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Friends of Carrington Moss 
Matter Number 10 

Matter 10 Places for People  
 
Issue 10.1 Are policies JP-P1 to JP-P7 justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy?  
 
Policy JP-P1 Sustainable Places  
Q10.1. Is Policy JP-P1 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? 
In particular:  
a) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework 
to inform the preparation of local plans?  
b) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework 
to inform the preparation and determination of planning applications?  
 
Policy JP-P1 should be modified to: 
• remove the words “wherever appropriate” from the first paragraph 
• strengthen criterion 1A to specify that irreplaceable habitats will not be negatively 

affected by new development 
• strengthen criterion 3B to include the requirements set out in paragraph 9.2 

(particularly confirming that residents “should be able to actively contribute to decisions 
about places that will affect them”) 

• amend criterion 4 to state that development must not impact existing levels of 
resilience, increase carbon emissions, flood events or air, noise or light pollution 

• update criterion 14 to confirm that the Transport Strategy 2040 will prioritise public 
transport  

• confirm that the Allocations within Chapter 11 of the Plan must conform to the criteria 
set out within the Policy 

The Policy should clarify that it is the strategic framework which underpins Local Plans and 
that all Planning Applications will be measured against their compliance with the Policy. 
 
Word Count: 148 
 
 

Policy JP-P2 Heritage  
 
Q10.2. Is Policy JP-P2 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In 
particular:  
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a) Will JP-P2 be effective in dealing with designated and non-designated 
heritage assets?  
 
Whilst the Policy suggests that GM will proactively “positively conserve, sustain and 
enhance its historic environment and heritage assets and their settings”, to be 
effective, the Policy must include all designated and non-designated heritage assets, 
including those that relate to our environmental heritage.   
The current limited focus on our environmental heritage should be extended, 
particularly in view of the commitment to update the existing records (paragraph 
9.12), as recommended in the Historic Environment Background Paper 2020.  The 
importance of conserving and protecting assets such as the Deer Park at Warburton 
and the Rides at Carrington Moss, for example, cannot be over emphasised.  These, 
and other similar, environmental heritage assets, also contribute significantly to GM’s 
sense of place and distinctive identity (page 179) and should be protected from harm, 
both within this document and in Local Plans. 
Unless the Allocations are removed from this Plan and considered within Local Plans, 
there should be a prominent summary of the Heritage Assessments which cover 
each Allocation.  This summary should provide a synopsis, bringing together in a very 
brief document the information contained in the Historic Environment Assessment 
Reports, plus other relevant local information.  This additional evidence is essential in 
considering whether to seek alternatives to releasing green belt. 
From a brief review of the documents available within this Plan, it seems that only 
one site (Seedfield in Bury) has been assessed as Green (08.01.01).  Twelve sites 
were assessed at Red (these are highlighted for concerns over the impact on 
designated and non-designated heritage assets) in 2019. 

 
b) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation of local plans with particular regard to be able to determine 
which specific requirements are to be taken forward into local plans?  
 
The Plan should clarify that all aspects of this Policy are applicable to Local Plans. 
 

c) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation and determination of planning applications?  
 
The Plan should confirm that the Allocations are required to comply with the requirements of 
this Policy. 
 

d) Is JP-P2 justified and consistent with national policy, in particular NPPF 190 
(Criteria c and d) relating to character and distinctiveness?  
 
The Plan should clarify how new development will make positive contributions to local 
character and distinctiveness.  As mentioned in response to Q10a) above, the Plan must 
confirm that environmental assets must be considered when considering the contribution 
made by the historic environment to the character of a place. 
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Word Count: 333 
 
 

Policy JP-P3 cultural facilities  
 
Q10.3. Is Policy JP-P3 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In 
particular:  
a) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform (i) the preparation of local plans and (ii) the preparation and determination 
of planning applications?  
b) The requirements of the policy relating to the Creative Improvement Districts 
(Criteria 7 and 8).  
 
