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Unique | Ref | Name/Organisation | Policy Chapter Representation
ID
494713 | 1 Environment Waste Plan: No comments to make in relation to the soundnes$iseoplan
Agency Publication DPD
344481 | 1 Network Rail Waste Plan: Support for the plan process and reminder to irevdletwork Rail where
Publication DPD | planning applications come forward near their lapnttlings
31218 | 1 Viridor Waste Waste Plan: Full support of the Plan, especially factual evitksrassessment and reasonir
Management Publication DPD | employed for the allocation of the three landfiles are Pilsworth N & S and
Whitehead.
419082 | 1 Margaret Bruce Waste Plan: There are no details of what should a Waste Phawive. Without these it is
Publication DPD | useless
494851 | 3 Planning and "Waste Plan: Whilst we do not consider the DPD to be unsoundnuote that the Executive
Conservation Publication DPD | Summary incorrectly references the section numtheosighout the DPD.
Adviser Natural Section 1 is referred to as Section 2; Sectionr@fesred to as Section 3 and §
England on.
494851 | 1 Planning and Executive While we do not consider the Aim to be unsoundweeld welcome greater
Conservation Summary" reference to the need to preserve and enhancathhenvironment within
Adviser Natural this paragraph. We also recommend that the texhsnded to recognise that
England adverse impacts should be avoided where possiglerebbeing mitigated. Our
recommended wording for this paragraph is: "Thegss of site identification
for the Waste Plan should seek to ensure thataiezs identified for waste
facilities are in the right locations based on adarstanding of known
constraints, where any detrimental impacts castlyibe avoided and where
such impacts cannot be avoided they can be mitigatan acceptable level
and balanced against the overall demand for theldement."
494851 | 2 Planning and "Chapter 1: Aim | While we do not consider the Aim to be unsoundanedisappointed that our

Conservation

and Objectives

previous recommendation has not been incorporatetithat the Aim




Adviser Natural
England

continues to make no reference to the need to mese enhance the natural
environment.

494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

Aim: Paragraph
1.23

The Aim of the Waste DPD is clear and achievabid, aill allow for new
waste management facilities to come forward, asired, during the plan
period. No amendments to the Aim of the PWDPD leedfore proposed by
ASL. The objectives of the PWDPD reflect nationaligy set out within a
range of strategic documents, including the Wast&yy 2007 and
Renewable Energy Strategy 2009, and national ptgnpolicy set out in PPS1
PPS10 and PSS22. The movement of waste up the asdechy is in
accordance with EU Waste Framework Directive 20D, the principal
objective of which is to reduce the amount of waké is sent to landfill.
Energy recovery from waste is widely recognisetiasng a vital role to play
in contributing towards a reduction in greenhous® gmissions, and therefor
ensuring a flexible approach to the type of fae#itto be delivered through th
Waste DPD will be essential to allow new and enmgygéchnologies to come
forward.
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494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

Within paragraph 1.36, reference is made to PR&&iQoromoting the
transportation of waste by modes other than rohts ificludes the movement
of freight by rail and water. Notwithstanding thilsere is recognition that roac
transport will remain an important method of trasrsing waste in Greater
Manchester. This approach is supported by ASLt@lifndustrial Estate,
whilst undoubtedly representing a suitable locatmrwaste management
facilities given its physical and locational chdeaistics, presents limited
opportunity to secure access other than by roadieder, when balanced
against the area's wider attributes, and the imexst in seeking to consistentl
improve vehicular access to the area, this shoatldherefore be seen as
representing a constraint to its development fatevananagement facilities,
subject to demonstrating the ability to secureailét road access via the
strategic highway network as part of any plannugnsission. Clifton
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Industrial Estate is also easily accessible byiputAnsport. The site entrance
currently serves as a frequent passenger bus tesmirhilst Clifton rail halt
currently still operates as a passenger statican aeily basis. The opportunity
for people to access the site via public transgmitesents a significant benefit
and during construction and operation would seowetuce the number of
private car movements to the site, and on theegfi@toad network

494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

Paragraphs 1.12 and 1.13 of the PWDPD recogh&estonomic growth is a
key priority in ensuring the continued developmeinthe sub-region. The
PWDPD acknowledges that investment in new techme¢oipr dealing with
waste have an important role to play in this precgenerating a significant
number of green collar' jobs which will requireradd range of skills. As part
of the economic growth strategy, and given the gemae of new waste
technologies, paragraph 1.13 states that "the Wdatemust therefore allocate
sites for a range of waste facilities includingg@dor recycling, treatment,
processing and recovery." This strategic appraashpported by ASL.
However, the PWDPD in allocating sites (and aréasgpecific waste
management facilities should equally retain a sigfit degree of flexibility to
allow for emerging new technologies to come forwamdhe allocated sites and
areas during the plan period to facilitate thevaeli of new waste management
and environmental technologies. Clifton IndustBEatate has historically
represented one of Salford's employment and ecandriviers, employing
thousands of people in industrial occupations fell wver a century. It is
therefore well placed to continue to facilitate mmmic growth within the sub-
region through the diversification of end-uses|udimg waste management
facilities.

494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

"Chapter 1: Aim
and Objectives

National planning policy, in the form of PPS10, iaies the co-location of
waste management facilities with complementaryaies, thus minimising
the environmental impacts of new development byidiog facilities close to
existing operations where compatible waste usebeateveloped. It is noted




that reference to PPS10 and the benefits of cdiwtes made in paragraph
1.40 of the PWDPD. Clifton Industrial Estate, aseaisting industrial area,
represents an excellent area in which to co-locate waste management
facilities given the availability of and proximitp commercial and industrial
waste arisings, and thus is able to demonstratelkamse with and draw
support from PPS10.

494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

Aim: Paragraph
1.25"

Section 2.2 of the PWDPD identifies the need fustal of 5.2 million tonnes
of energy recovery capacity between 2012 and 2D2pending on facility
capacity, it is anticipated within the PWDPD tHastwill be provided at up to
3 larger facilities (each with a capacity of c. 1D tonnes per annum (tpa),
a maximum of five smaller energy recovery faciti@ach with a capacity of
€.75,000tpa). It is accepted within the PWDPD thate is a need for new
waste management facilities to come forward duittiregplan period to
maximise energy recovery. However at present, W&®PD is considered by
ASL to be overly restrictive by placing a cap oa ttumber of larger and
smaller energy recovery facilities to be delivergkis appears to conflict with
the flexibility afforded by the Aim and Objective§the PWDPD. It is
therefore requested that this wording be amendatfaod more flexibility to
the number of energy recovery facilities to be dtgwed across Greater
Manchester by replacing "up to" and "maximum" wigpproximately." This is
perhaps even more pertinent given that paragr&gghdt.the PWDPD, which
refers to "Commercial and Industrial Waste: EnéRggovery Capacity
Requirements," recognises that the level.

The Waste DPD, in its current form, offers limitdekibility in relation to the
development of additional energy recovery facsiteeross the plan period.
This is not considered to afford sufficient flexityi required to allow the
Authorities to respond to any potential changirrgunstances and waste
management needs which may arise between 20120&27d Greater flexibility
should therefore be applied to the number of ens¥ggvery facilities which

or




could come forward during the plan period.

490896

Sky Properties C/G
ENTEC UK Limited

Chapter 1- Aims
and Objectives

The full text of the response in relation to Polikis set out in addressing the
table of allocations. It states that the policumsound due to the exclusion of
site SL11 Mitchell Shackleton.

Site SL11 Mitchell Shackleton should be includedaste allocation.

490896

Sky Properties C/Q
ENTEC UK Limited

Chapter 1- Aims
and Objectives

As noted above the difference between capacitytlanodighput is striking in
terms of waste treatment. The reasons for thisarenade explicit in the plan
and it is assumed that all of this capacity is labée.

The plan or its evidence base needs to be morgpaaent in terms of the
estimate of treatment capacity.

490896

Sky Properties C/Q
ENTEC UK Limited

Paragraph 1.12

The specific waste requirementdeareed from the needs assessment date

April 2010 and what is striking about the the datthe estimate of capacity
requirements. So for example, waste treatmenugfimout (excluding
recycling) is estimated at 216 000 tonnes for 20B88st capacity is shown at
1.4 million tonnes; waste transfer is shown asiilBon tonnes with capacity
at 8.7 million tonnes; and recycling at 1.1 miflitonnes with a throughput of
2.4 million tonnes. This suggests that theretlsegisignificant capacity that
has come on-line but is not operational; or existacilities are operating well
below their capacity. The capacity data need®tebassessed or made mor
explicit.
The waste capacity information needs to be madkcéxp the evidence base
to justify the significant variation between thréwpgits and capacities. At the
same time the Environment Agency data for 2009@ngo be published in fu
and should be assessed in the evidence base byf\eayupdate.
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216729

Estates Surveyor
Peel Holdings
(Environment) Ltd

Paragraph 1.36

Peel Environmental Ltd considetghimpolicy and the reasoned justificatia
(paragraphs 2.34 - 2.37) provides sufficient cfaaind flexibility to meet the
energy recovery capacity over the plan period. Eagironmental Ltd

n

considers that expressing the required capactiynines per annum enables t




required number and scale of facilities to be téxito meet these
requirements. As expressed at paragraph 2.36erefe is also made to the
energy recovery facility at Ince Marshes. As thestwwalan team are aware, t
site is being developed by Ince Park LLP (a jogriture partnership between
Peel Environmental Ltd and Covanta Energy Ltd)sAsh, we would be happ|
to continue to assist with providing further infation regarding the
development and availability of the facility, aslamhen appropriate.

