  Any attempt to recreate this with manufactured 
“green infrastructure” will not provide the habitats needed for many generations and this will 
have a profound impact on these endangered species.  In addition, as much of the 
remaining green space in New Carrington will be owned by sporting organisations, they will 
not be accessible to the public.  We will, therefore, lose access to this well-used site for 
walking, horse-riding, cycling, nature spotting, bird-watching and other recreational activities, 
which significantly benefit the health and well-being of local residents. 

In addition, much of the land on Carrington Moss is subject to regular flooding, so the risk to 
new and existing properties will be significant.  The water which currently sits atop the peat 
will have to go somewhere and we are aware of other sites nationally where existing 
residents have paid the price of new developments on flood plains! 

Objective 9: There is insufficient information in the documents to understand whether there 
will be sufficient physical and social infrastructure, however, as New Carrington (the largest 
allocation in the whole of the GMSF) is not located in the North of the city region and is not 
considered to be a “key location” we have no confidence that it will receive the support and 
investment it needs. 

 

Question 13: Do you agree with the Spatial Strategy  

Neither agree nor disagree 

Again, all the right words but the allocations and actions in the plan are inconsistent with this 
Spatial Strategy.  Inclusive growth is absolutely the right ambition but then the largest single 
allocation in the whole of the GMSF is in Trafford, already a growth area.  That the largest 
allocation in the GMSF is not considered to be a “key location”, is not based in the North of 
the city region and, given it reinforces the previous patterns of uneven growth, it cannot be 
said to be supporting the achievement of this strategy, nor will it attract the investment that 
will be made available to key locations and in the North of the city region to incentivise the 
achievement of the strategy.  If the development in New Carrington goes ahead at the size 
currently planned, we believe this would not be consistent with the stated aim, would 
reinforce past trends and would encourage greater disparities between the north and south 
of the region, adversely impacting the long term prospects of the whole of Greater 
Manchester, as stated at paragraph 4.19. 

The GMSF mentions that the strategy needs to address the conflicting demands of housing, 
whilst at the same time protecting the environment, the countryside and the identity of 
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different places.  It is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, there 
would be no necessity to release green belt land.  As mentioned above, given the 
uncertainties of Brexit, the potential future need for grade 1 and 2 agricultural land and the 
questions about the housing need “targets”, together with the potential changes to the real 
estate requirements of a variety of industries and businesses– we respectfully suggest 
that this plan should be shortened to a plan period which makes the release of green 
belt unnecessary. 

This is important because areas do already have a distinct identity and releasing green belt 
land unnecessarily will change the nature of an area forever.  In addition, no developer 
would build on brownfield land, whilst green belt is available (albeit that they would have to 
purchase the land itself).  This longer term plan approach is likely to see areas of brownfield 
remain undeveloped and areas of green belt developed extensively (and typically the green 
belt developments are not houses that impact the housing crisis). 

 

Question 14: Do you agree with the proposed policy on the Core Growth Area  

Mostly agree 

Whilst we fully agree with the sentiments set out in this section, we strongly believe that 
policies should be agreed to ensure that all developments support the aim of addressing the 
housing crisis in this region.  It is inappropriate that large numbers of properties are 
developed but are not available (mostly because of price) to the indigenous population of 
Greater Manchester.  We will have an ever-growing demand on our green belt if we do not 
deal with this issue immediately. 

 

Question 15: Do you agree with the proposed policy on the City Centre?  

Mostly Agree 

Whilst we agree with the policy for the city centre, we believe more can be done to both 
reduce the requirement to release green belt and, at the same time, reduce the attraction of 
the car.  We would like to see city centre car parks a thing of the past, these brownfield sites 
could then be used to develop housing schemes (particularly for those in the most need).   

In addition, we would like to see public transport brought back into public ownership and 
made much more attractive to users.   

The policies in the GMSF should refer to inter-agency working.  An Inter-agency Air Quality 
Strategy could, for example, involve shared goals to reduce car journeys, which would 
reduce air pollution and road traffic accidents, benefiting the NHS budget.  As part of this 
goal, regional bus journeys, could be made free to all (especially as it is a challenge to get 
from (a) to (b) at the moment, even going into the city centre can take more than one bus - 
or a bus and a tram, etc).  Free bus travel could be funded in the short term by, for example, 
levies on city centre and work-based car parking.  In the longer term health budgets should 
see the benefits of reduced incidents and health episodes as a result of chronic diseases 
such as asthma.  The Greater Manchester Natural Capital Account suggests the benefits of 
improvements to air quality alone would amount to £41m per annum.  Those budgetary 
improvements should be invested in free regional bus travel, going forward.  This would 
make the car less attractive and will reduce the need for building on green belt. 
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Given the changes in business practices, with more workers being home-based, 
consideration should be given to reducing the level of office space and increasing the level 
of home building in the city centre. 

 

Question 16: Do you agree with the proposed policy on The Quays  

Mostly agree 

We believe that The Quays would be a great location for a “Digital Hub” which could be used 
by a range of employers, including the public sector, as a place for those with digital skills to 
come together, not just in their specific organisations but also in shared spaces.  This is 
likely to be the model for the future as organisations are increasingly seeing real estate as a 
commodity rather than an essential overhead.  As mentioned in response 15 above, the 
Strategy needs to review and consider whether the level of office space should be reduced 
and the level of home building increased due to the changes in business practices that are 
evident in most industries today. 

 

Question 17: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Port Salford?  

Mostly agree 

We believe more focus should be given to rail transport, given the new rail spur.  This 
section currently puts a lot of focus on the proximity of motorways and major roads.  There is 
little mention of public transport accessibility to allow employees to easily get to the site 
without using a car.  A Metrolink expansion should become a commitment to this site. 

 

Question 18: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Inner Areas?  

Mostly agree 

We are pleased to see a high priority being given to enhancing the quality of these places, 
including through enhanced green infrastructure and improvements in air quality.  To 
improve air quality, the level of reliance on the car would need to be reduced significantly.  
As mentioned in our response to question 15, we would like to see some specific initiatives 
which would make car journeys less attractive and public transport the natural option. 

 

Question 19: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Northern Areas?  

Mostly Disagree 

As mentioned above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, 
there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined in our 
previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a 
plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

Ensuring that all the available brownfield sites are identified in this area is essential and 
these should be developed before any release of green belt. 
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It is very positive that this section of the strategy recognises the importance of increasing the 
density of high quality public transport routes that match those found in some southern 
areas.   

 

Question 20: Do you agree with the proposed policy on M62 North-East Corridor  

Mostly Disagree 

As mentioned above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, 
there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined in our 
previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a 
plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

Ensuring that all the available brownfield sites are identified in this area is essential and 
these should be developed before any release of green belt. 

Again, it is very positive that this section of the strategy recognises the importance of major 
public transport improvements, but there is also, clearly, a significant investment planned in 
improving the capacity of the motorways.  This should be reconsidered and initiatives which 
reduce reliance on the car should be prioritised, such as improving rail journeys, for which 
we would need to bring public transport back into public ownership. 

 

Question 21: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Wigan-Bolton Growth 
Corridor  

Mostly Disagree 

As mentioned above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, 
there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined in our 
previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a 
plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

Ensuring that all the available brownfield sites are identified in this area is essential and 
these should be developed before any release of green belt. 

Again, it is very positive that this section of the strategy recognises the importance of a 
number of public transport improvements, along with significant investment planned in a new 
road infrastructure.  Initiatives which reduce reliance on the car should be prioritised. 

It is also welcome that this section of the strategy recognises the lowland wetland and moss 
lands that form part of the strategic green infrastructure network.   

 

Question 22: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Southern Areas  

Mostly Disagree 

As mentioned above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, 
there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined in our 
previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a 
plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 
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Ensuring that all the available brownfield sites are identified in this area is essential and 
these should be developed before any release of green belt. 

Whilst “large parts of the south have good rapid transit connections to the city centre”, many 
areas, including Carrington, Partington and Sale West, do not.  Again, initiatives to reduce 
reliance on the car should be given more focus and priority. 

 

Question 23: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Manchester Airport 

Mostly Disagree 

As mentioned above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, 
there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined in our 
previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a 
plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

Ensuring that all the available brownfield sites are identified in this area is essential and 
these should be developed before any release of green belt. 

As we develop a better understanding of the impacts of climate change, we would anticipate 
a reduction in air travel and more opportunities for inward investment in the region and the 
wider UK.  Clearly there are a number of investment plans associated with the introduction of 
HS2 and NPR, these should be reconsidered and should focus on NPR.  Public transport 
improvements such as the Metrolink Western Leg and the Rapid Bus Transit Services 
should be accelerated. 

Given the stated strategy for encouraging investment in the North of the city region, some of 
the planned office/employment space should be reconsidered and should be looked at for 
the provision of homes.  There should be no release of green belt in this area. 

 

Question 24: Do you agree with the proposed policy on New Carrington?  

Disagree 

The document states that “New Carrington provides the only opportunity in Greater 
Manchester to deliver a new settlement of significant size”.  This is disingenuous, especially 
given that it is the stated ambition of this strategy to invest and grow in the north of the city 
region.  It is odd that an alternative location in the north of the city region could not be found, 
especially given some of the available brownfield sites.   

To create a development of this size in the south of the region is inconsistent with the stated 
strategies of the GMSF, would reinforce past trends and would encourage greater disparities 
between the north and south of the region, adversely impacting the long term prospects of 
the whole of Greater Manchester, as stated at paragraph 4.19. 

