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Friends of Carrington Moss 
Matter Number 7 

Matter 7 Places for Jobs  
Policies JP-J1 – JPJ4  
Q7.1. Are policies JP-J1 to JP-J4 justified, consistent with national policy and 
effective?  In particular:  
a) Do the locations identified in JP-J1 part G and parts 1-4 of policy JP-J3 fully 
reflect and help deliver the strategy set out in policies JP-Strat1 – JP-Strat12?  
b) Is the final paragraph of policy JP-J3 justified and consistent with national 
policy, in particular NPPF 82d which requires planning policies to be flexible to 
accommodate unanticipated needs, allow new and flexible working practices and 
enable rapid response to changing circumstances?  
c) Are criteria A - C of policy JP-J4 justified and effective in expecting 
developments of more than 100,000 sqm to provide opportunities for 
manufacturing businesses, units capable of accommodating small and medium 
enterprises and overnight parking for heavy goods vehicles?  
 
To demonstrate sustainability, the Plan needs to balance the needs of the economy, the 
culture and the environment.  We believe this Plan is too focused on specific aspects of the 
economy and insufficiently directed towards balancing factors.   
As an example, the Plan does not comply with NPPF paragraphs 84 and 85 (Supporting a 
prosperous rural economy).  With paragraph 84 a) stating that planning policies and 
decisions should enable the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in 
rural areas and paragraph 85 suggesting that it is important to ensure that development is 
sensitive to its surroundings, does not have an unacceptable impact on local roads and 
exploits any opportunities to make a location more sustainable, highlighting that the use of 
previously developed land, and sites that are physically well-related to existing settlements, 
should be encouraged where suitable opportunities exist. 
The Plan is also not consistent with NPPF paragraph 83, which states that businesses 
should be situated in suitably accessible locations.  To comply, storage and distribution 
organisations (for example) should be sited in close proximity to sustainable freight options, 
not proposed in isolated, unsustainable green belt locations. 
It is unreasonable for the Plan to prioritise “a high level of choice and flexibility” (Employment 
Topic Paper, paragraph 8.16) at the cost of the unnecessary loss of green belt, deterioration 
of the health and wellbeing of GM residents and the decline wildlife species, especially as 
there is no evidence in the Plan which demonstrates what the “cost” of those losses will be in 
terms of, for example, reducing the rural economy, loss of natural capital benefits or 
assessment of the impact of the change of land use on the health and wellbeing of human 
and wildlife populations.  To be consistent with national policy, and effective in delivery, 
brownfield sites, particularly those in sustainable locations, should demonstrably take 
precedence in the Plan (see our response to Q7.2 below).   
The Employment Topic Paper says (paragraph 8.15) that there “is evidence that past 
industrial and warehousing completions have been constrained by a lack of suitable sites 
within the plan area, resulting in the city-region being unable to compete for some major 
occupiers."  We can find no evidence demonstrating this assertion and it is not borne out by 
the number of vacant warehousing sites across GM.  It is, therefore, not Justified and is 
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premature to determine that green belt should be released to provide sites for industrial and 
warehousing employment, in unsustainable locations.  Consideration should instead be 
given to pointing developers to existing sites (even where they may be in need of some 
refurbishment).  Furthermore, a detailed review of available land supply should be carried 
out (in collaboration with local residents and their representatives) prior to the release of any 
green belt in GM. 
Whilst we recognise the importance of economic growth, what should be central (paragraph 
6.1) is addressing the climate emergency and ensuring the improved health and wellbeing of 
GM’s residents.  Employment, and, therefore, economic growth, should be part of that 
aspiration, not the other way round.  It is an important difference, especially as prosperity 
can be measured in ways other than just wealth and, as mentioned at paragraph 6.11 
“Growth today must not come at the expense of the ability to deliver sustained prosperity and 
quality of life”.  JP-J1 needs to be updated.  Criterion B does not mention the rural economy 
nor nature-based opportunities, which should both have a key focus as GM comprises 
almost 50% green belt land and genuinely “green” jobs should be encouraged given the 
document acknowledges the increasing effects of climate change and the associated 
repercussions, along with GM’s carbon neutral aims. 
A focus on a rural strategy could also help address some of the “significant economic 
disparities” set out at paragraph 6.8 and support the Plan in achieving sustainable 
development.   
Criterion C – does not mention rural assets, such as Grade 1, 2 and 3 best and most 
versatile agricultural land, nor GM’s natural capital assets, such as our peatmosses. 
 