490896

Sky Properties C/Q
ENTEC UK Limited

Paragraph 1.4

Introduction Sky Properties stronbigct to the exclusion of site SL11
Mitchell Shackleton as an allocation from Policgf4he DPD and to the
reasons for its exclusion. Salford CC's contenisahat the allocation is
"premature as the future regeneration plans foatba are unknown". The sit
comprises a combination of retained and allocatepl@yment land and
bringing the site forward for development would tidrute to regeneration.
Planning applications have been submitted to then€ibfor the development
of recycling, anaerobic digestion and energy froaste (July 2010 and as yet
undetermined). These uses would contribute todb&l leconomy, generate
employment, support local businesses and provigertgnities for CHP.
Indeed the applications have received support ftenGreater Manchester
Chamber of Commerce and the North West Instituteiadctors. The
landowner, Sky Properties, has secured the supptre local gasification
technology provider ENERGOS in providing an advahitermal treatment
solution on the site; and also that of the locadt@amanagement contractor,
JWS, who are interested in developing a matergdgaling facility and
relocating part of their existing operations inf8al to the site. The evidence
base clearly establishes a need for waste develdpme a capacity gap. Site
SL11 has been through sustainability appraisal (8 onstrating that, subje
to dealing with some specific environmental issties site is suitable for wast
uses. Indeed it performs well against other siiastiave been identified. It is
considered that no sound reasons have been purbtey remove the site. It i
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understood that Salford CC is in the progress oflpcing the Bridgewater




Canal Masterplan following a consultation earll@styear and an Eccles Wes
Study has commenced. The development of wasteati§isl 1 would
contribute positively to and not hinder regeneraod need not be at odds
with the wider ambitions for the area. Modern valglsigned waste facilities
should be seen as a positive regeneration forogedion of Employment Lan
The exclusion of the site is in direct conflict3alford CC's UDP Policy

E5 which seeks to protect employment land. Thigcpdets out a series of
criteria to which proposals to re-use employmemnd ltor other uses must
comply - these have been recently reinforced byCiiencil's Established
Employment Areas DPD adopted in July 2010. The MilicShackleton site

fails to meet all the criteria of Policy E5 undénieh a change of use might be

justified. Under Criterion 1, this site constitutas employment use:

"Employment uses are defined as those activitidiadavithin use classes Bla

(offices), B1b (research and development), B1d(ligdustry), B2 (general

industry), and B8 (storage and distribution), tbgetwith sui generis uses of a

similar nature that might normally be found witlémployment areas (for
example car showrooms and related car storage, aetasl filling stations and
waste management facilities)." Against Criterion&ad as evidenced by the
current planning applications by Sky Propertiesrd¢his a demonstrable and
current demand for the site for employment purpo&gainst Criterion 2b and
as evidenced by the SA to the Waste DPD, there &nong environmental
case for rationalising land uses or creating opace. Against Criterion 2c
there is no approved regeneration strategy orfplaan area that would be
compromised by continued employment uses. Againgtrion 2d the site is
not allocated for another use in the UDP. In sunyntdiere is no current
justification to consider non-employment uses anhhtchell Shackleton site.
The site was therefore rightfully considered by\Waste DPDs site selection
exercise. With regard to emerging planning poldnaft Policy E2 the Core
Strategy considers existing employment areas atebrtbat waste developme

|®N

—

in employment areas will be acceptable providetltthey would not have any




significant adverse impact on the employment usemiming. Waste
development in this location would be complimentargxisting
developments. Role of the Employment Area and QnggGontribution The
Nasmyth employment area (which includes the MiticBbbhckleton site) is a
well defined area and there has been no incurstonti by other landuses.
Although the city's recent employment land studgniified Nasmyth as one o
the city's poorer employment areas, it does resegthiat such sites may
continue to serve an important role for local umed that there will always be
need for low grade employment areas which forrmgportant part of a
balanced land portfolio. This continued potensadémphasised by Nasmyth
being currently well occupied and providing a sfigaint concentration of
existing businesses and by the Council's cabingsida to continue to protect
this area from the encroachment of non-employmses prior to the reporting
of the Eccles West Study. The study has not repatethe policy protection g
the area remains. In summary, there is no curtestification to consider non-
employment uses on the Mitchell Shackleton site Jite was therefore
rightfully considered by the Waste DPDs site séb@cexercise. Suitability for
Housing An application for housing on the site @0& was refused by the
Council and the subsequent appeal dismissed bydbeetary of State. In both
cases, these decisions centred on the on-goingtfadtef the site for
employment uses which did not justify a changes#. 0 his potential still
remains as evidenced by the current applicatiorSkyyProperties for an
employment use and Sky contend that the sitelisesgjuired for employment
and that alternative uses should be resisted iordance with Salford CC's
established policy. Sky Properties' proposals anallacation for waste uses
are in full conformity with the current developmegtan. The Soundness of
Policy 4 Sky Properties consider that Policy 4risaund and does not make
sufficient provision for sites capable of meetihg iemands of sustainable
waste management. In particular the provision éRblicy departs from
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PPS10 in a number of respects. Paragraph 2 of PR&H3es the role of




positive planning to reduce uncertainty in delimgrsustainable waste
management by providing sufficient opportunitiesriew waste management
facilities of the right type, in the right placedaat the right time. This was
acknowledged in the Preferred Options Report tdRB and its
accompanying Background Information of November@@bich stated that
"Clearly defined sites are key to the deliveryted Waste Plan..." In view of
the evidence of need for capacity in the early yeathe Plan there is an urge
need for deliverable facilities which requires itieed and deliverable sites.
The evidence base in respect of the MSW and C&hbstis also demonstrates
that this urgent need extends across a range ibfyfagpes so early capacity
should be as flexible as possible. In particulardghs a need for C&l waste
facilities. Positive planning therefore demandsahecation of ample and
deliverable sites that can accommodate a wide rahfgeilities. This approaci

would be consistent with paragraph 20 of PPS10 mviécommends that waste

planning authorities look for opportunities to amdte facilities together with
complementary activities (waste resource recovarig) - such an approach
would provide flexibility to allow innovation ane trespond to future changes
in market need. Sky Properties believe that thet®Va®D has failed to
acknowledge this approach adequately and has falaliocate enough land @
sufficient availability and flexibility. Of the sew allocations in Policy 4, five
do not offer the benefits of co-location of closiedilities being only suitable
for single or alternative technologies (eg. MBT /andA\D). Policy 4 makes
very limited provision in this respect - only twiogations offer opportunities
for the co-location of MRF, IVC, AD and thermaldtenent. These are: TR8a
Nash Road, Trafford is a small site of just 2hae $he assessment produced
Preferred Option stage states that larger faalitteuld require the re-
development of the site and that the co-locatiowasdte uses is only "a
possibility”. Sky Properties contend that this stékely to be too small to
accommodate more than one facility and providessa $ustainable waste
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management solution than at a site with greatesipalcapacity; W4 CA Site
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Makerfield Way is located at the edge of the Pl@aaaway from the main
sources of arisings and is not well related tostigtegic highway network. It i
understood that this site is required by Wigan MBCtheir own purposes to
meet its own MSW management needs and construati@my facility is not
expected to commence until 2015. It appears uglikat the site will be
available for significant quantities of C&l wastéher in the short or longer
terms. In summary therefore, Sky Properties cahtkat the allocations in
Policy 4 are inadequate to meet the needs of tne &1d it has not made
sufficient positive (allocated) provision to delheevailable, flexible capacity.
Providing vague areas of search is not consideréé ta sound solution. The
Plan is unsound in this respect and further allonas necessary to remedy
this. The Case for SL11 Mitchell Shackleton Skygemties contend that an
additional allocation should be made to ensureRladity 4 and the Plan as a
whole is sound and that this allocation shoulditeeSL.11 Mitchell Shackleton.
The Waste DPD consistently identified the Mitct&lackleton site and the
wider Nasmyth area as having excellent potentiahi@ste. In summary the
evidence base found: That the site is availabteer® was significant interest
from a waste operator in bringing the site forwand that it was likely that the
range of site specific issues raised by consul@aEsess and the proximity to
the Bridgewater Canal SBI) "can be overcome thranglyation measures
and........ would be dealt with through the DeveleptManagement process."
The site is flexible having the potential to accoodate the entire range of
enclosed' facilities considered by the DPD (vizvéssel composting,
conventional thermal treatment, advanced therreatitnent, materials recovery
facility, mechanical heat treatment, mechanicaldgical treatment and
anaerobic digestion). Additionally at approximatélectares, the site is largs
enough to allow the co-location of a number oflfaes and to allow the
market to innovate in response to future demanaish 8 site is consistent wit
the concept of resource recovery parks advocatpdrim 20 of PPS10; The sit
is sustainable. The SA defined the site within BBhds being "generally
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suitable for waste management facilities" subjechitigation of site specific
issues. The Band B' SA rating was primarily dutheoproximity of residential
areas and the Bridgewater Canal which discountedita for external
facilities. More generally, the report stated thadcess issues have been rais
as problematical by the local planning authorityf respect of these issues Sky
Properties draw attention to the following: Frorighway standpoint, the site
was deemed suitable for the development of houri2§06; waste
development would generate fewer traffic movemanfgeak times than
housing development. A full Transport Assessmastiieen completed in
2010 for a 240 000 tonnes development (as sehdwutd as yet undetermined
planning applications) which found the highway nativsuitable for the
proposed level of movements. The site also offexgpotential to redirect
existing traffic associated with the Nasmyth BussPark to the east away
from the primarily residential Lansdowne Road;dmts of ecology and
impacts on the Canal SBI the main concern woulohteect effects associated
with surface water management which would be adetyudealt with within
the site and air quality (particularly dust durg@nstruction) which again could
be controlled through standard mitigation measurdsnally with regard to
residential amenity, there is physical separatieated by the M602 and its
embankment between the site and residential aoehs horth. This serves ta
mitigate any noise and visual impacts, whilst aialgy can be managed
through design measures built into any developmBrs. worth noting that the
Environment Agency has not raised significant cons®n the current
applications insofar as amenity issues are conderAewaste use is in full
conformity with the development plan and thereasestablished policy context
to justify the exclusion of the site as an allogatirom the Waste DPD.
Moreover the issues identified during the preparatf the Waste DPD can b
readily addressed as evidenced by responses tBr8kggrties' pending
applications. In summary, there is no reason why/1SUitchell Shackleton
should not be allocated in the Waste DPD and itilshbe included as a site
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allocation in Policy 4. This would support the mlesoundness of the DPD
and would be consistent with: Existing policieshe UDP; Emerging policies
in the Core Strategy; The need for facilities @sk in the needs assessment;
The wider aspirations for the regeneration of tleaa