Again, this Policy is totally focused on the Urban areas.  The Policy should be updated to 
confirm that the continued enhancement of cultural opportunities is central to place-making 
across Greater Manchester, including those in GM’s rural communities.   
The Plan should clarify that all aspects of this Policy are applicable to Local Plans. 
The Plan should confirm that the Allocations are required to comply with the requirements of 
this Policy. 
 
Word Count: 69 
 
 

Q10.4. Is the proposed modification to the supporting text for policy JP-P3 
necessary to make the Plan sound? If so, are they effective in that regard?  
 
The modification needs to be updated to ensure JP-P3 incorporates proactively developing 
and supporting cultural businesses and attractions in GM’s rural communities in addition to 
cities and towns. 
 
Word Count: 28 
 
 
Policy Strat12 Main Town Centres and Policy JP-P4 New Retail and Leisure 
uses in Town Centres  
 
Q10.5. Are policies JP-Strat12 and JP-P4 justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy? In particular:  
a) Are they clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework 
to inform (i) the preparation of local plans and (ii) the preparation and 
determination of planning applications?  
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b) Are the requirements of policy JP-P4 relating to the hierarchy of town centres 
sufficiently clear?  
 
Stating that (paragraph 9.18) “Our town centres are at the heart of our communities” is to 
ignore all those for whom specific locations in our rural areas are at the core their 
communities.  Rural businesses too must “adapt to changing markets” (paragraph 9.19).  
Leisure and tourism are as much a part of the rural communities as they are a part of our 
urban areas. 
 
Word Count: 64 
 
 

Policy JP-P5 Education, Skills and Knowledge  
 
Q10.6. Is Policy JP-P5 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In 
particular:  
a) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation of local plans?  
b) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation and determination of planning applications?  
 
Whilst GM has acknowledged the challenge in relation to school places and that provision is 
a priority (paragraph 9.26), there is no evidence within the Plan to demonstrate how 
sufficient school and nursery places will be provided to meet the needs of the population 
growth being proposed.   
The Policy suggests (page 195) that planners will work with education providers to forecast 
likely changes in demand.  Yet, as an example, for JPA33, our FOI request revealed that 
Trafford estimated the number of school places based on the assumption that 33% of the 
New Carrington homes will be 1 bedroomed dwellings.  This is despite document 10.09.07 
(page 79) stating that the “site will primarily deliver family housing at a medium density” and 
that this assumption is not borne out by the information available in relation to developments 
within the Allocation area that have already commenced.Our calculations suggest 
significantly higher numbers than the 680 additional primary and 486 additional secondary 
school places (10.09.07 paragraph 24.5) estimated by Trafford.  There is no mention of the 
number of additional nursery places that will be required.  The document confirms 
(paragraph 24.6) that there are few primary school vacancies in the area (in fact, demand for 
school places is a Red risk on Trafford’s Strategic Register).  The paragraph goes on to 
suggest that the provision of a new school will be considered during the master planning 
process.  This is too late.  A decision will have been made to release the green belt and 
move ahead with the development without confirmation that there is sufficient land supply to 
meet the school places needed.   
The Policy needs to be strengthened to incorporate the NPPF paragraph 95 emphasis on 
the provision of sufficient choice of school places for both existing and new communities.  
There is currently no evidence that such choice will be available.  Furthermore, the school 
and nursery places provided should be in locations that meet the needs of the sustainability 
objectives of the NPPF and this Plan.  This means parents should not have to drive their 
children to school. 
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These requirements must be demonstrably deliverable prior to the decision to release the 
green belt and clear evidence of how the required school and nursery places will be fulfilled 
should be provided to support decisions about all the Allocations within this Plan.   
The Policy also suggests that developers may be required to make a financial contribution to 
the provision of school places (and/or set aside land for a new school) proportionate to the 
additional demand they would generate.  Developers will also be expected to fund new 
roads, contribute to affordable housing, support the introduction of public transport options, 
address acute drainage issues and potentially tackle contamination, bringing the viability of 
the Allocations into question. 
The Policy aims to enable “delivery of new and improved accessible facilities for all ages, 
such as early years, schools, further and higher education”.  We have estimated the figures 
for GM in the tables below, using the 2037 (lower) requirement estimate and the Existing 
Land Supply Figure of 170,000 homes. 