The document states that this location “enables the redevelopment of the extensive former 
Shell Carrington industrial estate, supports the regeneration of neighbouring Partington and 
Sale West, and delivers the scale and mix of development and associated infrastructure 
necessary to support a sustainable settlement.”  This paragraph (4.68) is misleading at best, 
especially given the level of consultation driven by Trafford with the local communities.   

The redevelopment of the former Shell site is just a part of this build, much of the land being 
considered for this development is green belt.  Not just “some” green belt, but 240 hectares 
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of green belt would need to be released.  Given that Trafford has the lowest proportion of 
green belt in the whole of Greater Manchester, other than the city areas of Manchester and 
Salford, it is incongruous that Trafford is releasing such a significant level of green belt to 
enable this development.   

In addition, as mentioned above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be 
shortened, there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined 
in our previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened 
to a plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

Ensuring that all the available brownfield sites are identified in this area is essential and 
these should be developed before any release of green belt. 

The neighbouring existing communities of Carrington, Partington and Sale West are isolated 
for those people without access to a car due to the very limited public transport networks, 
which is recognised in the document. 

Whilst paragraph 4.70 suggests that a “significant investment” would be needed to ensure 
residents and workers in the areas can travel sustainably: 

1. If this is a sustainable community – residents and workers will be the SAME people  
2. The only commitment in the Transport strategy is for the Carrington Relief Road 

(which has NOT been consulted upon and is NOT the priority for those residents who 
will be most impacted).   

3. The limited public transport improvements in the area are subject to funding and 
business cases, and local residents have little confidence that any such public 
transport improvements will be forthcoming, especially given the stated strategies for 
investment and growth in the north of the city region 

4. There appears to be no plan to introduce a Metrolink station to the area, nor a park 
and ride scheme, which is at odds with the transport plans for other parts of the city 
region and is certainly inconsistent with transport need in the largest single allocation 
in the whole of Greater Manchester to enable residents to “travel sustainably”. 

Once again, the emphasis in the document is on road improvements, rather than seeking 
ways to reduce the reliance on the car.  There should be much more focus on public 
transport, especially in this area.   

Given the stated strategy for encouraging investment in the North of the city region, some of 
the planned employment space should be reconsidered and should be looked at for the 
provision of homes.  We discuss this further in our response to question 129 relating to the 
New Carrington allocation. 

Much of the green belt in this area is carbon-capturing peat moss which incorporates the 
breeding and feeding grounds of more than 20 red listed birds and a number of endangered 
wildlife species.  The farm land is grade 2 agricultural land, which will become important for 
feeding the population.  No such green belt should be released before every inch of 
brownfield in the region has been fully exploited. 

It is of interest that paragraph 4.71 mentions the importance of the “sustainability” of the 
settlement.  It mentions one important feature in the area (Sinderland Road/Red Brook) at 
the Altrincham end of the site.  Carrington Moss itself, is an extremely important feature in 
the area, particularly for the Sale West residents.  It is a source of “local identity and pride”, 
with many people having used the area for decades as it provides a free green amenity 
which improves the health and well-being of residents through walking, cycling, horse-riding, 
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nature spotting, bird-watching and other outdoor pursuits.  It is unreasonable that such an 
important part of our local identity is being removed at a time when there is so much 
emphasis on the importance of the environment, improving air quality and the benefits of 
natural green space. 

It should also be noted that many parts of Carrington Moss are subject to regular surface 
water flooding.  If building takes place in this location, it is of great concern to existing local 
residents in Sale West that there will be an impact from flooding once the flood plain is 
eliminated.  It should be clear that, new development adds risk in a flood area, it does not 
provide flood risk mitigation and this has been evidenced where similar builds on moss land 
have taken place elsewhere. 

Question 25: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Main Town Centres?  

Mostly Agree 

There is little information about the nature of improvements in each Main Town Centre.  It is 
important, however, that every opportunity to use the space is maximised.  In Altrincham, for 
example, there is a Health Hub, which currently only hosts Altrincham Library.  The free 
space in this hub should be used for residential (not offices as there is already much 
available office space in the surrounding area).   

Maximising brownfield sites in town centres is essential and should be done prior to any 
release of green belt.   

In addition, every opportunity should be taken to minimise reliance on the car and to 
discourage car journeys.  Existing car parks (other than park and ride schemes) should be 
repurposed for homes and initiatives to encourage the use of public transport, walking and 
cycling should be maximised.  Where car parks remain, a levy should be placed on parking 
which should be used to fund public transport improvements. 

Shops and office space should be reviewed, especially where empty at the moment.  
Consideration should be given to policies that maximise change of use for homes, including 
social housing for young people who are leaving the care system.   

Whilst we recognise it is important that our shopping centres are vibrant, including for the 
evening economy, they must now be highly flexible.  Shared retail spaces should be made 
available, to allow multi-use (ie pop up shop in the day, restaurant/bar at night).  Similarly, 
shared office space, with hot desks, printing facilities and other services are likely to be in 
high demand in the future (rather than tailored floor space for one particular company).  We 
should not be releasing green belt whilst there are empty offices and other empty 
employment space in Greater Manchester.   

 

Question 26: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Strategic Green 
Infrastructure?  

Agree 

We totally agree with the strategy to protect and enhance the strategic green infrastructure 
assets in Greater Manchester and believe Carrington Moss should be considered a “key 
feature”.  It is incongruous that there is a plan to build on a carbon-capturing peat moss 
which incorporates the breeding and feeding grounds of more than 20 red listed birds and a 
number of endangered wildlife species.  The associated farm land is grade 2 agricultural 
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land, which will become important for feeding the population.  No such green belt should be 
released before every inch of brownfield in the region has been fully exploited. 

 

Question 27: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Sustainable and Integrated 
Transport Network?  

Mostly agree 

Whilst the words are absolutely appropriate, the actions are just not ambitious enough.  
There is still too much emphasis on the importance of the car.  Many of the “commitments” 
in the transport strategy are focused on improvements to road networks, rather than on 
initiatives to increase the number of journeys that can be taken by public transport.   

The document states that “new development will also have a significant role in delivering 
GM’s future sustainable and integrated transport network”, yet in New Carrington, the largest 
single allocation in the whole of the GMSF, there is only a “commitment” to a new road 
(despite no public consultation) and NO commitments to improvements to public transport.  
In fact, public transport improvements for this huge new development are very limited.  The 
transport strategy does not talk about Metrolink stops or the introduction of a park and ride 
scheme, future improvements are, once again, focused on the road network!  Clearly, there 
has been no communication to or from local people to find out what is needed in the area, 
despite there being a recognition about the isolation of the communities of Carrington, 
Partington and Sale West. 

In addition, for a “Bold” strategy, the planned actions are very tame.  As mentioned above, 
we would like to see city centre car parks a thing of the past, these brownfield sites could 
then be used to develop housing schemes (particularly for those in the most need, ie social 
housing).  In addition, we would like to see public transport brought back into public 
ownership and made much more attractive to users.   

The policies in the GMSF should refer to inter-agency working.  An Inter-agency Air Quality 
Strategy could, for example, involve shared goals to reduce car journeys, which would 
reduce air pollution and road traffic accidents, benefiting the NHS budget.  As part of this 
goal, regional bus journeys, could be made free to all (especially as it is a challenge to get 
from (a) to (b) at the moment, even going into the city centre can take more than one bus - 
or a bus and a tram, etc).  Free bus travel could be funded in the short term by, for example, 
levies on city centre and work-based car parking.  In the longer term health budgets should 
see the benefits of reduced incidents and health episodes as a result of chronic diseases 
such as asthma.  The Greater Manchester Natural Capital Account suggests the benefits of 
improvements to air quality alone would amount to £41m per annum.  Those budgetary 
improvements should be invested in free regional bus travel.  This would make the car less 
attractive and will reduce the need for building on green belt. 

 

Question 28: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Sustainable Development? 

Agree 

Again, the words are admirable, it is the actions that will be important.  It is also essential 
that the three objectives (economic, social and environmental) are equally prioritised.   

Confirming that preference will be given to using previously developed land is commendable.  
In continuing to advocate the release of green belt, however, when there are other options 
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available for this strategy (such as reducing the plan period), it is clear that this GMSF still 
does not consider the environment to be an “equal partner”.  In addition, it does not make 
sense to develop a Clean Air strategy and then prioritise road building in the Transport 
Strategy, when the urgency is for public transport improvements.   

As mentioned above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, 
there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined in our 
previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a 
plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

 

Question 29: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Carbon and Energy?  

Agree 

Again, the words are admirable, it is the actions that will be important.  It is essential that the 
climate change objectives are brought out more explicitly in each of the other policy themes.  
It is not clear in the document that climate change is at the forefront of the strategy.   

Whilst the policy statement GM-S 2 includes reference to “increasing carbon sequestration 
through the restoration of peat-based habitats, woodland management and tree-planting”, 
further clarity is needed on the approach to achieving this aim when, elsewhere in the 
GMSF, there are plans to build on carbon-capturing peat moss.   

We respectfully suggest that, given the anticipated impact of climate change, all 
remaining Greater Manchester peat moss lands should be restored and preserved to 
maximise potential for carbon sequestration.   

 

Question 30: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Heat and Energy Networks?  

Agree 

Whilst we agree with the sentiments behind this policy, we are rather confused about 
whether an area, like the huge proposed development at New Carrington, is in scope for this 
or not.  Further clarity is needed. 

 

Question 31: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Resilience?  

Agree 

Whilst we agree with the sentiments behind this policy, more context is needed to 
emphasise its importance in the document.  The components of this policy need to be more 
visible across the document and other policies should reflect this.  There should also be a 
focus on training and educating the people of GM (of all ages) to increase their ability to 
cope with emergencies or disasters. 