The allocation of SL11 Mitchell Shackleton as @ siliocation in Policy 4 for
all enclosed waste facilities.

31327

The Emerson Grou

p Chapter 2-
Paragraph 2.2

The Waste Plan is not sound because it is not pgpte to locate this waste
facility allocation in close proximity to a new efapment facility which needs
to attract investment and is recognised in the @/B&in as a high end
industrial development. It would be more approgriat the site to be used for
B1/B2/B8 employment allocated in the UDP. In tewhemployment, waste
management facilities generally have fewer statfamparison to other
B1/B2/B8 facilities that can be located on a bussngark such as this.
Alternative B1/B2/B8 tenants which employ more stafuld be deterred from
locating on this allocated business park by themeot of this facility being
located there. Being adjacent to a watercourseesetvoir the risk of
contamination of water sources appears greaterthaneother sites proposed|in
the wider area. A green corridor lies to the eadtsouth of the site and any
proposals for the site should continue the grednbetween the north and
south of Watersmeeting Road and screen the profrosalthe green chain to
the east and south through effective landscapihg.slte is heavily treed and
an MBT were provided on site there would be ecadalgivildlife issues to
address. This site is prime undeveloped employtaeit suitable for B1/B2/B8
purposes and the proposal would underutilise thenpial of the site. Seven
sites have been identified for anaerobic digestiah five sites for mechanical
biological treatment facilities, two of which areBolton. They should be
spread around the Greater Manchester area anchtwatdsnot be provided in
such close proximity to each other. Four of theesesites allocated for waste
management are in Band C in terms of their sudtditygappraisal and are
therefore potentially not going to be able to cdorevard because of the
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significant planning issues that would require gigant mitigation. Therefore
only three of the seven sites have a strong paientcome forward and it
should be those sites which are allocated, noetio8and C. Emerson
welcome the changes that have been made as aotthéir last
representations in respect of the recognitionttiasite is unsuitable for open
waste treatment facilities and the inclusion ofritference to a small enclose
facility being appropriate, but Emerson still maintthat the site should not b
allocated for a waste management facility for #eespns stated above. The
traffic generated by a waste management facilitylve heavy goods vehicles
and refuse collection vehicles which themselvesarelly and noisy. These
will pass through the Valley Business Park alongaianeeting Road which i
not appropriate in a business park and will besandentive to development.
Removal of site BL9 from the list of allocated westtes. If that is not
possible, removal of MBT from appropriate usestmndite.

o

31327

The Emerson Grou

p Chapter 2-
Paragraph 2.27

The Waste Plan is not sound because it is not pgpte to locate this waste
facility allocation in close proximity to a new elapment facility which needs
to attract investment and is recognised in the @Bk&nN as a high end
industrial development. It would be more approgriat the site to be used fo
B1/B2/B8 employment allocated in the UDP. In tewhemployment, waste
management facilities generally have fewer statfdmparison to other
B1/B2/B8 facilities that can be located on a bussngark such as this.
Alternative B1/B2/B8 tenants who employ more staffild be deterred from
locating on this allocated business park by themeot of this facility being
located there. Being adjacent to a watercoursaesetvoir the risk of

contamination of water sources appears greaterthareother sites proposed|i

the wider area. A green corridor lies to the eadtsouth of the site and any
proposals for the site should continue the grednbetween the north and
south of Watersmeeting Road and screen the proposatthe green chain to
the east and south through effective landscapihg.slte is heavily treed and

r
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an MBT were provided on site there would be ecalalgivildlife issues to
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address. This site is prime undeveloped employtaent suitable for B1/B2/B8
purposes and the proposal would underutilise thenpal of the site. Seven
sites have been identified for anaerobic digestiah five sites for mechanical
biological treatment facilities, two of which areBolton. They should be
spread around the Greater Manchester area anchtwatdsnot be provided in
such close proximity to each other. Four of theesesites allocated for waste
management are in Band C in terms of their sudiditygappraisal and are
therefore potentially not going to be able to cdorevard because of the
significant planning issues that would require gigant mitigation. Therefore
only three of the seven sites have a strong paientcome forward and it
should be those sites which are allocated, noetioBand C. Emerson
welcome the changes that have been made as aagkthdir last
representations in respect of the recognitiontti@site is unsuitable for open
waste treatment facilities and the inclusion ofitference to a small enclosed
facility being appropriate, but Emerson still maintthat the site should not b
allocated for a waste management facility for gesons stated above. The
traffic generated by a waste management facilitylvei heavy goods vehicles
and refuse collection vehicles which themselvessarelly and noisy. These
will pass through the Valley Business Park alongatgameeting Road which is
not appropriate in a business park and will besandentive to development.

D

Removal of site BL9 from the list of allocated wasttes. If that is not
possible, removal of MBT from appropriate useslandite.

31327

The Emerson Grou

p Chapter 2-
Paragraph 2.32

The Waste Plan is not sound because it is not pgpte to locate this waste
facility allocation in close proximity to a new efapment facility which needs
to attract investment and is recognised in the @/B&in as a high end
industrial development. It would be more approgriat the site to be used for
B1/B2/B8 employment allocated in the UDP. In tewhemployment, waste
management facilities generally have fewer statfamparison to other

B1/B2/B8 facilities that can be located on a bussngark such as this.
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Alternative B1/B2/B8 tenants which employ more fstafuld be deterred from
locating on this allocated business park by thempeot of this facility being
located there. Being adjacent to a watercoursaesetvoir the risk of
contamination of water sources appears greaterthareother sites proposed|in
the wider area. A green corridor lies to the eadtsouth of the site and any
proposals for the site should continue the gregnbetween the north and
south of Watersmeeting Road and screen the proposaltthe green chain to
the east and south through effective landscapihg.slte is heavily treed and
an MBT were provided on site there would be ecaalgiildlife issues to
address. This site is prime undeveloped employtaent suitable for B1/B2/B8
purposes and the proposal would underutilise thenpial of the site. Seven
sites have been identified for anaerobic digesdimh five sites for mechanical
biological treatment facilities, two of which areBolton. They should be
spread around the Greater Manchester area anchtwidsnot be provided in
such close proximity to each other. Four of theesesites allocated for waste
management are in Band C in terms of their sudtditygappraisal and are
therefore potentially not going to be able to cdorvard because of the
significant planning issues that would require gigant mitigation. Therefore
only three of the seven sites have a strong pafentcome forward and it
should be those sites which are allocated, noetiho8and C. Emerson
welcome the changes that have been made as aokthéir last
representations in respect of the recognitiontthasite is unsuitable for open
waste treatment facilities and the inclusion ofiéierence to a small enclose
facility being appropriate, but Emerson still maintthat the site should not b
allocated for a waste management facility for #eespns stated above. The
traffic generated by a waste management facilitylve heavy goods vehicles
and refuse collection vehicles which themselvessarelly and noisy. These
will pass through the Valley Business Park alongatgameeting Road which is
not appropriate in a business park and will besandentive to development.
Removal of site BL9 from the list of allocated wasttes. If that is not
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possible, removal of MBT from appropriate useslandite.

