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Friends of Carrington Moss 
Matter Number 11 

Matter 11 Connected Places  

 

Issue 11.1 Are transport policies JP-Strat14, JP-C1 and JP-C3 to JP-
C7 justified, effective and consistent with national policy?  
Q11.1. Are transport policies JP-Strat14, JP-C1 and JP-C3 to JP-C7 justified and 
consistent with national policy?  
 
The wording of the transport Policies needs to be strengthened to ensure consistency with 
national policy, particularly in relation to the requirement to Promote Sustainable Transport 
(paragraphs 104 – 106).  The Policies should emphasise that they apply to all future 
development, including the Allocations. 
Given that a key priority for GM (paragraph 10.1) is to deliver an integrated network “whilst 
protecting the environment, improving air quality and transitioning to a zero carbon future”, 
there is insufficient emphasis on the actions needed to move to sustainable transport (as 
expected by PPG, paragraph: 001 - Reference ID: 54-001-20141010), particularly in the 
areas covered by the Allocations. 
Word Count: 103 
 
In particular:  

a) The various references to investment in infrastructure (JP-Strat14, JP-C1 
and JP-C3)?  

 
Infrastructure investment should aim to significantly expand public transport options, not 
focus on building new roads, which will create more traffic and increase carbon emissions.  
Maximising sustainable passenger (and freight) transport options will bring the greatest value 
to the public purse as the resulting improvements to air quality will, among other benefits, 
reduce the costs of healthcare provision.   
Such an investment would be aligned with the aims of District Climate Emergency Action 
Plans.  A commitment to provide more reliable, frequent and affordable public transport 
across GM, alongside reducing the number of general car parking spaces and increasing the 
number of park and ride options, would help address the challenges of traffic congestion 
(paragraph 10.5), which, without intervention, is likely to increase significantly.  Paragraph 
10.17 confirms that the population growth set out in this Plan could lead to over 800,000 
additional residential trips each day and that there is expected to be increases in traffic as a 
result of growth in neighbouring areas.   
Any investment strategy must be accompanied by clear, easily digestible, robust evidence, 
as set out in PPG paragraph: 002 (Reference ID: 54-002-20141010).  PPG paragraph: 005 
(Reference ID: 54-005-20141010) highlights the need for producing a transport assessment 
in collaboration with all key stakeholders.  Given residents have not been involved, these 
assessments should be reviewed with the benefit of resident input. 
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The investment must also be fairly distributed across all communities.  We are concerned 
that some residents (particularly those in GM’s rural areas) will be left behind.  The Plan 
needs to verify that ensuring maximum benefit is achieved will not result in locations that 
remain “not particularly well-served by public transport” (paragraph 10.43) are all in GM’s 
rural areas. 
GM has a strategic aim (paragraph 10.57) for 50% of all journeys to be made via active travel 
or public transport by 2040 and states that (09.01.01 p8) their Right Mix approach “is 
expected to lead to zero net growth in motor vehicle traffic in Greater Manchester 
between 2017 and 2040”.  These strategic aims suggest the congestion on GM’s existing 
routes will be significantly reduced over the coming years.   
All planned investment in new roads should, therefore, be removed from the Plan for further 
consideration and consultation with residents, including investment in “targeted 
improvements to the highway network” (paragraph 10.61).  Given that 2040 is now less than 
20 years away, these transport Policies suggest there is no business case for the 
construction of any new major roads (because within 20 years they will not be needed).   
In addition, each District, each Health Authority and the GMCA have declared a Climate 
Emergency, so should be prioritising reductions in carbon emissions and air, noise and light 
pollution.  It is not Positively Prepared or Justified to suggest (paragraph 10.71) that “Many 
logistics sites in the Plan area will be reliant on road-based freight, taking advantage of the 
strategic location within the national motorway network”.  This approach will lead to 
significant numbers of HGVs on GM’s roads, resulting in increases to carbon emissions and 
pollution and is contrary to those declarations of a climate emergency.  Suggesting that 
(same paragraph) this Policy reinforces the importance of delivering strategic highway 
improvements is counter-productive to the desire to drive such traffic onto water and rail.   
Policy JP-C6 needs to be amended to clarify that any new development which would 
otherwise result in significant number of additional HGVs on our highways must invest in 
sustainable freight transport options.  This is essential if the aim (paragraph 10.70) that 
“more freight should be moved by rail and water” is to be achieved and, given that HS2 is 
being imposed across our green belt, it should be promoted for both passenger and freight 
transport.   
We assume that the capacity of the road network has been assessed, including for all 
Allocations, in accordance with PPG paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 54-007-20141010, which 
states that “where there is known to be a significant level of heavy goods vehicles traffic, a 
classified count (identifying all vehicles separately) should be provided”.  The information 
related to expected HGV traffic numbers should be clearly and transparently available.  
Criterion 1 (Policy JP-C6) should be amended to the following wording ‘Protecting and 
enhancing existing rail- and water-served sites and associated infrastructure’ 
We do not support the expansion of air freight activities at Manchester Airport.  Given the 
climate emergency, the Policy (JP-C6) should be amended to state that air freight activities 
will not be expanded at Manchester Airport until climate-friendly air fuel is available and in 
use. 
 