We agree totally that buildings and places will need to become more flexible to ensure they 
can adapt to changing needs and technologies.  Shared spaces, particularly for businesses, 
services and charities, are likely to become the norm in the future.  

Planting more trees will help provide respite against climate change, surface water flooding 
is expected to increase and planting woodlands in areas most at risk will be beneficial and 
should be prioritised.   
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We are surprised that the “target” for new “affordable” homes is not greater than 50,000.  
This will address the real housing crisis and should be the focus of this strategy. 

Supporting healthier lifestyles and minimising health impacts (including from air pollution) will 
not be achieved by building on green belt and prioritising roads over public transport 
improvements!  Other policies in this document and the transport strategy need to be 
changed to reflect this policy. 

 

Question 32: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Flood Risk and Water 
Environment?  

Agree 

Given climate change is expected to significantly increase peak river flows and surface water 
run-off, new developments should not be built in areas that may expose either those new 
properties or existing homes to a higher risk of flooding. 

 

Question 33: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Clean Air?  

Agree 

Given air pollution has been identified as such a huge risk to human health (and the health 
and wellbeing of our wildlife and bird populations too), other policies within this strategy and 
the Transport Strategy, should be focused on minimising air pollution.  It seems 
contradictory, therefore, that in the largest single allocation in the GMSF, the only transport 
commitment is to a new road!  The very limited public transport improvements are subject to 
funding and business cases and there are no proposals for Metrolink stations or park and 
ride schemes.  Other allocations may also be similarly inconsistent with this policy.  In New 
Carrington, the air pollution from the new road, which will not only see traffic from the 
proposed (up to) 10,000 new homes but also through traffic from outside the borough, and 
polluting particles from the high number of lorries (24x7) visiting the huge industrial area that 
is planned. 

A bold plan, would have expanded the Clean Air Zone penalties to cars, to make them less 
attractive as a form of transport. 

Whilst we agree, a wide range of actions need to be taken to improve air quality, it is 
important that the GMSF adheres to its own aim of “locating developments in the most 
sustainable locations, which reduce the need for car travel”.  For New Carrington, this is not 
the case, the existing communities are very isolated unless they have access to at least one 
car.  It cannot be suggested that this is in an area that is sustainable, nor can it be claimed 
that the Transport Strategy is addressing the existing and future requirements for 
significantly improved public transport. 

The current plans for New Carrington will expose existing residents to significantly increased 
levels of air pollution, from both cars and lorries, and, therefore, increased health risks.  
People playing sports on the Manchester United grounds, the Sale Sharks grounds, children 
using Dainewell Park and those walking, cycling or horse-riding on the Transpennine Trail 
will all be exposed to significant levels of air pollution, especially as the area is already 
wedged between the M60 and the A56! 
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Question 34: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Resource Efficiency?  

Agree 

GM should be at the forefront of campaigning to change the level of waste produced by all 
parts of society and should be investing in inventing new ways of reducing waste (from new 
source products to new ways of disposal). 

 

Question 35: Do you have any further comments on the policies and overall approach 
proposed in A Sustainable and Resilient Greater Manchester? 

As mentioned in a number of our responses above, we feel the policies are admirable but 
they are NOT being reflected elsewhere in the GMSF.   

The strategy is not bold enough - if it were, we would have the unmet affordable housing 
need being addressed first (and nothing else).  If it were, we would have public transport 
improvements being fore-fronted, and initiatives such as free bus travel in the city region 
being explored.  If it were bold, we would have specific policies relating to land previously 
designated as green belt (where there is absolutely no other option but to build on green 
belt), for example, a policy which states that only "affordable" housing can be built on land 
previously designated as green belt. 

It takes a lot of effort and funding to produce the range of strategy documents that we see in 
this consultation.  At this time of austerity, it would be scandalous if national, regional or local 
government departments have spent essential tax payer’s money on creating strategies, if 
those strategies are NOT going to be fully embraced, respected and valued (even more so if 
some of that money has been spent on external consultants and other third parties)!  

In addition, it is inconsistent with many of the policies set out in this section to build on green 
belt.  As mentioned in our responses above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period 
were to be shortened, there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the 
reasons outlined in our previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should 
be shortened to a plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary 

 

Question 36: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Supporting Long Term 
Economic Growth?  

Mostly agree 

The document mentions that central and southern districts are forecast to achieve a 0.6% 
annual increase in employment and they collectively have the highest concentration of key 
assets and major growth areas.  This is not surprising if, despite the vision to invest and 
grow in the North of the city region, the strategy continues to locate some of the largest 
employment areas in the South and central areas.   

Given the size of the New Carrington employment development land, it is inconsistent that it 
is not shown as a “strategic location”.  Why is this? 

The importance of digital roles is not emphasised enough.  Many of these workers, like 
others in the business, financial and professional services sector, will be home based but will 
possibly have need to be able to access shared work spaces from time to time.  The policy 
does not identify or address this need.  It is important to link this change in working practice 
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to good technical connectivity to our homes in the region, otherwise there will be key issues 
with the productivity of home workers. 

There is no mention of the night-time economy, agricultural economy or the leisure services 
economy – all of which are considerably important in Greater Manchester.  Why is this? 

In the area currently assigned for New Carrington, in Trafford, for example, we have over 
1,000 horses, their owners and associated businesses contribute over £4.5m per annum to 
our economy alone.  Why has this sort of employment/business been ignored? 

 

Question 37: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Employment Sites and 
Premises?  

Disagree 

Supporting long term economic growth should not mean compromising on other components 
of this strategy, such as the importance of our green belt and the natural environment.  The 
document should be updated to confirm this and no green belt land should be released for 
employment purposes. 

All employment sites should be provided with excellent public transport links – not new 
roads.  If there is no appetite for investing in improved public transport, where it is not good 
enough already, then the site should not be chosen for employment.   

There are offices standing empty in the region.  These should be repurposed either for 
housing or for other employment.  There are also many warehouses and other buildings 
which are unused.  Another brownfield identification exercise, which extensively 
involves the public, should be carried out to update the brownfield registers as we 
believe there are many properties and land across Greater Manchester that could be 
included.   

 

Question 38: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Office Development?  

Disagree 

Supporting long term economic growth should not mean compromising on other components 
of this strategy, such as the importance of our green belt and the natural environment.  The 
document should be updated to confirm this and no green belt land should be released for 
employment purposes. 

All employment sites should be provided with excellent public transport links – not new 
roads.  If there is no appetite for investing in improved public transport, where it is not good 
enough already, then the site should not be chosen for employment.   

The document mentions that modelling “based on past economic trends” suggests supply of 
office space needs to at least match average development rates over recent years.  Why 
are past trends being used when there are so many changes in the business 
environment?  Many businesses are seeking to reduce their overheads and premises is 
one of the first casualties.  As set out above, home working will increase significantly in the 
future, so the need will be for shared areas to support occasional use of office space.  There 
is a real danger that we will have even more offices standing empty in the region. 
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As mentioned above, there are already offices standing empty in the region.  These should 
be used first for any office requirements, repurposed either for housing or for other 
employment.  Another brownfield identification exercise, which extensively involves 
the public, should be carried out to update the brownfield registers as we believe 
there are many properties and land across Greater Manchester that could be included.   

 

Question 39: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Industry and Warehousing?  

Disagree 

Supporting long term economic growth should not mean compromising on other components 
of this strategy, such as the importance of our green belt and the natural environment.  The 
document should be updated to confirm this and no green belt land should be released for 
employment purposes. 

All employment sites should be provided with excellent public transport links – not new 
roads.  If there is no appetite for investing in improved public transport, where it is not good 
enough already, then the site should not be chosen for employment.  Road transport (often 
24x7) for industry and warehousing sites will lead to significant increases in air and noise 
pollution and will cause increased health problems for local residents.   

Given the strategy is to address the “economic disparities across Greater Manchester, and 
in particular to boost the competitiveness of northern areas”, it is inconsistent to locate a 
huge industrial/warehousing development of between 410,000 sq m and 900,000 sq m in 
New Carrington, especially given its proximity to the Trafford Park and Manchester Airport 
sites. 

There are also many warehouses and other buildings which are unused across the region.  
We should not be building new sites until all those sites have been repurposed.  Another 
brownfield identification exercise, which extensively involves the public, should be 
carried out to update the brownfield registers as we believe there are many properties 
and land across Greater Manchester that could be included.   

 

Question 40: Do you have any further comments on the policies and overall approach 
proposed in A Prosperous Greater Manchester? 

Supporting long term economic growth should not mean compromising on other components 
of this strategy, such as the importance of our green belt and the natural environment.  The 
document should be updated to confirm this and no green belt land should be released for 
employment purposes. 

Another brownfield identification exercise, which extensively involves the public, 
should be carried out to update the brownfield registers as we believe there are many 
properties and land across Greater Manchester that could be included.   

 

Question 41: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Scale of New Housing 
Development?  

Disagree 
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The document mentions that “over 85,000 people are on the local authority housing waiting 
lists”, yet this “bold” plan does not prioritise builds to meet this need.  This need IS the 
housing crisis.  There are no “bold” policies which state that only affordable homes can be 
built on land previous designated as green belt.  There are a number of different types of 
“affordable” home, so even by making this criteria a requirement for such land, there could 
still be a range of different types and sizes of home. 

Tax payers have funded the production of the 2016 household projections and, we 
understand, the use of these figures would mean that no release of green belt is necessary.  
It is highly unusual for out of date figures to be used in any circumstance.  We also believe 
these household projections are used for many other purposes.  If this is the case, and the 
Government is correct in their assertion that they are unusable, then answers should be 
sought as to why Greater Manchester tax payers have funded something that is unusable.  
If, however, the 2016 figures are usable, then ALL our politicians should be pushing back on 
the Government’s methodology to use the 2014 figures.   