31327

The Emerson Grou

p Policy 1-
Commercial and
Industrial Waste-
Energy Recovery

The Waste Plan is not sound because it is not pgpte to locate this waste
facility allocation in close proximity to a new efapment facility which needs
to attract investment and is recognised in the @/B&in as a high end
industrial development. It would be more approgriat the site to be used for
B1/B2/B8 employment allocated in the UDP. In tewhemployment, waste
management facilities generally have fewer statfamparison to other
B1/B2/B8 facilities that can be located on a bussngark such as this.
Alternative B1/B2/B8 tenants which employ more fstafuld be deterred from
locating on this allocated business park by thegeot of this facility being
located there. Being adjacent to a watercourseaesetvoir the risk of
contamination of water sources appears greaterthareother sites proposed|in
the wider area. A green corridor lies to the eadtsouth of the site and any
proposals for the site should continue the grednbetween the north and
south of Watersmeeting Road and screen the profrosalthe green chain to
the east and south through effective landscapihg.slte is heavily treed and
an MBT were provided on site there would be ecadalgivildlife issues to
address. This site is prime undeveloped employtaet suitable for B1/B2/B8
purposes and the proposal would underutilise thenpial of the site. Seven
sites have been identified for anaerobic digesdimh five sites for mechanical
biological treatment facilities, two of which areBolton. They should be
spread around the Greater Manchester area anchtwidsnot be provided in
such close proximity to each other. Four of theesesites allocated for waste
management are in Band C in terms of their sudtditygappraisal and are
therefore potentially not going to be able to cdorevard because of the
significant planning issues that would require gigant mitigation. Therefore
only three of the seven sites have a strong paieontcome forward and it
should be those sites which are allocated, noetio8and C. Emerson
welcome the changes that have been made as aokthéir last
representations in respect of the recognitiontthasite is unsuitable for open
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waste treatment facilities and the inclusion ofritference to a small enclose
facility being appropriate, but Emerson still maintthat the site should not b
allocated for a waste management facility for #eespns stated above. The
traffic generated by a waste management facilitylve heavy goods vehicles
and refuse collection vehicles which themselvesarelly and noisy. These
will pass through the Valley Business Park alongéiameeting Road which is
not appropriate in a business park and will besandentive to development.
Removal of site BL9 from the list of allocated wasttes. If that is not
possible, removal of MBT from appropriate useslandite.

(1)

31327

The Emerson Grou

p "Policy 4- Site
Allocations Site
Allocation
SL11:Michell
Shackleton,
Salford

The Waste Plan is not sound because it is not pgpte to locate this waste
facility allocation in close proximity to a new efapment facility which needs
to attract investment and is recognised in the @/B&in as a high end
industrial development. It would be more approgriat the site to be used for
B1/B2/B8 employment allocated in the UDP. In tewhemployment, waste
management facilities generally have fewer statfdmparison to other
B1/B2/B8 facilities that can be located on a bussngark such as this.
Alternative B1/B2/B8 tenants which employ more stafuld be deterred from
locating on this allocated business park by themeot of this facility being
located there. Being adjacent to a watercourseesetvoir the risk of
contamination of water sources appears greaterthaneother sites proposed|in
the wider area. A green corridor lies to the eadtsouth of the site and any
proposals for the site should continue the grednbetween the north and
south of Watersmeeting Road and screen the profrosalthe green chain to
the east and south through effective landscapihg.slte is heavily treed and
an MBT were provided on site there would be ecaalgvildlife issues to
address. This site is prime undeveloped employtaent suitable for B1/B2/B8
purposes and the proposal would underutilise thenpal of the site. Seven
sites have been identified for anaerobic digestiah five sites for mechanical
biological treatment facilities, two of which areBolton. They should be
spread around the Greater Manchester area anthwatdsnot be provided in
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such close proximity to each other. Four of theesesites allocated for waste
management are in Band C in terms of their sudiditygappraisal and are
therefore potentially not going to be able to cdorevard because of the
significant planning issues that would require gigant mitigation. Therefore
only three of the seven sites have a strong paientcome forward and it
should be those sites which are allocated, noetio8and C. Emerson
welcome the changes that have been made as aokthéir last
representations in respect of the recognitionttiasite is unsuitable for open
waste treatment facilities and the inclusion ofrigierence to a small enclose
facility being appropriate, but Emerson still maintthat the site should not b
allocated for a waste management facility for gesons stated above. The
traffic generated by a waste management facilitylvei heavy goods vehicles
and refuse collection vehicles which themselvessarelly and noisy. These
will pass through the Valley Business Park alongatgameeting Road which is
not appropriate in a business park and will besandentive to development.
Removal of site BL9 from the list of allocated wasttes. If that is not
possible, removal of MBT from appropriate usestmndite.

D

31327

The Emerson Grou

The Waste Plan ismotdsbecause it is not appropriate to locate thistev
facility allocation in close proximity to a new elapment facility which needs
to attract investment and is recognised in the @Bk&nN as a high end
industrial development. It would be more appropriatr the site to be used for
B1/B2/B8 employment allocated in the UDP. In tewhemployment, waste
management facilities generally have fewer statfdmparison to other
B1/B2/B8 facilities that can be located on a bussngark such as this.
Alternative B1/B2/B8 tenants which employ more fstafuld be deterred from
locating on this allocated business park by thempeot of this facility being
located there. Being adjacent to a watercourseaesetvoir the risk of
contamination of water sources appears greaterthareother sites proposed|in
the wider area. A green corridor lies to the eadtsouth of the site and any
proposals for the site should continue the grednbetween the north and
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south of Watersmeeting Road and screen the proposalithe green chain to
the east and south through effective landscapihg.slte is heavily treed and
an MBT were provided on site there would be ecalalgvildlife issues to
address. This site is prime undeveloped employtaent suitable for B1/B2/B8
purposes and the proposal would underutilise thenpal of the site. Seven
sites have been identified for anaerobic digestiah five sites for mechanical
biological treatment facilities, two of which areBolton. They should be
spread around the Greater Manchester area anchtwatdsnot be provided in
such close proximity to each other. Four of theesesites allocated for waste
management are in Band C in terms of their sudiditygappraisal and are
therefore potentially not going to be able to cdovvard because of the
significant planning issues that would require gigant mitigation. Therefore
only three of the seven sites have a strong pafentcome forward and it
should be those sites which are allocated, noetio8and C. Emerson
welcome the changes that have been made as aakthdir last
representations in respect of the recognitiontti@site is unsuitable for open
waste treatment facilities and the inclusion ofitference to a small enclosed
facility being appropriate, but Emerson still maintthat the site should not b
allocated for a waste management facility for gesons stated above. The
traffic generated by a waste management facilitylvei heavy goods vehicles
and refuse collection vehicles which themselvesarelly and noisy. These
will pass through the Valley Business Park alongéiameeting Road which is
not appropriate in a business park and will besandentive to development.
Removal of site BL9 from the list of allocated weasttes. If that is not
possible, removal of MBT from appropriate useslandite.
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31339

Regional Planner
English Heritage

"Policy 4- Site
Allocations

Comments relate to Policy 4 Site W4 PPS5 Planrongife Historic
Environment sets out the Government's objectivelspaticy for the
conservation, enhancement and enjoyment of therfastnvironment. Policy
HE10 covers the setting of designated heritagegsasdenex 2 defines setting
and the Practice Guide provides further guidanaedlgy Hall, a Grade I
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Listed Building lies to the North East of Site Wihe Appendix 1 site profile
fails to identify the setting of this listed buildj as a key issue or whether this
has been considered.

The site profile should highlight the need to presg¢hose elements of the
setting of Hindley Hall which make a positive calpidtion to its significance
and that opportunity should be taken to enhanceiting.

450930 | 1 Area Planner BritishSite Allocation Policy 5 Area Allocation W1a Miry Lane Employmentea, Wigan The
Waterways BL9 following comments are made by British Waterway$aaslowner and
Watersmeeting navigation authority for the Leeds and Liverpooh@aand as landowner of
South C Triangle" | part of the allocated area. Please note that tteepat considered to be issues
of overall soundness or otherwise of the Publical®D. British Waterways
does not object to the proposed area allocation MilyaLane Employment
Area on the basis this is not a restrictive allmrgti.e. other uses will be
allowed within the allocated area. We would objétte area was to be
safeguarded for waste uses only. No details origitiens for the area
allocations are provided within the DPD - we asstinese will be provided
separately. We are concerned that the current sayrshaet for this area
allocation provided with the DPD consultation makested reference to the
canal and none at all to British Waterways. Anpinfation of this nature
provided with the DPD should at the least incluuzfollowing: Under
proximity to sensitive receptors, this should rdéecanal and towpath users as
well as residents of housing. That any developmahheed to take into
account the need to protect the canal from polufibat British Waterways as
must be consulted on any planning application.