Word Count: 745 
 
b) Following the Global Street Design Guide hierarchy (JP-C1). 
 
In setting out the hierarchy to prioritise active travel and public transport, the Policy Criterion 
5 is aligned with planning guidance which sets out that “planning should actively manage 
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patterns of growth in order to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and 
cycling”.   
Whilst the label has been removed in the modification, this requirement follows national 
policy to promote sustainable transport options.  In addition, the Government provides 
guidance on Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements which states that, 
although focused on decision-taking, the guidance may also be useful in plan-making if LPAs 
believe “Transport Assessments can beneficially inform their Local Plans (for example, in 
order to facilitate the use of sustainable modes of transport)”. 
The guidance also suggests that the primary purpose of a Travel Plan is to identify 
opportunities for the effective promotion and delivery of sustainable transport in connection 
with both proposed and existing developments and through this to thereby reduce the 
demand for travel by less sustainable modes. 
 
Word Count: 164 
 
c) Development being planned with walking and cycling as the primary means of 
local access and fully integrated into the existing walking and cycling 
infrastructure (JP-C5)  
 
It is essential that the Policy makes it clearer that the requirement to ensure new 
developments are “planned and constructed with walking and cycling as the primary means 
of local access” (page 214) is not negotiable.  See also our response to (b) above. 
 
Word Count: 43 
 
d) The transport requirements for new development (JP-C7)  
 
Given the climate emergency and the impact of traffic on the health and wellbeing of both 
citizens and wildlife, it is critical to get decisions right, not only about the design of new 
development (paragraph 10.74), but also the location (paragraph 10.73).  This Policy needs 
to be strengthened to achieve this.   
We welcome the wording in Criterion 6 (page 214), which confirms that, in order to meet the 
requirements of JP-C7, new or amended public transport services will be subsidised where 
the development would otherwise have inadequate public transport access.  It should be 
stressed in the Policy that, if an area cannot be provided with good public transport 
(paragraph 10.76), that location will not be considered suitable for development and any 
Allocations that are unable to commit to the provision of good public transport services will 
be withdrawn from the Plan.   
The Policy also suggests that GM will “require new development to be located and designed 
to enable and encourage walking, cycling and public transport use, to reduce the negative 
effects of car dependency” and NPPF paragraph 105 states that “Significant development 
should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the 
need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes”.   
Paragraph 10.76 of the Plan states that “Improvements to the public transport network are 
planned, but it will be impossible to provide every area with good public transport access at 
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all times”.  This could constitute non-compliance with national policy, especially given GM 
has chosen to locate development in unsustainable green belt locations.  
The Policy requires new developments to ensure they are planned and constructed with 
“walking and cycling as the primary means of local access”.  If this is the case, there is no 
justification for the construction of major new roads. 
Using JPA33 as an example, the site selection criteria reveals that the Allocation is not in a 
sustainable location and the Transport Delivery Plan (09.01.02) confirms that there are no 
commitments to sustainable passenger or freight transport options.  This suggests that the 
Allocation does not comply with this Policy nor national policy.  In fact, this Allocation has 
only one commitment, and that is to a new road, which does not comply with Policy JP-C1 
(Criterion 5) requirement to follow the transport hierarchy. 
The Policy should stress that the impact of traffic volumes on the road network will be 
assessed in accordance with PPG paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 54-007-20141010, which 
states that “where there is known to be a significant level of heavy goods vehicles traffic, a 
classified count (identifying all vehicles separately) should be provided” and that the 
information related to expected HGV traffic numbers will be clearly and transparently 
available.  Given that the guidance suggests that Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and 
Statements should be proportionate to the size and scope of the proposed development to 
which they relate, there is no need to use the words “where appropriate” in the Policy.  The 
words “where appropriate” should be removed from all the Criteria in the Policy. 
 