 
 

 
Given this high level estimate for almost 120,000 additional school and nursery places 
across GM (for land supply without the release of green belt), the Policy should indicate 
how such a requirement will be delivered. 
As suggested in our original response, criterion 2 (page 185) of the Policy should be updated 
to include nursery places. 
The Plan should clarify that all aspects of this Policy are applicable to Local Plans. 
The Plan should confirm that the Allocations are required to comply with the requirements of 
this Policy. 
 
Word Count: 592 
 
 
Policy JP-P6 Health  
Q10.7. Is Policy JP-P6 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In 
particular:  
a) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation of local plans and,  

ONS 2018-based Subnational Population Projections (Table 2)
2023 2037

Nursery Age 172,568 5.98% 181,250 5.98%
(0-4)

School Age 552,649 19.16% 530,916 17.51%
(5-19)

170,000  Homes (Land Supply)
2.38 Housing Occupancy (2011 Census)

404,600  Projected Population

(Using 2037 Projection)
24,184    Estimated Number of Nursery Places
95,023    Estimated Number of School Places

119,207  Estimated Total Places Required
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b) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation and determination of planning applications, with particular 
regard to the requirements for Health Impact Assessments?  
 
Tackling health inequalities should not be optional!  The words “as far as practicable” should 
be removed from the first sentence of the Policy and the words “where appropriate” should 
be removed from criterion 1. 
The Plan does not comply with NPPF paragraphs 92 and 93.  The Policy is not supported by 
evidence that demonstrates how the mental and physical health and wellbeing of existing 
and new populations will be serviced.  Even without the release of green belt, the Plan 
proposes to increase the GM population by over 400,000 people.  Yet there are no proposals 
for a new hospital within the Plan and we are all aware of the current concerns about over-
stretched health services. 
In addition, the Allocations lack evidence to demonstrate that they will not result in the 
deterioration of the health and wellbeing of existing and new residents, and, particularly, will 
not lead to greater health inequalities (which would be contrary to the aims set out at 
paragraph 9.31). 
Whilst the Policy calls for a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) for new development (criterion 
C), such an assessment should have been provided to underpin decisions about each 
Allocation.  These developments will have considerable impacts on the health and wellbeing 
of existing residents (through, for example, significant increases in air, noise and light 
pollution).  A comprehensive HIA for each Allocation may, for example, have resulted in 
alternative options to new roads being considered (especially given the aims of the Transport 
Strategy 2040.   
Increasing reliance on road transport (which is what the Allocations in unsustainable 
locations will achieve) will lead to further health inequalities.  The Government’s Public 
Health briefing (May 2016) suggests that “it has been estimated that half of the UK’s £10bn 
cost per annum of air pollution comes from road transport” and that “Disadvantaged areas 
also tend to have a higher density of main roads, leading to poorer air quality, higher noise 
levels and higher collision rates”.  Health inequalities are further exacerbated because 
“residents of deprived communities tend to travel less than the better off, but feel the impact 
of other people’s travel.  In short, increasing car dependency has led to increasing 
unfairness”.  The decision to focus on building new roads rather than sustainable 
passenger/freight transport in Allocation JPA33, for example, is a clear illustration of this. 
The Plan should clarify that all aspects of this Policy are applicable to Local Plans. 
The Plan should confirm that the Allocations are required to comply with the requirements of 
this Policy. 
 
Word Count: 410 
 
 

Policy JP-P7 sport and recreation  
 
Q10.8. Is Policy JP-P7 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? In 
particular:  
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a) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation of local plans with particular regard to the development of 
a ‘common standard for designated play areas’ (Criterion 2)?  
b) Is it clearly written such that it will provide an effective strategic framework to 
inform the preparation and determination of planning applications?  
c) Are the requirements relating to standards (Criteria 3,4 and 7) justified?  
d) Is the requirement relating to the location of recreation facilities (Criterion 5) 
justified?  
 