292601 | 1 CPD Land Agents "Policy 4- Site

Allocations
489679 | 1 Ms Beryl Hudson | Site Allocation Area Allocation RD6: Mandale Park Too close to sthoEntrance and exit
(Brimrod, Sudden &| BL9 roads between schools and using Manchester Roayéor more traffic
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Marland Area
Forum)

Watersmeeting
South C Triangle"

Adding at least one more set of lights to a road #fready is very busy.

| would like to find out more about what happent adot of maybe's. | am
representing quite a large area and feel unaldgptain to people what is
going to happen. As most of the question at thetimg where met with ‘we
don't know yet' or blinded with gobbeldy-gook whielnt over most peoples
heads. Please speak in layman’s terms at futueéimgs as I'm sure there wil
be many.

490489

Mr Daniel Hall
(Brimrod Residents
and Tenants
Association)

"Policy 4- Site
Allocations

Area Allocation RD6: Mandale Park. No consultati@s taken place with
local residents from the outset. The policy cleatbtes this should of been
done. Was told when asked why this has not bera Hwas told township
was informed. | spoke to Stuart Heys our townslfffger and he told me he
new nothing about it up until a few weeks ago.a8thas done his own
investigation and township has not been informeanyf Waste Plan at
Mandale Park. | will use him as my evidence. Mgand concern is the
pollution survey done A627M and not at the bugiesttion at Sudden, where
all waste vehicles will pass through from all surrding areas, to be stood in
stationary traffic this is where most of the pabuatwill be created. On top of
the pollution from the waste plant itself, this me&rimrod and Sudden will
get higher levels of pollution. My third concerrtlie plans to build the road
through the middle of Mandale Park this means thwenald be no park left and
could no longer be known as a park. This road dtwel too near the local
school and hospital. This would have a great impadhe local area.
Start the full proposal from the beginning and ireaesidents in the local area
regarding pollution and the road through MandalkFao pollution tests at
Sudden junction.

494996

Deployment Limite

dSite Allocation
BL9
Watersmeeting

South C Triangle"

Area Allocation RD6: Mandale Park. The new aceessl will join an already
busy junction. Heavy vehicles using the access valh&mit fumes which will
directly affect the local school and residents. N&la Park is a park and as

such it is a recreational area used by local ressdend during school holidays

22



particularly children. Increased volume of trafficreases the risk to children
coming to/leaving school. There is also an abunelahexisting wildlife, e.qg.
deer in the park

31587

Headmaster Beech
House School

"Policy 4- Site
Allocations

Policy 5 RD6 Mandale Park Lease Land included witillocation can not be
used to build on, as per lease agreement with Rel@buncil Consultation
with all interested parties should be carried du¢ &ccess road should not be
put next to a school with large vehicles parkingaiffic lights next to the
school playground.

491303

Clir lan Duckworth
(Rochdale)

Site Allocation
BL9
Watersmeeting
South C Triangle"

Policy 5 RD 5 There has been no community involvetnaering all stages of
the Plan (Mandale Park). Rochdale MBC is dividgd iTownships, which are
used in all consultation. This Plan has not beeangotownship. Furthermore,
Ward Forums are used at the next level for consattaThis Plan has not been
to any. Throughout Rochdale and the respective s\affécted by the Waste
Plan the vast majority of local people have hadfficial consultation from the
GMGU, Rochdale Township and the various forumshe®than the small
amount of local people | have informed. Within theal planning authorities
LDF, Development Plan Documents and Statementoofraunity
Involvement must be sound (Section 20 of the 2068 Both in terms of their
content and the process by which they are prodtieydmust also be founded
on a robust and credible evidence base. | staia,abare has been no
community involvement.

We need full public consultation so residents hiéreeopportunity to give their
views. They cannot have an opinion on somethiag kmow nothing about.

494363

Ms Susan
Bermingham

"Policy 4- Site
Allocations

The Waste Management plan is not sound as patimipaf the local
community has not been sought. The local commuinityg at Beechwood
Gardens, Rochdale are on land adjacent to Mandale Rouses at the head of
the three cul de sacs (Lower Beechwood Gardens/gboirove & Pallotine
Walk) share land boundaries with Mandale park. Mlagid goes beyond their

23



back fences down the slope into Mandale Park. @gdtom the Borough
Solicitor 16 th October 1996 in a letter to thelélale Missionary Sisters.
There are numerous trees between the 3 storey moheme and the
extensions to Highfield Hospital. A number alsotbehe rear of the 2 storey
Victorian Infant building, beyond which is a steedpnsely wooded drop to
Mandale Park." This is a unique area by reasas sfze and the large numbe
of mature trees contained within it; in a well ntained setting in close
proximity to the town centre. The trees offer viswdief between the adjacent
residential and commercial interests. The treesattsact local wildlife,
particularly given the large numbers and locatidjaeent to the River Roch
valley and the Green Space Corridor formed nearlpart by Mandale Park.'
Calling on neighbours over the weekend of the & hth Dec the majority
were unaware of any Waste Management plans. Twimtgn residents have
signed a petition highlighting that their views heat been sought (see
enclosed).

The local community at Beechwood gardens needs tovolved - their voice
and opinions sought. There needs to be communighiament in this
exemplar of place management. Participatory Apglai®ls (community
walk, mapping, timeline etc) should be used to segkhe communities
attachment and views about Mandale Park. Translatiche plan should be
available to local residents whose first languageoit English. A newspaper
article in a local paper weeks before the deadéim®t the best way to seek
local views. The Green Space corridor prized byBbsugh Solicitor in 1996,
is prized by the locals at Beechwood Gardens. &kglents purchased their
homes next to a former landfill site, in the futiderstanding that its new use
was as a park, part of a Green Space Corridor.

=

31339

Regional Planner
English Heritage

Site Allocation
BL9
Watersmeeting
South C Triangle"

Comments relate to Policy 5 Area TR17 PPS 5 Planfunthe Historic
Environment sets out the Governments objectivespatidies for the
conservation enhancement and enjoyment of therlistnvironment Policy
HE10 covers the setting of designated heritagegssdenex 2 defines setting
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and the Practice Guide provides for the guidanbe.Grade I1* Listed
Building All Saints Presbytery on Radcliffe Roaeldliat the western tip of the
site. The setting of this Listed Building is noerdified as a Key Issue in the
Site Profile, where as the SBI is included as atramt. The site profile should
address potential impacts on the setting of thedibuilding and identify any
appropriate mitigation.

The site profile should refer to the nearby ligelding and include it as an
issue of concern in the Key Issues box. Oppoiigsitb enhance the setting
should be exploited.

31339

Regional Planner
English Heritage

"Policy 4- Site
Allocations

Comments relate to Policy 5 Area TR18b PPS5 sdtthewgovernments
objectives of policies for the conservation enhameet and enjoyment of the
historic environment and heritage assets. PolicgHéovers the setting of
designated heritage assets Annex 2 defines setticighe Practice guide
provides further guidance. The Grade II* listed €@iuof St George lies
immediately to the north of the site TR18b. Whilst site profile identifies
several SBIs close by it does not refer to the €inufhe setting of the Church
must be assessed and any development of the sitllgtreserve and enhance
its setting.

The site profile should identify the setting of titeChurch as a key issue. The
setting of the Church should be preserved and eelda®pportunities to
enhance the setting should be exploited.

31339

Regional Planner
English Heritage

Site Allocation
BL9
Watersmeeting
South C Triangle"

Comments relate to Policy 5 Area W13a PPS5 set§&ouernment policy for
the conservation enhancement and enjoyment ofisheric environment and
heritage assets. Policy HE10 covers the settimgsignated heritage assets
Annex 2 defines setting and the Practice Guideigesvfurther guidance. The
Grade II* Listed Ackhurst Hall lies to the north stef the site. The setting of
the Hall should be assessed and any developmsit¢ &/13a should preserve
and enhance its setting.
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The site profile should identify the setting of titeHall as a key issue. The
setting of the Hall should be preserved and enlthr@pportunities to enhanc
the setting should be exploited.

1%

31339

Regional Planner
English Heritage

"Policy 4- Site
Allocations

Comments relate to Policy 5 OL1 PPS5 PlanningterHistoric Environment
sets out the Government's objectives and policyhi@rconservation,
enhancement and enjoyment of the historic environiraed heritage assets.
Policy HE10 covers the setting of designated hgeiassets, Annex 2 defines
setting and the Practice Guide provides furthed@uce. The Grade Il listed
former board school adjoins the southern boundatlyesite at Shaw Road.
The site profile does not identify this listed deeg issue, whilst it does include
an SBI as a major issue of concern. The site prefibuld address impacts or
the listed building and include the need to addiiesse before any particular
use is taken forward, reflecting the approach takehe SBI.