What is the purpose of the “affordability uplift”?  The introduction of this calculation 
significantly impacts the Trafford “target”.  It clearly introduces inequity between the districts 
in the region.  The consequences of this inequity will be suffered by Trafford residents and 
this should not be acceptable to any of our politicians. 

Given the uncertainty and lack of clarity about these numbers, and for the reasons set out 
elsewhere in this document, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened 
to a plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary 

 

Question 42: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Affordability of New Housing?  

Mostly Agree 

The policy is laudable but not ambitious enough.   

Paragraph 7.2 states that “over 85,000 people are on the local authority housing waiting 
lists”, whilst paragraph 7.16 states that it is “85,000 households”.  Notwithstanding the 
difference, it is recognised that there are a large number of people/households in priority 
need (30,000 households according to paragraph 7.16).  Yet this “bold” plan does not 
prioritise builds to meet this need.  This need IS the housing crisis.  There are no “bold” 
policies which state, for example, that homes to meet this need will be built in the first five 
years of the strategy.   

The document also states (paragraph 7.8) that if the trends (of population growth in the 
central and south of the city region) continue unchecked “then inequalities within Greater 
Manchester could widen significantly”.  So what is the rationale behind the enormous 
distribution of housing to Trafford?  This represents a hugely disproportionate level of 
development for Trafford and is inconsistent with the stated policies within the strategy.  
Also, given the selective education policies in Trafford, what evidence is there that flooding 
the local market with almost 20,000 properties will impact rising house prices in the area? 

 

Question 43: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Type, Size and Design of New 
Housing?  

Mostly Agree 
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Given the challenges people are facing, housing provision should be focused on the UK 
market and on housing for people to live in.  Additional fees should be introduced when 
housing is sold to foreign investors to make this practice less attractive.  Such fees could 
form a fund to support further builds on brownfield sites.  

 

Question 44: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Density of New Housing? 

Mostly Agree 

The document states that “New housing development should be delivered at a density 
appropriate to the location” with a focus on accessibility.  Are there other drivers which 
should be taken into consideration in relation to density, for example, housing for vulnerable 
people may need to consider specific adaptions, access routes, etc? 

 

Question 45: Do you have any further comments on the policies and overall approach 
proposed in Homes for Greater Manchester? 

It is inconsistent with many of the policies set out in this GMSF to build on green belt.  As 
mentioned in our responses above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be 
shortened, there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons outlined 
in our previous responses, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened 
to a plan period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary 

Another brownfield identification exercise, which extensively involves the public, 
should be carried out to update the brownfield registers as we believe there are many 
properties and land across Greater Manchester that could be included.   

 

Question 46: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Valuing Important 
Landscapes?  

Mostly Agree 

The policy should set out how the value of specific landscapes will be assessed. 

The policy should set out how the implementation of this policy will be monitored and 
measured as development is agreed. 

 

Question 47: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Green Infrastructure Network? 

Mostly Agree 

Who has determined the priority green infrastructure set out in figure 8.2?  Some parts of 
Carrington Moss, which satisfies all the conditions of the policy, including the potential for 
food production, are not included – why is this? 

It is important that public accessibility of green infrastructure is considered – sports grounds, 
for example, may be effectively “green” but may not be generally accessible.   

Whilst there is a recognition of the importance of enhancing biodiversity, there is no 
reference to the importance of some of the natural habitats to red listed birds and 
endangered wildlife species.  Carrington Moss, for example, is the breeding and feeding 
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grounds for over 20 red listed birds, water voles and other endangered wildlife.  Such birds 
and wildlife cannot just be moved to “new” green infrastructure.  It can take generations for 
such “new” areas to be considered habitable by those creatures.  In addition, birds and 
wildlife have to fight for new territory, for food and to protect themselves and their young.  It 
is naive in the extreme to consider it possible to just displace these creatures to other 
places! 

 

Question 48: Do you agree with the proposed policy on River Valleys and Waterways?  

Agree 

The policy should set out how the implementation of this policy will be monitored and how 
successful achievement will be measured. 

 

Question 49: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Lowland Wetlands and 
Mosslands?  

Disagree 

Who has determined which areas of undeveloped moss land are considered appropriate for 
future development?   

Given the importance of this carbon landscape, and that the carbon already locked into such 
land would be released into the local atmosphere, all such land should be considered 
unsuitable for development and prioritised for restoration and preservation.  This action 
would bring the maximum benefits to local communities and to Greater Manchester as a 
whole.  It is also inconsistent with the policy relating to becoming a carbon-neutral city region 
by 2038 to introduce policies that will release mega-tonnes of carbon into the atmosphere! 

Carrington Moss, for example, already makes a significant contribution to the health and 
quality of life of local residents, who use it for walking, cycling, horse-riding, nature spotting 
and birdwatching.  It should be enhanced to deliver further ecological benefits.  In the area 
currently assigned for New Carrington, for example, we have over 1,000 horses.  A walk on 
this moss can often see you passed by over 30 cyclists.   

In addition, the agricultural land that forms part of Carrington Moss is grade 2, and should 
continue to be cultivated for locally grown food.  As mentioned above, there are over 20 red 
listed birds that have made Carrington Moss their breeding and feeding grounds.  Why is 
this not recognised? 

There are SBIs, SSSIs, etc in the moss lands, yet this is not mentioned.  Why is this? 

It seems a number of “benefits” that could equally have been associated with moss lands 
have not been included in these paragraphs.  Why is this?   

 

Question 50: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Uplands?  

Mostly Agree 

It is interesting that the rare species of birds using the uplands is recognised but not those 
using the moss lands – why is this? 
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The way the document is written, suggests that the Uplands are considered to be of greater 
value recreationally than the Lowland wetlands and moss lands?  Why is this? 

 

Question 51: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Urban Green Space?  

Agree 

Consider also green roofs and green walls to increase the ability of urban spaces to create 
habitat for birds, bees and other wildlife. 

 

Question 52: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Trees and Woodland?  

Agree 

Consider also under-planting to provide wildlife and bird cover (and food) in the winter 
months.  Consider offering saplings (fruit and native British trees) to homes for planting in 
gardens to increase tree coverage, particularly in urban spaces. 

 

Question 53: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Green Infrastructure 
Opportunity Areas?  

Mostly Agree 

More information is needed on what is planned here.  Manufactured green space cannot and 
does not replace natural green space.  It can take generations for manufactured green 
space to become acceptable by wildlife and birds as a breeding and feeding habitat.  In 
addition, birds and wildlife have to fight for new territory, for food and to protect themselves 
and their young.  It is naive in the extreme to consider it possible to just displace these 
creatures to other places! 

 

Question 54: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Standards for a Greener 
Greater Manchester?  

Mostly Agree 

The policy should set out how this policy will be monitored and how successful achievement 
will be measured. 

The policy should set out the penalties for developers who do not meet the standards. 

The policy should set out how green corridors will interconnect when there are multiple 
developers involved. 

 

Question 55: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Net Enhancement of 
Biodiversity?  

Mostly Agree 

The policy should set out how implementation of this policy will be monitored and how 
successful achievement will be measured. 
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The policy should set out what the penalties will be for developers who do not meet the 
requirements of this policy. 

We would want to see Carrington Moss protected, restored and enhanced in line with this 
policy as it meets the criteria of a valuable moss land.  The Greater Manchester Wetlands 
Nature Improvement Area should be extended to encompass Carrington Moss. 

 

Question 56: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Greater Manchester Green 
Belt?  

Disagree 

This Green Belt policy is inequitable for the residents of Trafford.  Trafford currently has the 
lowest proportion of green belt land, with the exception of the city areas of Manchester and 
Salford.  So whilst the current regional average of green belt land is 47%, for Trafford it is 
only 37%.  Whilst overall, the region has created a reduction in the net loss of green belt of 
50% since the 2016 iteration of this strategy, in Trafford that reduction in net loss of green 
belt since the 2016 iteration of this strategy is only 22%.  The current version of this strategy 
proposes that Trafford releases almost 15% of the total green belt release, leaving Trafford 
residents with access to only 34% green belt, when the regional average is 45%.  Whilst it is 
recognised that total consistency cannot be achieved, the numbers here are too extreme to 
be ignored and should not be accepted by Trafford politicians. 

In addition, it is inconsistent with many of the policies set out in this GMSF to build on green 
belt.  As mentioned in our responses above, it is our understanding that, if the plan period 
were to be shortened, there would be no necessity to release green belt land.  Given the 
uncertainties of Brexit, the potential future need for grade 1 and 2 agricultural land and the 
questions about the housing need “targets”, together with the potential changes to the real 
estate requirements of a variety of industries and businesses– we respectfully suggest 
that this plan should be shortened to a plan period which makes the release of green 
belt unnecessary 

Furthermore, another brownfield identification exercise, which extensively involves 
the public, should be carried out to update the brownfield registers as we believe 
there are many properties and land across Greater Manchester that could be included.   

 

Question 57: Do you have any further comments on the policies and overall approach 
proposed in A Greener Greater Manchester? 

In general, there are many important and commendable policies in this section.  The 
challenge is that allocations do not seem to follow them.  Given this is the case, what 
confidence can residents have that there is any intention of delivering these policies? 

 

Question 58: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Sustainable Places?  

Neither Agree or Disagree 

This policy needs to be reworded to be consistent with the preceding paragraphs.  
Paragraph 9.5, for example, makes the very important point that “a key aim must be to raise 
the quality of all places in a way that is sustainable in the long term”.  Paragraph 9.7 makes 
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the point that the Greater Manchester Strategy sets out the ambition that all parts of GM will 
(among other things) “be well-served by public transport”.  Paragraph 9.9 states that “All 
neighbourhoods must be designed to enable residents to live healthier, happier and more 
fulfilling lives”.   