Word Count: 505 
 

Q11.2. Are policies JP-Strat14 and JP-C1 to JP-C7 clearly written such that they 
will provide an effective strategic framework to inform (a) the preparation of local 
plans and (b) the preparation and determination of planning applications?  
 
The Policies should clarify that they comprise the strategic framework which underpins 
Local Plans.  The Plan should clarify that all aspects of these Policies are applicable to 
Local Plans and should confirm that the Allocations and any future planning applications 
are required to comply with the requirements set out in the Policies.  Where Allocations 
or planning applications do not comply with these Policies, they will be withdrawn/not 
approved. 
 
Word Count: 68 
 
 
Q11.3. Is it legally compliant and consistent with national policy for JP-Strat14 and 
JP-C1 to JP-C7 to support and facilitate the delivery of the Greater Manchester 
Transport Strategy 2040?  
 
Government guidance suggests that Travel Plans are “long-term management strategies for 
integrating proposals for sustainable travel into the planning process”.  If the Transport 
Strategy 2040 (09.01.01), supported by the Transport Delivery Plan (09.01.02), aim to carry 
out such a purpose, they should be focused on sustainable passenger and freight transport 
solutions, together with active travel options.   
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The transport Policies and documents 09.01.01/09.01.02 aim to be consistent with national 
policy to Promote Sustainable Transport.  GM has a strategic aim (paragraph 10.57) for 50% 
of all journeys to be made via active travel or public transport by 2040 and states that 
(09.01.01, p8) the Right Mix approach “is expected to lead to zero net growth in motor 
vehicle traffic in Greater Manchester between 2017 and 2040”.   
Those strategic aims, which suggest the congestion on GM’s existing routes will be 
significantly reduced over the coming years, should be emphasised more forcefully in the 
Plan.  Those aims should have resulted in the Plan and the Transport Delivery Plan 
(09.01.02) prioritising sustainable passenger and freight transport options in all locations.   
As mentioned above, this has not been the case and the only commitment for JPA33, for 
example, is to a new road.  Despite being the largest Allocation in the Plan (described in 
03.04.01, paragraph 6.31 as “the only opportunity in Greater Manchester to deliver a new 
settlement of significant size”), there are no trams, no trains and no commitment to increased 
bus services (we have checked this via an FOI request). 
The requirement for modal change is not reflected in the Allocations, which do not comply 
with the requirements of the transport Policies.  JP-Strat 14, for example, states that “New 
development will have a significant role in delivering our future sustainable and integrated 
transport network in order to reduce car dependency and increase levels of walking, cycling 
and public transport” and Policy JP-C1 stating (criterion 3) that “Locating and designing 
development, to deliver a significant increase in the proportion of trips that can be made by 
walking, cycling and public transport”.   
The Transport Strategy 2040 (09.01.01), the Transport Delivery Plan (09.01.02) and the 
transport Policies should have been focused on delivering the benefits set out in the 
Government’s guidance, which suggests that Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and 
Statements can (among other benefits) positively contribute to: 
• encouraging sustainable travel 
• reducing carbon emissions and climate impacts 
• improving health outcomes and quality of life 
• reducing the need for new development to increase existing road capacity or provide 

new roads. 
 
Word Count: 411 

 
 

Issue 11.2 Is policy JP-C2 relating to digital connectivity justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy?  
 

Q11.4. Is policy JP-C2 relating to digital connectivity justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy? In particular:  
• The expectation that developers will work and share costs with telecoms 
operators as appropriate to maximise coverage and enable consumers to make 
informed choices.  
• The expectation that internet connections will work immediately when residents 
move into new properties.  
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• The requirement for all new developments to have full fibre to premises 
connections unless technically infeasible, and to incorporate multiple-ducting 
compliant with telecoms standards.  
 
This Policy does not address the inequalities faced by GM’s rural areas.  Whilst it is 
recognised (paragraph 10.32) that digital and mobile access can be challenging in rural 
areas, there is no requirement in the Policy itself to improve this situation.  So, the way the 
Policy is currently articulated, new development will have access to high-speed, full-fibre 
connectivity (page 203) and our existing rural communities will remain challenged by the lack 
of consistent services.   
 
Word Count: 74 
 
 
 

 
 

Total Word Count: 2,113 
 
Kind regards 
Marj Powner (Chair) 
Friends of Carrington Moss 
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