The site profile should refer to the adjoiningdidtouilding and include it as a
major issue of concern in the second paragrapheokey issues box.
Opportunities to enhance the setting should beoirpol.

31339

Regional Planner
English Heritage

Site Allocation
W4: CA Site
Makerfield Way,
Wigan"

Comments relate to Policy 5 Site SL3 - PPS5 Planfunthe Historic
Environment sets out the Government's objectivespaticy for the
conservation, enhancement and enjoyment of therlistnvironment and
heritage assets. PPS5 Policy HE7.4 includes ppliciples which local
planning authorities should take into account amiccp HE10 covers the
setting of designated heritage assets. Site SlUG@das 2 Grade Il listed
buildings on Broughton Road, the Maypole Public stand the Pendleton
Co-Operative Industrial Society Buildings. The gitefile does not identify
these listed buildings as a key issue nor the apegnsiderations needed when
planning for the area. It is not clear why theyiartuded in an area allocation
for waste management development.

The CS should exclude the listed buildings fromahesa allocation for waste
management development. In addition, the site lprefiould identify them as

o))

26



sensitive receptor in the Key Issues box. Appraenmaitigation measures
should be incorporated to preserve and enhanaestiting. The adaptive re-

use of the buildings could be encouraged in lind\WPS5 Policy HE1, HE3.1,.

Opportunities to enhance the setting should beo@epl.

494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

Policy 5- Area
Allocations

This section of the PWDPD summarises the site 8efeprocess/methodology

which has been applied to identify potentially abié sites and areas for the
development of waste management facilities. Torinfthis exercise, it is
understood that an assessment has been underfakerpotential facility
types which could be suitable on each site andinveéhch area. It is
acknowledged within paragraph 3.8 of the PWDPD tihiatprocess has been
based on information available at the time of tbgeasment. The PWDPD
therefore recommends that a full assessment auitability of each site and
area for a facility type should be undertaken leydbveloper as part of any
planning application. Accordingly, the list of paged facilities is only
intended to be indicative at this stage, with depefs required to prove the
suitability of any development proposals which teegk to promote. Further
this, Policy 5 of the PWDPD list a number of aredthin Greater Manchester
considered suitable for waste facilities. This galig encapsulates a number
combined sites, and includes allocation SL2 Clifedustrial Estate’ which
comprises the c. 18 hectare parcel of land in treeoship of ASL. Policy 5
identifies the type of open' and enclosed' wast#itias which are deemed
suitable for development within each area. Whiistflexibility offered by
paragraph 3.8 is welcomed, it is questionable rawst the judgement that
Clifton Industrial Estate is not suitable for Opaindrow Composting,
Conventional Thermal Treatment and Advanced Fgdilitermal Treatment is
at this stage without the benefit of a detailecassent of their potential
impacts. Despite this lack of supporting evidetice,site has still been found
to be suitable for 6 other types of facilities retyupon professional
judgement. The approach to establishing the slitfabf areas does not appe
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those waste facilities which Clifton Industrial &t is not, despite the
judgement of suitability presumably having beeretakased upon a
comparable level of detail and information currg@atvailable for Clifton
Industrial Estate. Given the accepted need for emsvgy recovery facilities,
the WPDPD should therefore afford as much flexypiis possible to the
Clifton Industrial Estate given its undoubted creithds and ability to
accommodate (subject to an assessment of potanpatts) those uses for
which it is currently excluded. ASL therefore a#iat Clifton Industrial Estate
be identified as a suitable location for the wastaagement facilities for
which it is currently deemed unsuitable, partidyl&onventional Thermal
Treatment and Advanced Facility Thermal Treatm€&hée reasoned
justification which accompanies Policy 5 (paragr&gdtv) states that the
purpose of this policy is to "provide additionabate to developers/investors
for new, unidentified waste management technoldgfealicy 4 on the other
hand, which identifies specific sites, is intendegrovide for the "waste
management facilities needed to meet the capaagifyirements set out in the
DPD." It is understood that the allocation of areader Policy 5 is designed t
supplement the allocation of sites under Policy 4dcommodate new
unidentified waste management technologies. Whtilstflexibility is
welcomed, those sites identified under Policy 4usdhaot be afforded
hierarchical preference, nor their availability s@s a reason to refuse the
development of waste management facilities in tlaosas allocated under
Policy 5. There can be no certainty that develdpemsstors with an interest in
those sites allocated under Policy 4 will bringidfard a site in advance of an
area allocated under Policy 5 during the plan pefl@ guard against the
potential delay that this could have on the deébdity of waste management
facilities, and the ability to meet Greater Manthes waste management
needs, the WPDPD should ensure it provides endagtiility in the
development of those areas allocated under Polmaréllel to those sites listed
under Policy 4. This section of the PWDPD summartke site selection

O
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process/methodology which has been applied toifgigratentially suitable
sites and areas for the development of waste maragdacilities. To inform
this exercise, it is understood that an assesshasnibeen undertaken of the
potential facility types which could be suitableesrch site and within each
area. It is acknowledged within paragraph 3.8 efRNVDPD that this process
has been based on information available at the dintlee assessment. The
PWDPD therefore recommends that a full assessnii¢hné cuitability of each

site and area for a facility type should be undemaby the developer as part pf

any planning application. Accordingly, the listgrbposed facilities is only
intended to be indicative at this stage, with depets required to prove the
suitability of any development proposals which teegk to promote. Further
this, Policy 5 of the PWDPD list a number of aredthin Greater Manchester
considered suitable for waste facilities. This galig encapsulates a number
combined sites, and includes allocation SL2 Clifteehustrial Estate’ which
comprises the c. 18 hectare parcel of land in treeoship of ASL. Policy 5
identifies the type of open' and enclosed' wagtiitias which are deemed
suitable for development within each area. Whiistflexibility offered by
paragraph 3.8 is welcomed, it is questionable rawst the judgement that
Clifton Industrial Estate is not suitable for Opaindrow Composting,
Conventional Thermal Treatment and Advanced Fgcdllitermal Treatment is
at this stage without the benefit of a detailecassent of their potential
impacts. Despite this lack of supporting evidetice,site has still been found
to be suitable for 6 other types of facilities retyupon professional
judgement. The approach to establishing the slitfabf areas does not appe
wholly consistent across the PWDPD, as other aaeafound to be suitable fg
those waste facilities which Clifton Industrial &t is not, despite the
judgement of suitability presumably having beeretakased upon a
comparable level of detail and information currgmtVailable for Clifton
Industrial Estate. Given the accepted need for emsvgy recovery facilities,
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Clifton Industrial Estate given its undoubted creithds and ability to
accommodate (subject to an assessment of potanpatts) those uses for
which it is currently excluded. ASL therefore a#iat Clifton Industrial Estate
be identified as a suitable location for the wastaagement facilities for
which it is currently deemed unsuitable, partidyl&onventional Thermal
Treatment and Advanced Facility Thermal Treatmdiite reasoned
justification which accompanies Policy 5 (paragr@pti/) states that the
purpose of this policy is to "provide additionabate to developers/investors
for new, unidentified waste management technologkslicy 4 on the other
hand, which identifies specific sites, is intendegrovide for the "waste
management facilities needed to meet the capaagifyirements set out in the
DPD." It is understood that the allocation of areader Policy 5 is designed t
supplement the allocation of sites under Policg 4dcommodate new
unidentified waste management technologies. Whtilstflexibility is
welcomed, those sites identified under Policy 4usdhaot be afforded
hierarchical preference, nor their availability s@s a reason to refuse the
development of waste management facilities in tlaweas allocated under
Policy 5. There can be no certainty that develdpaesstors with an interest in
those sites allocated under Policy 4 will bringafard a site in advance of an
area allocated under Policy 5 during the plan peflm guard against the
potential delay that this could have on the deébdity of waste management
facilities, and the ability to meet Greater Mantbgs waste management
needs, the WPDPD should ensure it provides endagtility in the
development of those areas allocated under Polparéllel to those sites listed
under Policy 4.