 

Question 59: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Heritage?  

Agree 

It should be noted that part of our Heritage is our Mosslands.  These should be protected, 
restored and preserved.  They are highly valuable assets, particularly given their role to 
support mitigating actions against climate change. 

 

Question 60: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Retail and Leisure?  
Neither Agree or Disagree 

This policy has insufficient content to make it possible to Agree or Disagree.  We would 
expect a policy on retail and leisure to talk about future opportunities to take advantage of 
shared spaces for day/night time economies and different types of businesses.  We would 
also expect there to be some acknowledgement of the reduction of retail space needed, 
(which should see some previous retail space being converted into homes).  We would not 
expect to see the expansion of retail centres nor the provision of major new retail centres. 

 

Question 61: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Education, Skills and 
Knowledge?  

Mostly Agree 

This could be more ambitious, where is the link to businesses, for example?  This will be 
particularly important in the development of digital capabilities.  There are huge opportunities 
to get people of all ages involved in training or retraining in this area (and huge benefits for 
the business as well). 

 

Question 62: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Health?  

Mostly Agree 

The policy should be more explicit about the delivery of the GMSF not causing additional 
health inequalities for the existing population.  Paragraph 9.24 states that “Good health is 
one of the key determinants of quality of life”.  The GMSF should have a policy NOT to 
worsen the health of the existing population, nor to exacerbate health conditions through, for 
example, reductions in air quality due to building new roads, which can lead to chronic health 
conditions for people of all ages.   

 

Question 63: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Sport and Recreation?  

Mostly Agree 



 

Friends of Carrington Moss Response to GMSF  15th March 2019  Page 24 of 37 

The policy itself needs to reference the importance of the green infrastructure set out in 
paragraph 9.34. 

 

Question 64: Do you have any further comments on the policies and overall approach 
proposed in A Greater Manchester for Everyone? 

If, as stated in paragraph 9.1 “The ultimate measure of the plan’s success will be whether it 
has helped to enhance the lives of all residents within Greater Manchester” it is essential 
that this GMSF does not introduce disadvantages for some residents whilst aiming to benefit 
others.  For example, the air quality of existing residents should not be reduced as a 
consequence of delivering this strategy.   

Whilst is it absolutely correct to emphasise that (paragraph 9.2) “The GMSF has an 
important role in helping to address [these] inequalities and disadvantages”.  The GMSF 
should not introduce inequalities and disadvantages and this should be stated as a key aim. 

 

Question 65: Do you agree with the proposed policy on World Class Connectivity?  

Mostly Agree 

Again the policy is admirable but the actions set out in the GMSF do not seem to be 
following it. 

It is not sustainable, for example, to suggest that up to 10,000 additional properties can be 
built in one location, with only one type of employment (industrial/warehousing), only one 
type of transport (a new road) and with a reduced level of accessible green space for local 
residents.  For New Carrington, for example, travel both to and from the area will NOT be 
minimised because there will be an insufficient range of employment types for the proposed 
diverse range of homes.  This will result in both inbound and outbound travel.  The remaining 
green space is limited, much of it inaccessible to the general public as it is owned by sports 
organisations.  The transport strategy only commits a new road, which is NOT the priority in 
the area.  The very limited public transport improvements are subject to both business case 
approval and funding approval.  This new town will have no trams and no park and ride 
scheme.  Air and noise pollution will increase significantly, especially as there will be 
20,000+ additional cars on the roads (people who move into these new homes will have no 
other option but to use cars) and lorries using the employment site 24x7, impacting the 
health and wellbeing of both new and existing citizens. 

 

Question 66: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Digital Connectivity?  

Mostly Agree 

The policy should make reference to ensuring that existing residents are as equally well 
connected digitally as it is planned new residents will be. 

 

Question 67: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Walking and Cycling 
Network?  

Mostly Agree 
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Reference should be made in the policy to the level of investment being made in the 
proposed walking and cycling network, as a proportion of overall transport spend. 

Reference should be made in the policy to opportunities to encourage people to walk and 
cycle, through community groups, cycle training, shared cycle schemes, etc. 

 

Question 68: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Public Transport?  

Mostly Agree 

Paragraph 10.32 suggests that “the more people that live in an area the more frequent, 
economic and accessible public transport becomes”.  This is only the case if public transport 
is prioritised for an area.  Carrington, Partington and Sale West, in Trafford, are very good 
examples of this not being the case.  In fact, when a consultation was undertaken with the 
elderly in Sale West, they said that Sundays are known as “Suicide Sundays” because if 
they, or their family, did not have a car, or unless they have the means to take a taxi, they 
cannot get out on a Sunday as there is no public transport.  Other comments received in the 
same community consultation were from families who found public transport unaffordable! 

The GMSF does not prioritise public transport requirements for the New Carrington 
development.  The road is a commitment, despite no consultation, and this would be 
contradictory to a number of the policies in this GMSF.  

Reference should be made in the policy to developing a strategy to bring public transport 
back into public ownership to ensure the greatest value for money on public transport spend. 

Reference should be made in the policy to public transport improvement always being given 
priority ahead of new roads.  This will help drive the aims of this GMSF. 

Reference should be made in the policy to the planned spend on road infrastructure as a 
proportion of the planned spend on public transport (with an expectation that the planned 
spend on public transport significantly exceeds that spent on the road network, given the 
policies in this GMSF). 

HS2 is a vanity project which will bring little benefit for the people of Greater Manchester.  It 
should not be supported by our politicians. 

 

Question 69: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Transport Requirements of 
New Developments?  

Mostly Agree 

This policy is not ambitious enough.  Reference should be made in the policy to public 
transport improvement always being given priority ahead of highways infrastructure projects.  
This will help drive the aims of this GMSF. 

The policy should state that the transport plans for new developments should NEVER result 
in reductions in air quality for existing residents as it is known that this will have a major 
impact on their health and wellbeing. 

 

Question 70: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Highways Infrastructure 
Improvements?  
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Mostly Agree 

The policy should state that highways infrastructure improvements should NEVER result in 
reductions in air quality for existing residents as it is known that this will have a major impact 
on their health and wellbeing. 

Reference should be made in the policy to public transport improvement always being given 
priority ahead of highways infrastructure projects.  This will help drive the aims of this GMSF. 

 

Question 71: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Freight & Logistics?  

Mostly Agree 

This policy is not ambitious enough.  Major new developments should be required to use rail 
or water for movement of freight rather than road-based.  This will help drive the aims of this 
GMSF. 

 

Question 72: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Streets for All?  

Mostly Agree 

The policy should consider safety and security.  Streets should have high quality CCTV to 
ensure people and property are safe and secure. 

 

Question 73: Do you have any further comments on the policies and overall approach 
proposed in A Connected Greater Manchester? 

It is important that the policies implemented by the GMSF and associated strategies, such as 
the Transport Strategy 2040, do not disadvantage existing residents by introducing 
inequities, or impacting their health and wellbeing.   

It is equally important that the benefits brought by the GMSF, for example, digital 
connectivity, are equally available to existing residents as to those living in new 
developments. 

The policies set out in A Connected Greater Manchester should take full account of policies 
set out elsewhere in this document in relation to the environment, air quality, green 
infrastructure, etc. 

 

Questions 74 to 128 require local knowledge to respond appropriately. 

 

Question 129: Do you agree with the proposed policy GM 45: Carrington  

Disagree 

It is astounding that, given it has taken 2 years to publish this revised draft, the New 
Carrington development is set out in this document in its current form.  The Friends of 
Carrington Moss object to the proposal on the grounds that it is not aligned with national 
strategies, does not meet the stated aims of the GMSF and is entirely inconsistent with its 
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policies.  In addition, as stated in our response to question 12 above, the New Carrington 
development does not meet 8 of the 9 objectives set out in the GMSF.  Furthermore, the 
development will significantly disadvantage existing local residents, whose health and 
wellbeing will be impacted by substantial reductions in air quality (with additional traffic 
pollution causing or exacerbating asthma and other chronic diseases), the loss of accessible 
green space (and, therefore, opportunities for outdoor pursuits) and the loss of access to 
nature, birds and wildlife.  This cannot be considered to be progress!  Is this what the GMSF 
means when it says it wants Greater Manchester to become “as well known for the quality of 
its environment as for its economic success”?   

We provide a number of examples of inconsistencies in the paragraphs below to 
complement and reinforce those provided earlier in this response.  We also provide an 
alternative proposal for the future of Carrington Moss, which IS aligned with national 
strategies, meets the stated aims of the GMSF and is consistent with its policies. 

In terms of the site selection criteria, New Carrington has been designated as meeting 
Criterion 3 “Land that can maximise existing economic opportunities which have significant 
capacity to deliver transformational change and / or boost the competitiveness and 
connectivity of Greater Manchester and genuinely deliver inclusive growth”.  Yet this is 
inconsistent with the strategy, it does not help address current disparities nor boost the 
economic competitiveness of northern districts.  It is disingenuously described as 
“Development in this location could enable the redevelopment of the extensive former Shell 
Carrington industrial estate and support the regeneration of Partington and Sale West”.  The 
brownfield component (the Shell industrial estate) of this site is dwarfed by the 240 hectares 
of green belt that will be released if it goes ahead.  This loss of green belt will see the 
townships and villages of Carrington, Partington and Sale West merge into one huge 
conurbation, losing their distinct identities forever.  There is no evidence, nor policy 
requirement, that supports the need for this hugely disproportionate allocation.  The Friends 
of Carrington Moss, therefore, object, to this proposal and request that the plan period be 
shortened to make the release of green belt unnecessary. 