The Plan does not comply with NPPF paragraph 98 as there is no evidence that the Policy is 
“based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the need for open space, sport and 
recreation facilities”.  For this Policy to deliver a more inclusive Greater Manchester 
(paragraph 9.1) more consideration needs to be given to the loss of sport and recreation 
facilities that will ensue from the planned release of 2,430 hectares of green belt, as set out 
elsewhere in this Plan. 
Such an assessment should be made for each Allocation prior to their inclusion in this Plan.  
The Policy will not, for example, enhance the lives of residents in the JPA33 area (paragraph 
9.1) when those residents are no longer able to traverse the mosslands with ease.  It will not 
enhance the lives of those people who currently walk, cycle or horse ride the many traffic-
free routes across Carrington Moss, including the Transpennine Trail, because they will, in 
future, be participating in those activities next to highly polluting major new roads, which will 
be unhealthy, unsafe and unpleasant.   
As just one example of non-compliance with national policy, JPA 33 will not fulfil the 
requirements of NPPF paragraph 99, which states explicitly that existing open space should 
not be built on unless an assessment demonstrates the open space is surplus to 
requirements, or that the loss would be replaced by equivalent/better provision in a suitable 
location or that the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the 
benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.  No such 
assessment is available for this or other Allocations.   
For JPA 33, there are over 1,000 horses stabled on and around Carrington Moss.  Horse 
riding is a daily activity, benefiting large numbers of residents and children with Special 
Educational Needs.  The proposed development will prevent access to traffic-free circular 
routes for horse riding, severely curtailing these activities and impacting both the businesses 
(stabling, livery services and their supply chains) and the users themselves.   
JPA 33 also does not comply with NPPF paragraph 100, which states that planning policies 
and decisions “should protect and enhance public rights of way and access, including taking 
opportunities to provide better facilities for users, for example by adding links to existing 
rights of way networks including National Trails”.  The Allocation will fracture existing 
PROWs, impacting numerous users.  Given the many other demands on developer 
contributions and Council funding, there is no confidence that existing PROWs will be 
enhanced.  As mentioned elsewhere, there will be significant increases to air, noise and light 
pollution, impacting both human and wildlife populations and impacting recreational 
activities, such as nature spotting, bird watching and wildlife photography.     
Given the benefits of physical activity (paragraph 9.36) and the goal to positively change the 
lives of GM residents through physical activity and sports (9.34), more weight needs to be 
given to the impact of development on existing sport and recreation facilities.  Evidence 
should be included for each Allocation to demonstrate that there will be no impact on existing 
professionals and children, who play and train in those areas, from the increased air and 
noise pollution that will arise during and following development.  In addition, in ensuring the 
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continued availability of sport and recreation facilities (paragraph 9.38), reference should be 
made to the importance of air quality standards in and around those amenities.   
The words “where appropriate” should be removed from Criterion 3 and the Plan should 
clarify what criteria will result in the need for more comprehensive and detailed recreation 
standards being required for Local Plans than those set out in this document. 
Criterion 4 needs to be more explicit about what constitutes “facilities commensurate with the 
demand they would generate” and how Allocations/planning applications will be measured to 
determine whether they meet this criterion.   
The words “where possible” should be removed from criterion 7 and the Policy should be 
updated to determine when this criterion applies and when it does not. 
The Plan should clarify that all aspects of this Policy are applicable to Local Plans. 
The Plan should confirm that the Allocations are required to comply with the requirements of 
this Policy. 
 
Word Count: 691 
 
 

Q10.9. Is the proposed modification to the supporting text for policy JP-P7 
necessary to make the Plan sound? If so, are they effective in that regard?  
 
The Plan should not include the words “where appropriate” or “where possible” anywhere in 
the document.  To make Policies effective, criteria should be determined to confirm when 
they apply (and when they do not).   
 
Word Count: 34 
 
 
 

Total Word Count: 2,369 
 
Kind regards 
Marj Powner (Chair) 
Friends of Carrington Moss 
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