O

The allocation of sites and areas for specific hsesbeen based on
professional judgement based on a site's physichlazational credentials.
However, there appears inconsistency within thdi€ation Waste DPD, with
some site's/area’s which score a Sustainability#igal ranking of B allocated
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for all types of waste management facilities, wolhers are not despite this
judgement understood to have been taken basedaupomparable level of
environmental and technical information. The apitit otherwise of a site to
accommodate a specific waste management facilaylditherefore be based
upon detailed and robust evidence of potential otypa

494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

Policy 5- Area
Allocations OL3
Land off
Higginshaw Lane

Area Allocation SL2 Clifton Industrial Estate, Sali Appendix A of the DPD
contains a profile of all sites and areas iderdifier inclusion within the
PWDPD, and in doing so confirms the Sustainabippraisal ranking of each
site and area. For Clifton Industrial Estate, ttemas ranked as Band B. This
banding is afforded to those sites identified asrgaseveral issues which, if
the site were to be developed for a waste managdmaelity, would require
mitigation. However, Band B sites are identifiecyaserally suitable for waste
management facilities if these issues can be askelle¥Vhilst ASL has no
reason to question the area's Sustainability Aparaanking, it is noted that a
number of other areas identified within the PWDRIitH{ a Band B ranking)
are deemed suitable for Open Windrow Compostingyw€otional Thermal
Treatment and Advanced Facility Thermal Treatmeesufor which Clifton
Industrial Estate is not. This is considered to fadither weight to the case for
identifying Clifton Industrial Estate as a suitalieation for the above uses
unless proven otherwise by detailed impact asse#srtebe prepared and
submitted as part of any planning application. Ahea Description contained
in Appendix 1 of the PWDPD states that Clifton Isttial Estate is accessed
via Lumns Lane to the south providing access toA@44, or via Rake Lane
to the west which passes through a primarily regidearea. The latter is
recognised within the PWDPD as a constraint to ldgweent which would
need to be addressed through design and mitigasigrart of any developmen
proposals. Further, the site's proximity to theeRiwell and Prestwich Forest
Park are also identified as potential developmenstraints to be addressed
through appropriate siting, design and mitigaticeasures. It is therefore
accepted within the PWDPD that the potential ca@msts associated with

v

—

31



Clifton Industrial Estate could be addressed andyated through design
and/or mitigation measures. The location of Cliftodustrial Estate within a
valley would, as an example, minimise the lands@agkvisual impact of any
development proposals (i.e. chimney stacks). Tiseitability of the area for
Conventional Thermal Treatment, Advanced Thermahiment and Open
Windrow Composting would therefore appear unsulbstiza at this stage
without firm evidence of the "potential adverse aopon surrounding area" ta
which the site profile makes reference. Accordinghe suitability of Clifton
Industrial Estate for these uses, in addition aséhfor which it is already foun
suitable, should be recognised within the Waste BPfis stage in order to
retain sufficient flexibility in the potential wastnanagement facilities to be
developed across the area. Indeed, the key iseatisrsof the site profile
recognises that the area has the potential to ancolate "several types of
waste facility”. ' Restricting the type of wasteifies that could be delivered
within this area would therefore seem overly rettrée and unreasonable at tk
stage, and ASL therefore request that the proplisteaf suitable uses for
Clifton Industrial Estate be revisited prior to t#bmission of the Waste DPL
for examination.

Clifton Industrial Estate is not allocated withiretPublication Waste DPD for
Open Windrow Composting, Conventional Thermal Tresit and Advanced
Facility Thermal Treatment. However, there are offies within the
Publication Waste DPD with a comparable Sustaingl#ppraisal rating of B
which are identified for these uses. At this statgis,not considered that the
exclusion of the Clifton Industrial Estate for thigove uses is substantiated b
firm evidence and facts demonstrating that thees ase not acceptable. Nor

it understood that there is firm evidence and faatgesting that other sites are

suitable for these uses where allocated
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31452

Director Lynx

Policy 5- Area
Allocations RD6

Insufficient consideration given to bulk earthwagrislumes generated per

annum in the Greater Manchester area. We writespanse to the published

3

2



Mandale Park, document and to lodge our concerns over the laekl@tation of disposal
Rochdale points for inert soils/subsoils generated fromdbestruction industry. This
item is not construction/demolition waste (i.e skgtc) it is bulk excavations
that are not treatable at any recycling centréviorreasons: a) it contains a
large amount of clay and therefore incapable cfesting b) the physical area
(acreage) of any such recycling centre could npeawsith the vehicle
movements or storage. Its only disposal pointd@reestoration of old,
existing landfills or newly acquired sites and tHecations have to be North,
South, East and West of Manchester centre. If ettas take place in the
south of the region, it is not commercially viabderun to the North of the
region. The sites listed i.e Pilsworth North, Soaitld Whitehead will not take
inert soils/subsoils in any volumes or at prices #ilow developments to be
undertaken. It is therefore urgent to addresspttblem.

Whilst we fully appreciate that the responsibilitys been placed on the private
sector, unless the local planning authorities assisither allocating specific
sites or are not obstructive when private compaidiestify opportunities, thes
future development will be seriously hampered @replaced on hold due to
financial implications. It is imperative that théiGU, local planners and
private material handling companies work togetbegrtsure this large volume
of materials is handled in an environmental andgasional way, benefitting
the community from which it was generated.

(]

494797 | 1 Mr Alan Liptrot Policy 5- Area It is stated that sites have to meet spatial tastsding proximity to transport
Allocations RD6 | modes such as road and rail. In respect of thepesf option of the Whitehead
Mandale Park, landfill site access being from the private roadstonucted from the A580 Eas
Rochdale Lancashire Road in 1997/98. Although it was oritijnmtended that this

private road would only be in use for 10 yearss #till in use, and to date no
maintenance has ever been carried out. Also bepniyate road 'tolls' have to
be paid for the use of the road. Should this peivaad not be available for any
reason whatsoever, due to the existing planningitons and with no

alternative access, the site would come to a stifindsere is also a condition
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that the landfill traffic should not use the A57&igh Road,
Boothstown/Worsley route. The plan does not mesnithg Policy Statement|
10 which requires Waste Planning Authorities tdkdeeuse modes of transport
other than road. A further objective to the Platoisnsure appropriate
protection to the quality of life of communitiess Aou will be aware Astley
Green is a rural village adjacent to the landifti she site being operational
from 1998. Since that time residents have suffeegtbus nuisances including
obnoxious smells, flies, gulls and gas leakagessé&lproblems have even
occurred in the hot summer months confining resglemtheir homes behind
closed doors and windows. Although there are nissits to quantify the risk
to health of this nearby refuse dump it is posdihég the existing air quality
could be a hazard to ones health in the futureeltinis does not protect our
quality of life. Another objective to the plan @ protect the sub-regional
natural environment, bio-diversity, geodiversityltaral and historic heritage.
This landfill site is adjacent to mosslands an@sSaf Special Scientific Interest
and continual future operation, not only enlardimg area of landfill to twice
the size but also increasing the contour heighisst inave an adverse effect on
the existing wildlife and vegetation. Given the abthe plan cannot be
completely sound.

494004

Mr John Paul Mellg

rPolicy 5- Area
Allocations RD6
Mandale Park,
Rochdale

The Astley Green Residents Association are extreemicerned and worried
at the news that the Greater Manchester Waste Saspdan Publication
Consultation Document now includes the Whiteheaualfi Site as a
'Preferred Option’, and proposes to extend thefif&@/hitehead Landfill (The
Tip) by 25 years, doubling it's size and increagiisgheight. This has yet to go
through the Planning Permission process, but tloiggsal seems to have the
backing of Wigan Council which is extremely surprgs Brief History.
Planning Permission was granted for the Tip to cemea in 1999 for a 10 year
life. Upon expiry, the land was to be landscapedi r@turned to the community
as fully safe reclaimed land. In 2006 Planning Resian was granted for a 5
year extension, taking the operating life of thp I 2014. On behalf of the
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Residents Association, | spoke against this prd@igae Planning meeting fo
the following reasons: 1) UK Govt and EEC Policyaseduce the amount of
waste into Landfill Sites - more environmentalliefrdly solutions need to be
pursued. 2) Smells and odours suffered by the §4ll&) Noise and Pollution.
4) Poor Site Management with formal warnings issoyethe Environmental
Agency. However the 5 year extension was passedebghairman's casting
vote. Again, upon expiry in 2014, the site waseéddndscaped and returned to
the community as fully safe reclaimed land. TheitRkags Association were
aware that Whitehead Landfill had been mentionetienGMWDP
Consultative Document as an existing facility, duelose in 2014, but it was
not a preferred option at that time as that repontluded that there were too
many difficulties associated with extending the.lisome months ago | had a
meeting with Lord Peter Smith, Leader of Wigan Gouand the subject of
Whitehead Landfill was mentioned as we were awaeit had been included
in the initial consultative document. At that tinnwas advised that Wigan
Council were against any proposal to extend the affWhitehead Landfill,
guote 'as it was inappropriate use of Green BeitlLds this still Wigan's
attitude and Policy, or has 'money been talkin@ tash strapped council?
Bearing in mind the recent Bodens Planning Appilicatvhich was fought
every step of the way by Wigan Planning on the gdsuf Green Belt
encroachment, it is extremely difficult to understdnow Wigan can perform a
complete 'about face' and now support an exterisigvhitehead Landfill both
as to the geographical size, vertical height, asidme to be dumped, possibly
for over the next 25 years- it's the same GreehlBeld. May | also bring in
Traffic Issues. All waste needs to be brought irH@®V's, the Document
envisages considerably more waste, therefore ceradity more HGV's. The
existing access is via a Private Road with an igadte junction to the A580
(the East Lancs Road). Are there any proposalsto@dopt the Tip Road, an
upgrade the Junction on the A580 to a two wayitrdifiht controlled Junction?
| would welcome your further assurance that we tgotehis completely
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wrong and that there is no possibility of the bféNhitehead Landfill being
extended beyond 2014. Summary of Objections 1)#sgabovt & EEC Policy
2) Totally inappropriate use of Green Belt LandES)sting poor Site
Management, with smells / odours, and noise andm, formal warnings
issued by the Environment Agency. 4) Failure toepbs existing planning
consents 5) Traffic issues. We have been ablddoate a Tip knowing it will
close in a few years, but | am sure everyone cdenstand our concern at the
present proposals for a Super Tip ad infinitum.