a) Given that neither JP-J1 part G, nor any of the other Policies in this section mention 
New Carrington (JP-Strat 11), nor is it shown on Figure 6.1 (Strategic Locations, 
p112), the green belt and POL elements of this Allocation should be removed.   

 
b) Given it is clear that there have been changes to working practices, following the 

pandemic, there is a need to ensure that empty office space is rapidly redeployed for 
other purposes (as set out in NPPF 82d).  Where vacant office floorspace is 
unsuitable for housing, it could be repurposed for other employment uses, including 
warehousing.  The final paragraph of JP-J3 should, therefore, be removed. 

 
c) The criteria relating to sites expecting developments larger than 100,000m2 should be 

considered in relation to the air, noise and light pollution they will cause to local 
residents and wildlife.  Manufacturing, could, for example, be both noisy and 
polluting.  Late night/early morning HGV traffic can result in real health issues for 
residents who suffer repeated disturbances.  Criteria D should be an explicit 
requirement, rather than a “nice to have”. 

 
Word Count: 840 
 
Q7.2. a) Is the suggested modification to policy JP-J2 to include reference to 
chapter 11 necessary for soundness? b) Does reference to ‘minimising the need 
for any further Green Belt release’ mean the policy is proposing that district local 
plans could remove land from the Green Belt to provide additional floorspace to 
that identified in Table 6.2?  
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a) Policy JP-J2 should be modified to confirm that green belt will not be released until all 
previously developed land (PDL) has been fully utilised.  Currently, JP-J2 does not 
explicitly promote the preference for delivery of PDL, making it inconsistent with 
national policy (NPPF 119) and Objective 3 of this Plan.  This will result in the 
Allocations coming forward as soon as the Plan is approved, meaning green belt will 
be developed first, and brownfield land will remain unused.   
As we suggested in our response (p96) a small net reduction in growth should be 
made to accommodate the retention of green belt as it is important to mitigating 
climate change, provides a number of ecosystem services and offers a variety of 
other beneficial uses.Given JP-J2 states that the selective land to be removed from 
green belt will result in “well-connected employment land supply” and paragraph 6.28 
suggests that the Plan will “support environmental objectives by reducing the number 
of HGV journeys from the ports and distribution parks across England”, any 
Allocation in chapter 11 that does not meet these criteria should be withdrawn.  
The documents confirm there is currently uncertainty, following Brexit and the 
aftermath of the pandemic (now exacerbated by the war in Ukraine), severe climate 
change incidents are expected to increase (such as extreme weather events) and the 
Plan lacks key evidence (such as access to the most up-to-date land supply data, 
detailed carbon emissions implications, the impact on natural capital of the changes 
of land use, etc).  The Plan is unable to demonstrate that the Allocations will deliver 
sustainable development.   
Any Allocation set out in chapter 11 of the Plan that does not fully comply with 
national policy and/or the Objectives and Policies within this Plan should be 
withdrawn and dealt with in Local Plans, following genuine consultation with local 
residents, and a comprehensive assessment of up-to-date information.   
 

b) Please refer to our response at 7.2 a) above, and our responses to other Matters.  
There is no justification to release green belt (for either employment or housing) 
anywhere in Greater Manchester.  JP-J2 should be modified to reflect the latest 
available information.   

 
Word Count: 354 
 
 

Total Word Count: 1,194 
 
Kind regards 
Marj Powner (Chair) 
Friends of Carrington Moss 
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