The site selection criteria also states that “connectivity to public transport is a key factor 
in the selection process that underpins the new allocations within the GMSF”.  The 
Friends of Carrington Moss object to the selection of this site as it does not meet any of the 
transport criteria.  The regeneration of Partington and Sale West will not be supported by this 
development as there are no commitments to public transport improvements, so local 
populations will be as isolated in the future as they are today and will be unable to travel 
sustainably. 

That the largest allocation in the GMSF is not considered to be a “key location” is bizarre.  
With an ambition to invest and grow in the North of the city region, it is also inconsistent that 
the “only opportunity for a development of a significant size” is located in Trafford, 
encouraging greater disparities between the north and south of the region.  Given that this 
development reinforces the previous patterns of uneven growth and adversely impacts the 
long term prospects of the whole of Greater Manchester (paragraph 4.19), it cannot be said 
to be supporting the achievement of this strategy.  The Friends of Carrington Moss object 
on the basis that, given the inconsistencies set out in this paragraph, the New Carrington 
development will not attract the investment needed to make it a success.   

The GMSF has a vision that Greater Manchester will be a place at the forefront of climate 
change, with clean air and a flourishing natural environment.  Yet, this New Carrington 
development does not, for example, meet the aim to “improve the quality of our natural 
environment and access to green spaces”.  In fact it will destroy our natural environment 
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and, with much of the remaining green space in the area not accessible to the public, this 
development will severely impact the health and well-being of existing local residents and 
users of Carrington Moss. 

In addition, the GMSF states that it will (paragraph 1.6) “protect the important environmental 
assets across the conurbation”.  At this time of climate change and, in an area which aims to 
be (paragraph 1.23) “a carbon neutral city-region by 2038”, it is incongruous to suggest such 
a huge build on a carbon-capturing peat moss, when the very act of building (and putting in 
associated services) will release mega-tonnes of carbon back into the atmosphere.  A very 
conservative estimate of the carbon stored on part of Carrington Moss would be 200,000 
tonnes (based on a figure of 50 kg of carbon per cubic metre (University of East London, 
Environmental Research Group, Technical Report).   

This destructive approach will also waste the potential for the peat moss to be preserved, 
restored and maintained to enable it to continue to capture carbon in the future and, thus, 
support a number of the stated aims of this GMSF. 

In addition, much of the land on Carrington Moss is subject to regular flooding, so the risk to 
new and existing properties will be significant.  The water which currently sits atop the peat 
will have to go somewhere and we are aware of other sites nationally where existing 
residents have paid the price of new developments on flood plains! 

According to the GMSF, “the priority ecosystem services provided by the lowland wetlands 
are: carbon storage and sequestration (the most important); flood mitigation; public 
recreation and sustainable travel; and habitat and wildlife conservation”.  Carrington Moss is 
all of these and should take advantage of the stated opportunities for ecosystem services, 
which are (according to the GMSF) “restoration of lowland raised bog habitats and enhance 
opportunities for open access”.   

It is of interest that paragraph 4.71 mentions the importance of the “sustainability” of the New 
Carrington settlement.  It mentions one important feature in the area (Sinderland Road/Red 
Brook) at the Altrincham end of the site.  Yet, Carrington Moss itself, is an extremely 
important feature in the area, particularly for the Sale West residents.  It is a source of “local 
identity and pride”, with many people having used the area for decades as it provides a free 
green amenity which improves the health and well-being of residents through walking, 
cycling, horse-riding, nature spotting, bird-watching and other outdoor pursuits.  The Friends 
of Carrington Moss, therefore, object, to these plans on the grounds that it is unreasonable 
that such an important part of our local identity is being removed at a time when there is so 
much emphasis on the importance of the environment, improving air quality and the benefits 
of natural green space. 

We totally agree with the strategy to protect and enhance the strategic green infrastructure 
assets in Greater Manchester and believe Carrington Moss should be considered a “key 
feature”.  Whilst paragraph 1.24 states that the GMSF is seeking to deliver a net gain in 
biodiversity assets over the plan period, it is absurd that there is a plan to build on the 
breeding and feeding grounds of more than 20 red listed birds and a number of endangered 
wildlife species.  Any attempt to recreate this with manufactured “green infrastructure” will 
not provide the habitats needed for many generations and this will have a profound impact 
on these endangered species.  In addition, birds and wildlife have to fight for new territory, 
for food and to protect themselves and their young.  It is naive in the extreme to consider it 
possible to just displace these creatures to other places!  The associated farm land is grade 
2 agricultural land, which should be considered to be important for feeding the population.   
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We object to any such green belt being released before every inch of brownfield in the 
region has been fully exploited. 

We are also concerned that there has been little insight and local knowledge involved in the 
development of this document.  Figure 8.2, for example, excludes most of Carrington Moss, 
which satisfies all the conditions of this policy, including food production.  We would also 
want to see Carrington Moss protected, restored and enhanced in line with the policy (GM-G 
10) as set out at paragraphs 8.50 and 8.51, as it meets the criteria of a valuable moss land.  
The Greater Manchester Wetlands Nature Improvement Area should be extended to 
encompass Carrington Moss. 

Whilst the GMSF admirably seeks to minimise the need to travel and to create local 
neighbourhoods where people can live, work and access services and shops (paragraph 
10.16), this will NOT be the case for New Carrington. 

There is no evidence, nor policy requirement, that supports the need for the huge amount of 
industrial/ warehousing land identified for this development, especially given its proximity to 
the Trafford Park and Manchester Airport sites.  It is too large and yet does not provide the 
range of employment opportunities that would be needed in what is supposed to be a 
sustainable community of up to 10,000 new homes (in addition to the existing properties in 
the area).  It is highly unlikely that industrial/warehousing jobs will satisfy the employment 
needs of the diverse communities in Carrington, Partington and Sale West.  It is also unlikely 
there would be sufficient employment given the automation in these sectors today.  The 
Friends of Carrington Moss, therefore, object to the size of the employment land and the 
range of employment identified as it will not support the creation of a sustainable community.  
Furthermore, the GMSF plans for New Carrington will destroy the thriving horse-riding 
community in the area which brings over £4.5m per annum into the local economy. 

The document says ‘Improvements to the public transport network and active travel links 
are central to the success of the New Carrington allocation’.  Whilst paragraph 4.70 
recognises the area is served relatively poorly by public transport and suggests that a 
“significant investment” would be needed to ensure residents and workers in the area can 
travel sustainably: 

1. If this is a sustainable community – residents and workers will be the SAME people  
2. Contrary to a number of policies in this GMSF, the only commitment for this area in 

the Transport strategy is for the Carrington Relief Road (which has NOT been 
consulted upon and is NOT the priority for those residents who will be most 
impacted).   

3. The very limited public transport improvements in the area are subject to funding and 
business cases, and local residents have little confidence that any such public 
transport improvements will be forthcoming, especially given the stated strategies for 
investment and growth in the north of the city region 

4. There appears to be no plan to introduce a Metrolink station to the area, nor a park 
and ride scheme, which is at odds with the transport plans for other parts of the city 
region and is certainly inconsistent with transport need in the largest single allocation 
in the whole of Greater Manchester to enable residents to “travel sustainably”. 

5. Paragraph 10.32 suggests that “the more people that live in an area the more 
frequent, economic and accessible public transport becomes”.  This is only the case 
if public transport is prioritised for an area.  Carrington, Partington and Sale West, in 
Trafford, are very good examples of this not being the case.  In fact, when a 
consultation was undertaken with the elderly in Sale West, they said that Sundays 
are known as “Suicide Sundays” because if they, or their family, did not have a car, 
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or unless they have the means to take a taxi, they cannot get out on a Sunday as 
there is no public transport.  Other comments received in the same community 
consultation were from families who found public transport unaffordable! 

The GMSF has a vision that Greater Manchester will be a place where people live healthy 
lives and paragraph 1.24 states that the GMSF is seeking to contribute to improving air 
quality primarily by locating development in locations which are most accessible to 
public transport, yet New Carrington, the largest allocation in the GMSF, does not meet 
this aim.  There is a huge gap in the “Good Public Transport Accessibility, GMAL 2018” in 
the New Carrington location and the surrounding areas of Carrington, Partington and Sale 
West.  Despite this, increasing the density of high quality public transport routes that match 
those found in other southern areas is NOT a goal for New Carrington (yet it is proposed, 
paragraph 4.47, for towns in the north of the city region)!  All residents in the largest 
allocation in the GMSF will, therefore, require access to at least one vehicle, otherwise those 
moving in to the area will be as isolated as existing residents. 

With this proposal, as well as the circa 20,000+ additional cars using all the roads in the 
surrounding area, and the through traffic from outside the borough, there will be significant 
numbers of large vehicles coming to and from the industrial/warehousing site, which will 
result in considerable traffic flows, 24x7, thus impacting the air quality, noise pollution and 
causing or exacerbating the health conditions of the existing communities, which are already 
wedged between the M60 and the A56.  The current plans for New Carrington will also 
expose those people playing sports on the Manchester United grounds, the Sale Sharks 
grounds, children using Dainewell Park and those walking, cycling or horse-riding on the 
Transpennine Trail to significant levels of increased air pollution. 

All this means that the New Carrington development does not have a plan for a sustainable 
community, nor sustainable transport.  The continued focus on the primacy of the car is 
irresponsible given that Trafford, Greater Manchester and the Government already know that 
"Traffic is a major contributor to air pollution, with 1,200 early deaths each year due to 
illnesses linked to air pollution".  The Friends of Carrington Moss, therefore, object as we do 
not believe that this development will “promote the sustainable movement of people, goods 
and information” nor is it inconsistent with national, regional and local strategies on clean air 
and the environment.   