Whitehead Landfill to close on expiry of currenaihing Permission in 2014

495492 | 1 Culcheth and Policy 5- Area We are not in a position to comment on issues asdhe soundness and
Glazebury Parish | Allocations RD6 | legality but commend you on not exporting wastéMarrington. We have a
Council Mandale Park, landfill site close to Culcheth and others a skd@tance away and the landfill
Rochdale of large amounts of waste from other authoritiegpposed by residents both n

Culcheth and Warrington generally. We are concethatlyou are looking at
the possibility of exporting waste beyond the pteniod, and we would oppose
waste coming to Warrington.

494996 | 7 Development Policy 5- Area Paragraphs 4.6 to 4.16 of the PWDPD are focused Gpmbined Heat and
Surveyor Ainscough Allocations RD6 | Power, and the considerable benefits associatédoainbining the production
Strategic Land Mandale Park, of heat with power. Working on the assumption thatmaximum energy
Rochdale output of any waste facility (with the potentialutlise biogas or energy from

waste) will be achieved, Policy 8 requires applisdar CHP facilities to
demonstrate an existing or new user for the stddmeat offtake, as well as a
user of grid connection for the electricity genedaas part of any planning
submission. The location of Clifton Industrial Hstaand the presence of
existing industrial uses, would appear to lendfiteeCHP subject to
undertaking a detailed feasibility assessmentlatioa to the delivery of the
associated infrastructure across the area (i.elipg. Whilst the approach
advocated by Policy 8 would ensure that all hedt@wer generated by a
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facility is fully utilised, this should not be sear a reason for refusal. The
wider provisions of Policy 8 are therefore welconaed supported as a means
of enabling applicants to demonstrate a lack ddifelity, particularly in
circumstances where it is found that a proposalldvotherwise accord with al|
other relevant provisions of the development ptard national policy

494996

Development
Surveyor Ainscough
Strategic Land

Policy 5- Area
Allocations RD6
Mandale Park,
Rochdale

Policy 10 of the PWDPD refers to unallocated siées] lists two criteria that
must be satisfied before planning permission véligbanted. Whilst it is fully
accepted that the PWDPD must provide for flexipitd meet future capacity,
which may require the release of unallocated $itew/aste management
facilities, a third criterion should be added tdi&010 as follows: iii. It has
been demonstrated that no allocated sites and iges@sfied within the Waste
Plan are available or suitable. This is importargrisure that those sites and
areas identified through the plan preparation mscand which have been
found through the Sustainability Appraisal to resgret suitable locations for
waste management facilities, are afforded prioAtyailure to consider the
availability and suitability of allocated sites aaetas could potentially result i
a number of planning applications coming forwandvaste management
facilities on unallocated sites, which the WastddD® designed to avoid.

The Waste DPD in its current form does not affarffisient weight to the
bringing forward of those sites and areas allocuaii¢tain the DPD in advance
of unallocated sites. This would potentially melaat tsites which have not been
subject to the Sustainability Appraisal and coragidh as part of the plan
preparation process could potentially secure prappermission application
ahead of those sites which through lengthy andlddteonsultation have been
found to represent suitable sites for waste managefacilities. This would
seem to go against the purpose of local communilycansultee participation
in the preparation of the Waste DPD to identifytaole sites, who in turn could
object to non-allocated sites coming forward.

>

494851

Planning and

"Policy 5- Area

Whilst wendd consider the Monitoring and Implementation ¢éoumsound,
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Conservation
Adviser Natural
England

Allocations

we are disappointed that the referé¢ndgiodiversity Duty, which was
removed from the Monitoring and Implementation ectollowing the Issues
and Options stage, has not been reinstated imitheour recommendation at
the Preferred Options stage

494851

Planning and
Conservation
Adviser Natural
England

Area Allocation
TR17: Land at
Trafford Park,
Trafford"

Natural England is satisfied that HRA has been ua#len to meet the
requirements of the Conservation of Habitats aretts Regulations 2010.
We welcome the fact that that the extension oMttehead landfill has been
subject to Appropriate Assessment, as it would ibleinvl.5km of the Astley
Moss SSSI/SAC (which is part of Manchester Moss&8)Sin line with our
consultation response at the Preferred Optiongst&g support the
conclusions of HRA Report, and would welcome treomemended addition to
the supporting text to policy 10, requiring applicas for waste facilities on
unallocated sites to be subject to the same HRéesang as the site allocations
within the DPD. As discussed in our response tacpdlO, we are concerned
that it is currently unsound as it does not reftaetrecommendations of the
HRA report. We also note that the conclusion seatibthe HRA report
(paragraph 6.6) does not clearly reflect the figdiof the main body of the
report (paragraph 4.22) and the mitigating texig¢@dded to policy 10 should
reflect the specific wording set out in paragra@4

490951

Mr K Farrar (Sparth

Area Forum)

1 "Policy 5- Area
Allocations

The current access to the area, as allocated witkikVaste Plan, is not
suitable for the proposed land use and should peowed as part of the
requirements of any subsequent planning application

There is an acceptance and understanding that #ste\WPlan could lead to an
overall improvement in the management, location@weration of existing
waste -related and other businesses in the Spagt ASuch improvements
would be welcome, however, the Forum needs to niakkear that residents
already endure major problems as a result of tiné jjpdustrial and residential
access into the area and the poor quality appeardt management of
existing businesses. It is therefore submitteddhgtsignificant increase in thé
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area used for employment/waste uses should onpebmitted if a new access
road is created which serves to separate induatréresidential traffic. It is
emphasised that residents would not necessaribppesed to more minor
changes to the boundary of current uses andecsgnised that using
additional land to relocate some uses within (@neout of) the area might
improve issues of noise, poor appearance etc. Henvezsidents remain firmly
of the opinion that further development must brvith it tangible benefits and
not simply add to existing problems.

490951

Mr K Farrar (Spartk
Area Forum)

1 "Policy 5- Area
Allocations

Residents welcome the exclusion of the Beech H8abeol Playing field from
the Allocation at RD6 Mandale Park, but feel time inclusion of the whole of
the Park area is wrong.

a) The park area includes diverse areas of stebgyng land, mown grass,
wetland areas and tree cover, all of which haveahend potential visual and
ecological value. If the practicality of developrmeras considered it would be
difficult to conceive a project that would includk of these areas through
choice. It is suggested that it would be approeriat the site to be
appropriately surveyed and the Plan boundary redtavindicate those areas
where there is actual potential for developmentLbgal residents have been
advised through previous exercises that the cartgtruof a road through the
park to Manchester Road is physically possibledmuild cost in excess of £4m
in capital expenditure with an undisclosed reveialslity (2006 figures). The
Forum is surprised that Waste Plan considers ltigtdvel of investment could
be supported by inward investment and memberseofFtiium are anxious to
ensure that the more useable/developable (i.¢efjatreas of the Park are nof
developed and accessed via the existing road netwpr The Forum takes thg
view that the Park has, particularly in recent gebegun to be increasingly
well-regarded as a local green space. Whilst thenpial benefits of a new road
are acknowledged, members take the view that an H&Nage road was to be
constructed then this would effectively divide tregk and make the area
unattractive and useable as a public open spaaabkls do not feel that any

D
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benefits the road might bring would be sufficiembutweigh the consequences
of construction and use. d) The Forum agrees avithsupports concerns
raised elsewhere about the construction of a H@és&road junction next to
Beech House School. Again the Forum is willing ¢oept that it might be
physically possible to construct such a junctiohtha proximity of the school
with its outdoor activity areas, the high leveldrafffic that might use the route
the noise and exhaust emissions and the currebkgons of congestion/parkin
in that area at the busiest times all seem to stdlyat the concept has not been
adequately considered.

[(®]

490951

Mr K Farrar (Spartk
Area Forum)

1 "Policy 5- Area
Allocations

>

The Forum wishes to make it clear that the undeglyationale of site selectio
is not understood, nor do members agree with theome. Specifically
residents have been advised that the Waste P#dioig finding sites for “State
of the Art” waste processing facilities that candeated in close proximity to
other uses without detriment and simply need tehgood links to the major
road network. If this information was accurate tites quite difficult to see
why the Plan authors have determined that Mandadesensible site for new
development given that it would require major iragent in new access whilst
there are numerous empty plots within existing stdal sites with direct
motorway access, e.g. Kingsway, Cowm Top, etc
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