In Trafford’s Core Strategy, adopted 2012, it stated that (paragraph SL5.2) “The Council 
considers that this Location [Carrington] can deliver: • 1,560 residential units comprising, 
predominantly, accommodation suitable for families”.  The document also confirmed the 
following “The protection and enhancement of the mossland as a carbon sink to mitigate the 
effects of climate change;” and “The protection and enhancement of the sites of nature 
conservation and biological importance, including the Carrington Rides,”. 

In addition, in both Trafford’s Unitary Development Plan (UDP), adopted June 2006, and the 
Core Strategy mentioned above, the importance of the Carrington Rides was specifically 
mentioned.  The ‘Rides’ were designated as a Local Nature Conservation Site in the UDP, 
as well as a Special Landscape Feature, which are both covered under Policy R2 (Natural 
Environment) of Trafford’s Core Strategy.  The UDP states that “Local Nature Conservation 
Sites were identified by Trafford Borough Council as a result of a habitat survey carried out 
by the Greater Manchester Ecology Unit to a nationally approved method and updated by 
local knowledge”. 

Furthermore, the Policy Guidelines in Trafford’s Landscape Strategy 2004 state that the 
“unique characteristics” of the Carrington mosslands and the Carrington Rides will be 
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“conserved, enhanced and strengthened”, describing the site as “important areas of 
ecological value”, with the “open aspect and views, which extend into the adjacent areas,” 
being “important characteristics of the area”. 

We, therefore, object on the grounds that it is illogical that the figure set out in Trafford’s 
Core Strategy has now been magnified to 10,000 homes and that some of the specific areas 
identified for development have previously been recognised by Trafford as a Local Nature 
Conservation Site. 

The Friends of Carrington Moss believe there have, over the years, been several previous 
applications to build on Carrington Moss, which have been rejected.  Information about these 
previous applications is not currently available from Trafford Local Authority, however, local 
newspaper reports suggest that the planning inspector recommended the removal of a rail 
freight terminal from Trafford’s Unitary Development Plan in 2004, with Trafford Councillors 
voting to remove it in October 2005, on the basis that it would “destroy a huge chunk of 
precious green belt and bring traffic chaos” to the area.  At that time, Councillors estimated 
that the development would bring between 400 and 600 lorries a day, adding air and noise 
pollution and impacting the quality of life for the residents of Carrington Partington, Sale, 
Flixton, Urmston, and Altrincham.  Councillors also raised concerns that the environmental 
impact of the development overshadowed any economic benefits that the scheme may have 
brought to the area. 

The Friends of Carrington Moss, therefore, object, to these plans because similar plans 
have been considered previously and have been rejected for very similar reasons to those 
outlined above.  In addition, we are concerned that, the release of 240 hectares of green belt 
is just the start.  If approved, further pressure will be brought to bear for the Authority to 
release yet more green belt to the developers, whether or not the large brownfield site in 
Carrington has been successfully developed, bringing further urbanisation and 
industrialisation to the area. 

Alternative proposal for New Carrington 

The GMSF mentions that the strategy needs to address the conflicting demands of housing, 
whilst at the same time protecting the environment, the countryside and the identity of 
different places.  It is our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, there 
would be no necessity to release green belt land.  For the reasons suggested elsewhere in 
this response, we respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a plan 
period which makes the release of green belt unnecessary. 

In addition, given the increasing evidence available about the high health impact of air 
pollution (which would particularly affect existing residents), no new roads should be 
constructed on green belt land.  The funding set aside for this “commitment” should be used 
to make significant public transport improvements for the Carrington, Partington and Sale 
West area.  Routes across Carrington Moss should be improved to support continued 
walking, cycling and horse-riding in the area.  As there are over 1,000 horses in and around 
the Carrington Moss area, this will support a large number of local small businesses which 
contribute over £4.5m each year to the local economy. 

Furthermore, any build on the peat moss would result in mega-tonnes of carbon being 
released into the atmosphere in this area, not only impacting the health and well-being of 
residents, but also inconsistent with stated aims of this GMSF.  If the peat moss is retained, 
restored and preserved it can continue to lock in carbon, supporting the GMSF aim to be a 
carbon-neutral city region by 2038.  It is also a local attraction, encouraging people to take 
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up outdoor pursuits, an interest in the environment and to record sightings of endangered 
wildlife and birds, benefiting health and wellbeing. 

Whilst we have calculated (see below) our view of Trafford’s actual housing NEED, we 
recognise that,  in planned builds that are not detailed in the GMSF, there is no indication 
about how many affordable homes will be included and this is the real housing crisis we are 
facing.. 

With this in mind, and given that the 725 homes already approved for build in Carrington are 
not considered to be affordable housing, we believe a specific focus should be given to this 
type of home and suggest that a maximum of 500 affordable homes (of all types, including 
social housing) be built on non-green belt land in the New Carrington area during the plan 
period.  This figure should include plans already being considered, such as Heath Farm 
Lane, where the recent Ecology report suggests that the red listed birds to be impacted by 
the build will be displaced to nearby arable landscape (totally disingenuous, when it is known 
the GMSF plans to build on all those fields, that the bird species concerned have declined by 
over 75% and that birds and wildlife have to fight for their territory when they are displaced).  
These new homes should be consistent with other properties in the area in which they are 
built.  

Restricting new build to non-green belt land would ensure the environment and the breeding 
and feeding grounds of red-listed birds and endangered wildlife species are protected in 
accordance with national, regional and local polices.  This approach will also ensure that the 
green spaces in the area continue to be accessible by the public for walking, cycling and 
horse-riding. 

We, furthermore, suggest that the area set aside for industry and warehousing be 
considerably reduced in size, particularly given the level of industry/warehousing sites in the 
nearby locations of Trafford Park and Manchester Airport.  In addition, the restrictions 
imposed by the COMAH regulations should be further explored over the coming months and, 
in order to support the GMSF aim to develop sustainable communities, this employment site 
should provide a range of employment opportunities to new and existing residents. 

All these proposals should be underpinned by significant improvements to public transport in 
the area to reduce reliance on the car, in accordance with the GMSF policies.  To optimise 
traffic in the Carrington area, we propose that the existing A1 service road is opened up from 
the Isherwood road junction and connects back to the A6144 at the other side of the 
employment area.  This would allow for a variety of traffic flow schemes to be imposed on 
both existing roads.   

With this proposal, each of the existing communities would retain their distinct identities. 

In addition to the specifics mentioned above, the Friends of Carrington Moss would like to 
explore the potential to resurrect the Birch Moss Covert Nature Reserve and to understand 
the future plans for the Shell Pool Reserve.  We are also keen to understand the future plans 
for the solar farm, which can be under-planted with wildflower seeds to attract butterflies and 
bees. 

 

Question 130: Do you agree with the proposed policy GM 46: Timperley Wedge 
(Disagree) 

We object to these proposals for many of the same reasons as set out above. 
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Question 131: Do you have any further comments on the overall proposals for 
Trafford, including the strategic transport interventions. 

The document states (paragraph 7.8) that if the trends (of population growth in the central 
and south of the city region) continue unchecked “then inequalities within Greater 
Manchester could widen significantly”.  So what is the rationale behind the distribution of 
housing requirement to Trafford in the GMSF?  This represents a hugely disproportionate 
level of development for Trafford and is inconsistent with the stated policies within the 
strategy.  Also, given the selective education policies in Trafford, what evidence is there that 
flooding the local market with almost 20,000 properties will impact rising house prices in the 
area? 

What is the purpose of the “affordability uplift”?  The introduction of this calculation 
significantly impacts the Trafford “target”.  It clearly introduces inequity between the districts 
in the region.  The consequences of this inequity will be suffered by Trafford residents and 
this should not be acceptable to any of our politicians. 

We recognise that the number of properties has been calculated using the Government’s 
required methodology (including the affordability uplift), which results in a “target” for Trafford 
to build 25,000 homes during the plan period for the GMSF.  In the current iteration of the 
GMSF, the Trafford allocation “target” is 19,000 homes because 6,000 of the 25,000 homes 
will be built by neighbouring Authorities. 

Of this “target”, between 6,100 and 10,000 homes are proposed to be built on 
Carrington Moss 

Of this “target”, 2,400 homes are proposed to be built on Timperley Wedge 

This leaves between 6,600 and 10,500 homes being built elsewhere in Trafford to meet this 
“target” – let’s call these “other Trafford builds”. 

In 2017, the unmet housing NEED figure for Trafford was 1,096 affordable homes, with over 
2,300 homes being reported as empty. 

Even if this figure has increased (and the empty homes figure has decreased), it 
demonstrates that housing NEED in Trafford is nowhere near the 19,000 calculated using 
the Government’s calculation.  This should NOT be acceptable to any of our politicians. 

In our view, the “other Trafford builds” (between 6,600 and 10,500 homes) will more than 
satisfy Trafford’s actual housing NEED. 

We, therefore, object to any loss of green belt in Trafford, as there is no evidence that there 
is a local requirement to build on green belt land, particularly given our understanding that, if 
the plan period were to be shortened, or if the 2016 household projections were used, there 
would be no necessity to release any green belt land in the city region.  With this in mind, we 
respectfully suggest that this plan should be shortened to a plan period which makes 
the release of green belt unnecessary. 

This is important because no developer would build on brownfield land, whilst green belt is 
available (albeit that they would have to purchase the land itself).  The existing longer term 
plan approach is likely to see areas of brownfield remain undeveloped and areas of green 
belt developed extensively.  Another brownfield identification exercise, which extensively 
involves the public, should be carried out to update the brownfield registers as we believe 
there are many properties and land across Greater Manchester that could be included. 
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We also object to the strategic transport interventions for Trafford because insufficient 
priority has been given to public transport.  We also believe that the Authority (and the 
region) should not support the implementation of HS2, given its impact on the environment, 
on ancient woodlands and on the public purse!  The funding could be better spent on 
urgently needed public transport improvements in the region. 

The GMSF, its policies and all associated documents should clearly state that any transport 
plans and/or highways infrastructure for new developments should NEVER result in 
reductions in air quality for existing residents as it is known that this will have a major impact 
on their health and wellbeing. 

Given the size and scale of development proposed for Trafford, there has been wholly 
inadequate engagement with the existing local communities relating to the issues, needs 
and aspirations for the GMSF.  The communication of, and consultation on, this plan has 
once again been very poor.  There has been no communication to individual homes.  The 
main communication has been left for community-minded individuals and community groups 
to fund and deliver.  Yet when followers of the Friends of Carrington Moss put an information 
sharing poster in one of the local libraries, it was taken down as it was deemed to be 
“political”, despite great care being taken by the community group not to express any views 
of a “political” nature.   

The Friends of Carrington Moss Committee members have not previously responded to 
consultations about this plan because we did not know about it!  Yet some of us have been 
involved in a variety of community groups for many years.  We do not feel sufficiently 
informed or involved.  Many of our followers have stated that they have only found out about 
these plans because of the information on our social media sites. 

It is odd that, for a one day event, such as the Manchester Marathon, funding can be found 
for a leaflet to every home, yet for something as significant as this, there is an A4 black and 
white sheet on a library wall, telling people (if they even notice it) that there is a plan for jobs, 
homes and the environment but with no context so they understand how much it will impact 
their specific area and their own lives.  The Authority’s most vulnerable residents are those 
who are most impacted by the lack of information disseminated and their inability to respond 
to this highly complex, very long-winded, multi-document consultation approach. 

The number of documents which are being consulted upon at the same time is excessive.  
The length of time for the consultation was too short, given the size of those documents and 
the response format was too complex.  The on-line system put many people off from 
responding before they even began to input their responses.  It was not fit for purpose for 
those people who were trying to respond using their mobile phones.  

 

Questions 132 to 137 require local knowledge to respond appropriately. 

 

Question 138: Do you have any further comments on the proposed allocations? 

If, as stated in paragraph 9.1 “The ultimate measure of the plan’s success will be whether it 
has helped to enhance the lives of all residents within Greater Manchester” it is essential 
that this GMSF does not introduce disadvantages for some residents whilst aiming to benefit 
others.  For example, the air quality of existing residents should not be reduced as a 
consequence of delivering this strategy.  Whilst is it absolutely correct to emphasise that 
(paragraph 9.2) “The GMSF has an important role in helping to address [these] inequalities 
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and disadvantages”.  The GMSF should not introduce inequalities and disadvantages and 
this should be stated as a key aim.   

The GMSF states, for example, that it will need to ensure that “all residents share in the 
benefits” of the economic growth.  There should also be equity in the negative aspects of 
growth too.  It seems this is not the case!  The plan will “define a new Green Belt boundary 
for Greater Manchester” but not equity of access to green belt for all Greater Manchester 
residents.  This Green Belt policy is totally inequitable for the residents of Trafford.  Trafford 
currently has the lowest proportion of green belt land, with the exception of the city areas of 
Manchester and Salford.  So whilst the current regional average of green belt land is 47%, 
for Trafford it is only 37%.  Whilst overall, the region has created a reduction in the net loss 
of green belt of 50% since the 2016 iteration of this strategy, in Trafford that reduction in net 
loss of green belt since the 2016 iteration of this strategy is only 22%.  The current version of 
this strategy proposes that Trafford releases almost 15% of the total green belt to be 
released, leaving Trafford residents with access to only 34% green belt, when the regional 
average is 45%.  Whilst it is recognised that total consistency cannot be achieved, the 
numbers here are too extreme to be ignored and should not be accepted by Trafford 
politicians.  The Friends of Carrington Moss object because, as the GMSF aims to 
incentivise growth in the North of the city region, it should have taken the opportunity to 
redress this imbalance in relation to green belt land across the region and reduce Trafford’s 
net loss by a much higher figure.  

That said, we object to any loss of green belt in any part of Greater Manchester, particularly 
given our understanding that, if the plan period were to be shortened, there would be no 
necessity to release green belt land.   

We also believe that if the 2016 household projections were used, no release of green belt 
land would be necessary.  Tax payers have funded the production of the 2016 household 
projections and it is highly unusual for out of date figures to be used in any circumstance.  
We believe these household projections are used for many other purposes.  If this is the 
case, and the Government is correct in their assertion that they are unusable, then answers 
should be sought as to why Greater Manchester tax payers have funded something that is 
unusable.  If, however, the 2016 figures are usable, then ALL our politicians should be 
pushing back on the Government’s methodology to use the 2014 figures.   

Whilst the strategy purports to have a “brownfield preference” approach, we do not believe 
all opportunities to build on brownfield land in the city region have been fully exploited by this 
plan.  This is important because no developer would build on brownfield land, whilst green 
belt is available (albeit that they would have to purchase the land itself).  The existing longer 
term plan approach is likely to see areas of brownfield remain undeveloped and areas of 
green belt developed extensively.   

We believe another brownfield identification exercise, which extensively involves the public, 
should be carried out to update the brownfield registers as we believe there are many 
properties and land across Greater Manchester that could be included. 

In addition, we would also like a stronger commitment to the “brownfield preference” 
approach, and the introduction of a policy which states that no green belt will be released in 
Greater Manchester until all the available brownfield sites are identified and developed.   

Importantly, paragraph 9.24 states that “Good health is one of the key determinants of 
quality of life”.  The GMSF, its policies and all associated documents should clearly state that 
any transport plans and/or highways infrastructure for new developments should NEVER 
result in reductions in air quality for existing residents as it is known that this will have a 
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major impact on their health and wellbeing.  This would support paragraph 9.5 of the 
document, which states that “a key aim must be to raise the quality of all places in a way 
that is sustainable in the long term”, paragraph 9.7 which makes the point that the 
Greater Manchester Strategy sets out the ambition that all parts of GM will (among other 
things) “be well-served by public transport”, paragraph 9.9 which states that “All 
neighbourhoods must be designed to enable residents to live healthier, happier and 
more fulfilling lives”.   

In addition, there are multiple national, regional and local policies and strategies that refer to 
the importance of the environment and sustainable development should take these fully into 
consideration in the GMSF.  In the forward to “A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to 
Improve the Environment”, for example, Theresa May states “We hold our natural 
environment in trust for the next generation. By implementing the measures in this ambitious 
plan, ours can become the first generation to leave that environment in a better state than 
we found it and pass on to the next generation a natural environment protected and 
enhanced for the future”.  

It does not make sense to develop a Clean Air strategy and then prioritise road building in 
the Transport Strategy, when the urgency is for public transport improvements.   

At this time of austerity, it would be scandalous if national, regional or local government 
departments have spent essential tax payer’s money on creating strategies, if those 
strategies are NOT going to be fully embraced, respected and valued (even more so if some 
of that money has been spent on external consultants and other third parties)!  

The GMSF has a vision that Greater Manchester will be a place where all voices are heard 
and where, working together, we can shape our future.  Yet, as set out in our response to 
question 131 above, community engagement for the GMSF has been wholly inadequate and 
the communication of, and consultation on, this plan has once again been very poor.  In 
most areas in Greater Manchester there has been no communication to individual homes.  
The main communication has been left for community-minded individuals and community 
groups to fund and deliver.  In addition, the number of documents which are being consulted 
upon at the same time is excessive.  The length of time for the consultation was too short, 
given the size of those documents and the response format was too complex.  The on-line 
system put many people off from responding before they even began to input their 
responses.  It was not fit for purpose for those people who were trying to respond using their 
mobile phones.  

We believe the strategy itself could be bolder.  As set out above, if it were, we would, for 
example, have the unmet affordable housing need being addressed first (and nothing else).  
If it were, we would have public transport improvements being fore-fronted, and initiatives 
such as free bus travel in the city region being explored.  If it were bold, we would have 
specific policies relating to land previously designated as green belt (where there is 
absolutely no other option but to build on green belt), for example, a policy which states that 
only "affordable" housing can be built on land previously designated as green belt. 

Whilst the policy statement GM-S 2 includes reference to “increasing carbon sequestration 
through the restoration of peat-based habitats, woodland management and tree-planting”, 
further clarity is needed on the approach to achieving this aim when, elsewhere in the 
GMSF, there are plans to build on carbon-capturing peat moss.  We respectfully suggest 
that, given the anticipated impact of climate change, all remaining Greater Manchester 
peat moss lands should be restored and preserved to maximise potential for carbon 
sequestration.   
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Question 139: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Infrastructure 
Implementation  

Disagree 

The people who will be most impacted by the delivery of this strategy are missed from the 
list of stakeholders.  Residents should be at the top of the list.  They may not be involved in 
the “technical” (in the broadest sense of the word) discussions, but they should be fully 
engaged and communicated with.  The communication so far on this GMSF strategy has 
been appalling.  There has been a total reliance on residents understanding what a GMSF is 
and why they should be interested.  There has been very little communication other than via 
the internet, so the most vulnerable in our society have been omitted from the process.  
There has been no effort to engage with young people, who will arguably be most affected of 
all, it is their future. 

 

Question 140: Do you agree with the proposed policy on Developer Contribution  

Mostly Agree 

The policy should make reference to a significantly higher levy for any development on 
green belt, to make brownfield more attractive. 

 


